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The Figure of Distrust: Prince A.S. Menshikov in the Maritime Department
during the Period of Reforms, 18261828

Annomayusi. B cratbe paccmarpuBaeTrcsi posib KHiA3s A.C. MeHImuMKoOBa B KauyecTBe
CBOEOOpPA3HOIro areHTa BEpXOBHOW BJIACTU B Ipoliecce peopMHpOBaHUS MOPCKOTO YIpPABICHHUS.
[Tpobnemuas cutyanus pedopM Obula MOPOXKAEHA NPUYACTHOCTBIO MOPCKOTO TIeHepaluTeTra U
YMHOBHHUKOB K 3JI0YMOTPEOJEHUSM, KOTOpbIE CTaJld CIEICTBHEM HENOTH3Ma M OECHOpsKOB BO
¢rnore. IIpuyacTHOCT MOPSKOB K BOCCTaHHIO JE€KaOpPHCTOB TaKXe CYIIECTBEHHO IOBJIMsUIA Ha
OTHOIIIEHHE Laps K o01Iel cuTyalu B BOEHHO-MOpCKo# cpene. Hukonaii [, ucnbiTeiBas HeqoBepue
K CYILIECTBOBABIIEH MOPCKOM aJMUHHUCTPALMM, HYXKIAJICS B HEKOM IIOCPEIHUKE, KOTOPBIM
peann30BbIBaN OBl €r0 BHJIEHHE YCTPOUCTBA (PII0TA, C OTHOM CTOPOHBI, a C APYTOM, MPeACTaBIsIT OB
eMy OOBEKTHUBHYIO, «OECIIPUCTPACTHYIO» KAPTUHY MOPCKHUX MpoOsieM. DTO MPUBEIO K MOSBICHHUIO
BO (ioTe paHee HE HMEBLIEr0 OTHOLIEHUS K MOPCKOW cly)kOe TreHepai-aJbloTaHTa KHS3S
A.C. MeHIMKOBa, CTaBIIEr0 MOHAPIIUM areéHTOM, OTBEYAIOLIMM 3a MOPCKHE BOIPOCHI B alapare
BJAcTU caMojiepKia. Llenpio cTaThu sIBIISI€TCS MOMbBITKA BBISBICHUS (DYHKIMI TAaKOro areHra Ha
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IIpUMEpe MOPCKOrO yIpaBieHHsA. [IcTOuHMKamMu JAaHHOM CTaThbU  SIBISIIOTCA  TOKYMEHTBI
JIEJIONPOU3BOJCTBEHHOIO U JINYHOTO XapaKTepa, HEKOTOpPbIE M3 KOTOPHIX BIIEPBBIE BBOJATCS B
uccienoBarenbckoe mojae. OCHOBHBIM METOAOJOIMYECKMM IIOCBIJIOM B M3YYEHUM 3asBICHHOMN
poOJeMbl SBJSETCA IpeJIpUHUMaeMas HaMH IIONBITKA BBIBECTH Ha3HaueHuWe MeHIMKoBa 3a
paMKH Y3KOBEIOMCTBEHHOW HMCTOPHM, B OCHOBE KOTOPOHW JIEXkKAaJI0 HEMOTHMBHUPOBAHHOE DELICHHE
UMIEepaTopa, W MPEUIOKUTh HHTEPIPETALUI0 ITHX COOBITUH B KOHTEKCTE YK€ ONHCAHHBIX B
UCTOpHOTpapUM MEXaHW3MOB LAPCKOTO YIPABJICHUS C IOMOIIbIO areHToB. B crarhe aBTOp
IIPUXOANUT K BBIBOAY O B3aMMOCBSI3M MEXIY CHUTyallMed KpU3HCa B MOPCKOM YIIPaBJICHHH,
OTHOIIICHHEM K HEMY BEPXOBHOW BJIACTU M IOSIBJICHMEM MOHAPIIETO areHTa ¢ psAAoOM IPUCYIIUX
eMy (YyHKIMOHAJIBHBIX XapaKTEPUCTHUK.

Knwuesvle cnosa: MenmukoB, Hwukomait 1, ¢mor, agmMuHuCcTpaus, MHHHCTEPCTBO,
OrOpOKpaTHsI.

Abstract. The article considers the role of Prince A. Menshikov as a specific type of agent of
supreme authority in the process of reforming the maritime administration. The problem context of
reforms resulted from the involvement of the naval generals and officials in abuses, which was a
consequence of nepotism and unrest in the navy. The involvement of sailors in the Decembrist
revolt significantly affected the attitude of the tsar to the general situation in the naval environment.
Distrustful of the existing naval administration, Nicholas I needed an intermediary who would
implement his idea of the arrangement of the navy on the one hand, and provide him with an
objective “impartial” account of maritime problems, on the other hand. As a result of that, Adjutant
General Prince A. Menshikov, who had had nothing to do with the naval service earlier, joined the
navy to become the monarch’s agent in charge of the naval issues in the bodies of autocratic
authority. The objective of the article is to identify the functions of such an agent based on the
example of the Maritime Department. The sources of the article include official records and
personal documents, some of which are introduced into scientific circulation for the first time. The
principal methodological approach to the problem under study is an attempt to bring the
appointment of Menshikov beyond the scope of narrow departmental history which was based on
the unmotivated decision of the emperor and to propose an interpretation of the events in the
context of tsarist government via agents, which has already been described in historiography. The
author makes a conclusion about the interconnection between the crisis in the naval department, the
attitude of the supreme authority towards it, and the appearance of the monarch’s agent with a
number of his own functional characteristics.

Key words: Menshikov, Nicholas I, navy, administration, ministry, bureaucracy

BBenenne

AJIMUHUCTpaTUBHBIC MTPpeoOpa3zoBanusi B MOpCKOM MUHHCTEPCTBE B Hauaje Iap-
ctBoBanusi Hukonast I B 1826—1828 rr. HUKOrga HE SABISUIMCH TPEAMETOM OTIEIBHO-
ro uccienoBanus. [Ipousomieniias B 3TOT eproj CMEHA YIpaBIeHYECKUX PopM ObI-
Jla TOCTATOYHO PaUKAIBHON: BO (hJIOTE MEepPecTaau CYIIECTBOBATh YUPEKACHHS, OC-
HoBaHHbIe [leTpom 1. BemoMcTBO nepenuio Ha MUHUCTEPCKYIO CUCTEMY OPTaHU3ALMU
yrapaBjeHus. DTOT Mepexo 1 ObLI OMKUCaH €Ille B IOPEBOIIOIMOHHON JIUTEpaType, Ko-
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TOpasi C TOYKU 3PEHHSI CMEHBI TOCYJAPCTBEHHBIX YUPEKIECHUN HE yCMaTpUBaJla B HEM
HIYEro 3KCTPAOPAMHAPHOTO : 3a/aul MOPCKHX mpeobpasosanmii Hukonas I Geum
MOHSTHBI U 000CHOBaHKI. [lapp xoTen Bo3poAuTh QIIOT M YHU(DUIIUPOBATH MOPCKOE
yIpaBJIEHUE, OCTAIOIIEECS KOJUIETUAIIbHBIM, [0 aHAJIOTUH C BOEHHBIM Ha OCHOBAaHHUU
«OO011ero yupexJ1eHuss MUHUCTEPCTBY». AJMUHUCTPATUBHBIE MPeoOpa3oBaHUsI BOC-
MPUHUMAIUCH TaK)KE€ KaK CPEJCTBO OOHOBJICHHS COCTaBa YNHOBHUKOB, CIy)KalUX B
BEJIOMCTBE, a 3HAYUT, U YCTPAHEHUS Psiia HETaTUBHBIX SIBJICHUH (TaKUX KaK KyMOB-
CTBO U Koppymuus). OgHako nosBieHue Bo ¢GJoTe TOro, KTO OCYIIECTBIISU 3TH TIpe-
oOpazoBanusi — kHs3s Ajexcannpa CepreeBuya MeHIIMKOBA, TeHepai-aAblOTaHTa,
BIIOCIeACTBUM TaBbl duiota (1828—1855)" — ocTaeTcst caMbIM CIIOJKHBIM JUISL HHTED-
MpeTalii MOMEHTOM BO BCEM MCTOPUHM MOPCKUX aIMUHUCTPATUBHBIX pePOpM 3TOrO
BPEMEHU.

A.C. MeHIIUKOB SIBUJICSI CBOETO poja «durypoit Hegosepusi» Hukomnas 1 k Mop-
CKOMY F€HEPAJIUTETY U MOJKOHTPOIBHBIM €MY CITyKalllUM JenapTaMeHToB. 4 nexal-
ps 1826 r., korga MEeHIMKOB IPEACTABUII LIAPIO CBOIO 3AIMCKY O MEPEXOJE K MUHHU-
CTEpCKOU cucTeme BO (DJIOTE OH clelial B JHEBHUKE CIEAYIOLYIO 3anuch: «['ocynapb
MHe cka3al: «Laissez venir ces gens-la a Vous et voyez ce qu’ils veuilent et ce
qu’ilspensent»’, TOBOPS O Pa3IMUHBIX MOPCKHX YHHOBHHKAX» . JTa (pasa mMiepa-
TOpa BbIpa)kaljla, 10 BCEW BHJIMMOCTH, SIBHOE HEYIOBOJIbCTBHUE IMPEAIIECTBYIOIINMHU
TpyJaMH psiia OTBETCTBEHHBIX JUI HaJ BOIPOCAMH CO3/IaHHUS HOBOM aJIMHUHHCTpa-
My, YcTonuuBas KyJbTypa NepcoHU(pUKAMKU BiIacTu B gopedopmenHoit Poccun
XIX B. moposana CUTyaIro, Korjia AesTeIbHOCTh YUPEKICHUH Morja ObITh Mapa-
JM30BaHa, €CJIM HE MOIJIa OBITh BBIMOJHEHA. VI3HAYaNbHO IJIs peanu3aiiy mporpam-
MbI pedopMUpoBaHus (PJIOTA, B TOM YHUCIIE €ro yNpaBIeHUYECKON CTPYKTYyphl, 31 me-
kabpst 1825 r. 6bu1 co3gan Komuter oOpazoBanus ¢piiota, B KOTOPBINA BXOJUIIU MPE-
CTaBUTEIM MOPCKOIO T€HEepajuTeTa IMOJ HadyaJoM TJaBbl (ioTa BHUIIE-aJMHUpana
A.B. Momnepa (mnammiero). Onnako KomuTeT, BIUIOTHYIO 3aHMMAsiCh BOIPOCAMHU
BOEHHOU 4yacTu, K KOoHITy 1826 T. Tak U He BbIpabOTal MPOEKT OyAyIIero aiMHUHHUCT-
PATUBHOT'O YCTPOWCTBA, (PAKTUUECKH IPOUTHOPUPOBAB OAHY M3 3a/1ay, paau KOTOPOM
oH co3zaaBaics. Ocenbto 1826 r. B KpoHmraare ObuiM MpoBEIEHbI PEBU3UH, KOTOPBIE
BCKPBLJIM MHOTOUYMCJICHHBIE 3JI0YNIOTpEOIeHUs, MOKphIBaBIIMECs [ TaBHBIM KOMaH/Iu-

! Yybunckuii B.I'. ctopuyeckoe 0003peHHe YCTpoiicTBa yrnpaBieHnss MOpPCKUM BEI1OMCTBOM
B Poccun. — Cankr-IlerepOypr: Tunorpadus Mopckoro munucrepcrsa, 1869. — C. 170-185; Oczo-
poonukos C.@. Uctropudeckuii 0030p pa3BUTHA U IEITEIBHOCTH MOpPCKOTO MUHUCTEPCTBA 32 CTO
ner ero cymectBoBanus. — Cankrt-IlerepOypr: Tunorpadguss Mopckoro Munucrepcta, 1902. —
C. 82-87.

2 C 1828 1. A.C. MeHImHKOB ObUT HAYATBHUKOM Mopckoro mraba Ero Mmneparopckoro Be-
JIN4YeCTBA, ¢ 1836 r. — MOPCKUM MHUHHUCTPOM.

3 (TycTh 5TH THOAM NPHIYT K Bam, i Bl yBUIHTE, 9€r0o OHE XOTST U YTO OHH TyMaioT, (p.

* Juesumkn xus3s A.C. Memmmkosa // Poccuiickuit rOCYJApCTBEHHBIM apXUB BOEHHO-
Mopckoro ¢iota (manee — PTA BM®). — ®@. 19. — On. 7. — 1. 134. — JI. 86.
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poM nopTta — KoHTp-aamupaiom @.B. Momnepom (crapmnm), 6paToM MOPCKOTO MU-
HUCTpA, KOTOPBI B HTOTe GBLI JIMIICH JOJDKHOCTH . B 1oBepineHnH, K kKoHiy 1826 T.
MOPCKYIO aIMUHUCTPALIMIO PACKOJION BHYTPUBEAOMCTBEHHBIN KOHPIIUKT MEXKTY Iia-
BoH ¢yiota U reHepan-uHteHaanToM B.M. ['ooBHHHBIM. Mepoii, TpuHATON UMIepa-
TOPOM JUIsl pa3pelIeHUs CIOKHUBIIEHCSA B BEJOMCTBE CUTYallMH, CTAJI0 IPUKOMaHN-
pOBaHUE IeHepal-aIbl0TaHTa KHs31 MeHIMKOBa OQUIIMANIBHO «JJI1 TOMOLIM MOp-
CKOMY MHUHHUCTPY B CIpaBKax», a HEO(UIUAIbHO — JAJS JOJITOr0, 3MOIMOHAIBHO
JUCKOM(OPTHOIO MpoIEcca MPOBEPOK, JOMPOCOB, JIMUHBIX Pa3rOBOPOB B KaOMHETE
napsi, pa3KajJloOBaHUM, YHU3UTENIbHBIX HEYBOJBHEHHH IO COCTOSIHUIO 310POBbS» U
T. 1. Cutyanus yciaoxHs1ach KyMOBCTBOM CPEIU aJIMUHUCTPATUBHOTO «BepXa» (io-
Ta U KPyrOBOW MOPYKOM YMHOBHUKOB CPEIHETO M MEJIKOTO 3BEHA; BCE 3BEHBS LIETIH
OBLIM MPUYACTHBI K 3JI0YHOTPEONCHHSIM B OTHOIICHMH TOCYJAPCTBEHHOH Ka3HBI'.
OnHako caMbIM CEpbE3HBIM (PAKTOPOM, HAIOKHUBIIUM OTIIEYATOK HA OTHOILLIEHUE Iia-
ps K MPEACTaBUTEISAM MOPCKON aJMUHUCTPALIMU B 3TO BpeMsl, Oblla IIUpPOKas BOBJIE-
YEHHOCTh MOPSAKOB B BOCCTaHHME JEKAOPHUCTOB: OECHOPSAAKUA, KOTOPbIE MPOU3OILIN
14 nexabps 1825 r., noauTHU3MpOBaIu OECOPSIOK U HEOPEXKHOCTh B yIpaBieHUH. B
3TOM TosiokeHnr Hukonail 1 BeIOMpaeT TOro, KOro OH HaJesieT JOBEPUEM OBITh
«YEJIOBEKOM CO CTOPOHBI», B 3TOM CMBICJIE IIPOJOJIKAS MPHUHLMII NEPCOHAIU3ALNH,
TaK Kak IPOSIBJIEHHOE TOBEPUE SIBISAETCS UCKIFOUNTEIBHO JINYHBIM.

[Touemy BBIOOp Haps AJig NPOBEAEHUS MOPCKHX MPeoOpa3OBaHMIl man Ha IMpe-
CTaBUTEJISI BOCHHO-CYXOIMYTHOTO BenoMcTBa? Kakyro ponp urpan MeHIIMKOB C MO-
MEHTa CBOET0 MPUKOMAHAMPOBaHUS K MOPCKOMY MUHHUCTEPCTBY B KOHLE 1826 r. 10
MoJTy4eHus1 OPUITMaIbHO JOHKHOCTH HadaibHUKa Mopckoro mrada B 1828 1.7 Ot-
BETHI HA 3TH BONPOCHI SABJSAIOTCS KPacyroJIbHbIMU ISl TOHUMAaHUs MO3WLUN Laps U
¢yHkunn MeHIMKoBa B mpouecce pepopMUpOBaHUS BEJOMCTBA.

HUcropuorpadus

B poccuiickoii uctopuorpaduu McCCieIoBaTeIN pacCMaTPUBAIOT MPAKTUKY Ha-
3HAYEHUSI BOCHHBIX HA MUHUCTEPCKHUE JOJDKHOCTH KaK BAXKHYIO COCTABJISIONIYIO Me-
XaHM3Ma Peau3aliy BIACTH CaMOJEpKIa B 3ToT Tepron . CTaBliee YacThiO UCTO-

> O6wmit Mopckoii crucok. U. IV, — Caukr-Tlerep6ypr: Tunorpadus B. Jlemakosa, 1890. —
C. 386.

¢ Tonux K.B. Kponmraarckoe cnencreue 1827 1. u kHA3b A.C. MEHIIMKOB: K BOMPOCY pe-
¢dbopmupoBanus ¢rora B Havyane napcrBoBanust Hukonas 1 // Mctopuueckast namsite Poccuu u ne-
kabpuctsl. 1825-2015. CO0pHUK MaTepHalioB MEXIyHApOAHOH Hay4yHOH KoH(pepeHuun (CaHKT-
[lerepbypr, 14-16 npmexabps 2015 r1.). — MHpkyrck: HWpkyrckuii 001acTHOH HCTOPUKO-
MeMopHUalbHbIN My3el nekadpuctoB: Aptuszaar, 2015. — C. 426-435.

" Jlanun B.B. Heynaunass moronst // Hukomait IlepBeiit. Momoasie roael. Bocmomunanwus.
JueBnuku. ITucema. — Cankr-IlerepOypr: [lymkunckuit ponm, 2008. — C. 13—14; Anopeesa E.A. u
ap. Ynpasnenueckas anuta Poccuiickoit nmnepun. Mcropus munucrepcets. 1802—-1917. — Cankr-
[TerepOypr: JIuku Poccun, 2008. — C. 177.
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pudeckoro Muda o MeHIMKOBE YTBEPKIACHUE O SKOOBI HEMOTHUBUPOBAHHOM Ha3Ha-
YeHUHU BO (DIIOT OOBSICHASTCS TaKXkKe, Kak MpaBuio, B paMkax Muda passe uto (aso-
PHTH3MOM HIIM HEPALHOHATBHBIM peleHreM uaps . Ho B JaHHOM cilydae, Ha HalI
B3IJIS1l, yMECTHO TOBOPUTH 00 0COO0M «TaTPUMOHHUAIBHOW PalluOHATBHOCTHY, UTHO-
PUPOBAaHUE KOTOPOM CYHIECTBEHHO 3aTPYJHSET MOHMMAHUE MOJMTHYECKOrO YKJaJa
TOTO BpeMeHH9. Ot10 noHsTHe, BBeaeHHOoe B.B. BoJKOBBIM B paMkax HCCIIeTIOBaHUS
poccuiickux He(OpMaTbHBIX MHCTUTYTOB, COJEPKHUT BO3MOXKHOCTH JyIsl OoJiee Tro-
KOW MHTEpHpEeTaluy Mpolecca aJanTalluy NaTPUMOHUAIBHBIX HOPM K CTPEMUTENb-
HOM pallMOHAJIM3AlMU BJIACTH, B MPEAEIIAX UACATbHON U CIMIIKOM KOHTPACTHOW MO-
nenu TUnoB rocnojctBa M. BebGepa. [lon marpuMoHuanbHOUM pariMoHATIbHOCTHIO
MOYHO TOHUMATh W3BICKAHHUE CMOCOOOB COXPAHEHWUS JIMYHOTO BJIMSIHUS HA HOBBIC
GIOPOKPATH3UPYIOLINECS HHCTHTYTHI . MBI MOMBITAEMCS OOBICHHTb, KAKHE MeXa-
HU3MBI JIJIS1 5TOTO UCIOJIB30BAIKCH B pehopme MopcKkoro BeJJOMCTBA, U KaK UX MOXK-
HO pacrio3HaTh U KBATU(UIIUPOBATh, UCXOMAS U3 CYIIECTBYIOIIETO HA CETOJHS MHCT-
pYMEHTapus UCTOPHOrpaPUH.

A.C. Menmukos. [Toptper padots! [Ix. [loy, okomno 1825.
Uctounuk: I'ocynapcrBennsiit Opmutax, Cankr-Ilerepoypr. '3-5130

¥ Tapne E.B. Kpeivckas Boitaa: B 2 1. T. 2. — Cankr-TlerepGypr: Hayka, 2011. — C. 82.

? Volkov V. Patrimonialism versus Rational Bureaucracy: On the historical Relativity of Cor-
ruption // Bribery and blat in Russia: negotiating reciprocity from the Middle Ages to the 1990s /
edited by St. Lovell. — Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire: Macmillan Press; New York:
St. Martin's Press, in association with School of Slavonic and East European Studies, University of
London, 2000. — P. 38-39.

' Volkov V. Patrimonialism versus Rational Bureaucracy: On the historical Relativity of Cor-
ruption. — P. 40.
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B nepByto ouepenpb 10KHA OBITH OTBEPrHYTa YaCTO BCTPEUAOLIASCS B MOMYJIsP-
HO-HCTOPUYECKUX HappaTuBax Bepcust 0 kHs3e A.C. MeHmmKoBe Kak «(haBopuTE»
Hukonas [. ®ernomen (aBoputnzma omnpeaensieTcsi B U3BECTHOU Mepe (aKTopoM
CIIy4alHOCTH TOW WJIM MHOW (PUTYpHI HA MOJUTHYECKOM HeOockiaoHe. [Iyrh MeHu-
KOBa-MpaBHYKa K BEPIIMHE BOCHHOM BiacTy B 1820-X IT. HE TOXKAECTBEHEH ITyTH €r0
mpajea: HHA UX MOJUTUYECKHE TPACKTOPHH, HU TIOCMEPTHBIE MU(PUUYECKHUE CYAHOBI
HE CXOXH. ANIOKpU(PUYHOM, ¢ HAIIEH TOUKHU 3PEHUS, SIBJIICTCS BEPCUSL O POMaHTUYE-
CKOM XapakTepe MMIepaTropa, KOTOPOMY ObLIO JIECTHO, YTO OH «IPABUT CTPAHOM,
UMesi Cpeli CBOMX COTPYJIHMKOB IMpaBHyKa Owmkaiiimiero crnojsukuuka [letpay, a
«caMa UCTOPHS» JUIS HErO [OBTOPSIETCS .

Kak mpencrasisieTcs, nepen HaMH KJIACCUYECKOE SIBICHHUE dceHma MOHapIIEeU
BJIACTH, He(hOpMaIbHBIA HHCTUTYT KOTOPOr'O Hapsiay ¢ popMUpOBaHUEM OIOPOKpATH-
YECKUX CTPYKTYP MOAEPHU3UPYIOLIETOCS TOCYIapCTBa, IMPOJOJIKAI OCTABATHCSA OM-
HUM U3 CaMbIX OBICTPBIX U A(HEKTUBHBIX MEXaHU3MOB MHTEHCU(DUKAIIMY BIACTHOTO
pecypca. 1o cnpaBegnuBomy 3ameuanuro J[x. SAHes, 35TM HHCTUTYTHI, TPEACTABISAIO-
LIMECs CIEICTBUEM U MPOJOJKEHUEM HEOIPAHUYEHHOM BJIACTH, B U3BECTHOM CTEIlE-
HY SIBISUTACH «3aITACHBIM ITyTeM» QOPMHpYIOIIEroCs e2aibiozo nopsadka . B cBoeii
UHTepHpeTanuu (HOPMUPOBAHUS POCCHUICKON aJIMUHUCTPAIMU B TEPBOU YETBEPTU
XIX B. JIk. SIHel ucxoaus U3 TOro, YTO areHTaMHU SIBJISUIMCh CEHATCKUE ITPOKYPOPHI
u nogurHeHHble CeHaTy reHepai-ryoepHaTopbl Kak MPOBOJHUKHU BIIACTU 32 Ipeje-
NaMH aJAMHHHCTPATUBHOTO IeHTpa . Ilpn Hukomae I, o MHEHHMIO HCClIeoBaTEIs,
BJIACTh TAKUX ar€HTOB PacClIMpUiIach U YKpEenuiach, OJJHAKO, INIABHBIM OPraHOM, KY-
PUPYIOIIUM WX JeATeIbHOCTh, cTaja CoOctBenHas Ero NmmnepaTopckoro Benmnuect-
Ba KaHmemspusi, 3aMeHHUBIAS BCEOOBEMITIONIYIO AesTeNbHOCTs A.A. Apakueesa'’.
Ha unee o Kanuenspuu kak yupexxaeHuu, (yHKIHH KOTOPOTO PACIPOCTPAHSIIUCH
JTAJIEKO 3a Mpeeibl MEXaHUYeCKOW OyMa)KHOW U MHOM UCTIOTHUTEIbHON pabOThI, MO-
ctpoeHo uccienoBanue I1. Mycronena. KomnekTuBHBIN «areHT» ObLI, ¢ OJHOM CTO-
POHBI, BAXXHBIM IITPUXOM K MOPTPETY «IPABUILHOTO» OHOPOKPATUYECKOTO YIIpaBiie-
HUSI, C APYTOM — SIBISUICS HUYEM HHBIM KaK «IPOJOIDKCHHEM BOIM» CAMOIEPIKIA .
HenoctaTtku Takoi agMHHUCTPALIMKM MOTJIM KOMIIEHCUPOBATHCS TOJBKO BPEMEHEM,

H bymenun A.B. A.C. MeHIIMKOB — TOCYJJapCTBEHHBIN J1esTelNb, [apeABOpel U yenosek // 13
riyOuHbl BpeMeH: anbMaHax. — Cankr-IletepOypr: Penakuus anbmanaxa «V3 rimyOHHBI BpeMeH»,
1995. — Bpin. 5. - C. 116-117.

"2 Yaney G.L. The Systematization of Russian Government: Social Evolution in the Domestic
Administration of Imperial Russia, 1711-1905. — Urbana, Ill.: University of Illinois Press, 1973. —
P. 10.

" Yaney G.L. The Systematization of Russian Government. — P. 221.

'* Yaney G.L. The Systematization of Russian Government. — P. 222.

> Mycemonen IT. CoGCTBeHHAST €ro HMIIEPATOPCKOrO BEIHUECTBA KAHIEIAPHS B MEXaHH3ME
BJIACTBOBAHMSI MHCTUTYTa camojepxkia, 1812—1858: Kk THUMOIOTUM OCHOB UMIIEPCKOTO YIpaBiie-
Hus. — [ XenbcunkH |: Aleksanteri inst., 1998. — C. 303.
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SIBJISIBILIMM HOBBIX MPO(PECCHOHANBHBIX OIOPOKPATOB, 3TOC KOTOPHIX JIEKa B 00JacTU
abCTpaKkTHOTO TOPAJKA, a HE MEPCOHU(PUIIMPOBAHHOTO «CIYXEHUs». B Xapakrepu-
ctuke napcreoanus Hukonas I [lx. fAneit ynensn ocoboe Baumanue 111 Otaenenuntro
M BBIIONHEHHIO >KAaHIApMaMi (YHKIMH JTHYHBIX MOHApIIMX areHToB'®. BBemeHue
MUHHCTEPCKON CHUCTEMBI, C €r0 TOYKH 3PEHHUS,, HEMHOTO COKPATHUJIO JECIOTUYECKOE
BJIMSIHUE HA aJMHHHUCTPALIMIO, HECMOTPS Ha TO, YTO BYEPAIIHHUE «BCEMOTYIIHE
areHThl CTAHOBHWJIMCH €€ YacThlO, HAKJIAAbIBasg Ha €€ PaboTy M BOCIPOU3BOJICTBO CO-
OTBETCTBYIOIIHIT OTIEYATOK .

B naneueiimem pa6otsl [I. OpiioBcku elie pa3 mocTaBUiu BOIIPOC O MPUPOJIE He-
BUJIUMBIX BHYTPEHHHUX CBS3€H, HAa KOTOPBIX CTPOWJIMCH B3aWMMOOTHOUIEHUS BCEX
YPOBHEN MUHHCTEPCKOM BJIACTH, BKIIIOYAsl CAMUX MUHUCTPOB. MccaenoBarens npen-
JIOKWJI TTPOAHATU3UPOBATH OCTABIIHMECS CIIEAbl 3TUX B3aMMOOTHOIIECHHW C YYE€TOM
MOJICJIA ITaTPOHAKAa W KIIMEHTENbl. B cBOEl BaKHEWINEH CTaTbe O IMOJUTHYECKOM
KJIMeHTenu3Me B Poccun oH cripaBeyInBO OTMEYAET, UTO 3TOT NOAX0A YPPEKTUBEH B
CUIIY «UCTOPUYECKON BaXKHOCTHU JIMYHBIX B3aUMOOTHOIIEHUH B KYJbTYPHOW U UHCTH-
TYLUMOHAJIbHON KU3HU Poccumy»'®. YicXo/1 U3 TOro, 9TO KIHEHTEIN3M H [IpoYyue He-
(dbopmasibHbIE TIATTEPHBI OBUIM BCTPOEHBI B MHCTUTYLMOHAJIBHBIE CUCTEMBI JIOPEBO-
mounoHHoN Poccnn, JI. OpiioBcKM cHCTEMaTU3WPOBAN THUIIBI KIMEHTENIN3Ma, KOTO-
pBI€ MOTJIM UMETh MECTO B TOCYNAPCTBEHHBIX yupexAcHUsAX. OHU HUKOIa HE SIBIIS-
JIUCh «YUCTBIMHY», BCTPEUAsACh B KOMOMHAIUAX, HO B 3HAUUTEIbHON CTENEHU BIUSIIH
Ha OCYIIECTBJICHNE BIACTH KaK MPUHATHS PeLIeHHil n yrpapnenus' . «Kinentenms-
MBI» 0CO00M OJM30CTH K HUMIIEPATOPY, POJCTBA (HEMOTU3M), MECTa U CIY>KEOHBIX
CBA3E€H B TEX WJIM UHBIX BAPUAHTAX BCTPEHYAINCH B PA3HBIX MHCTUTYLUAX U SBIIUIACH
CTPYKTypaMH OOJIBIION MCTOPHYECKON JUIMTEILHOCTH. Y CIIOBHOE JCICHUE POCCHI-
CKOT'O MOJIMTHYECKOT0 KJIMEHTeNIn3Ma ObLIo noaaepxkano [[x. XOCKUHIOM B cTaThbe,
TOCBSIEHHOM 3TOMY (PEHOMEHY POCCHIICKON MOJTHTHYECKOH KymbTyphl” . Jis Hac,
KaK MPEJCTABIAETCS, BaXKEH YETBEPTHIM BapUAHT — KJIMEHTEIU3M CIIyKEOHBIX CBsI3EH,
KOTOpBIM Tpeodsiafan B HOBBIX AJMHUHHCTPATHBHBIX CTPYKTypax U OIperessuics
J1. OpsioBcku uepe3 cBOO (PYHKIIMOHANBHOCTh. 1o ero HaOIoeHUsIM, JTUYHBIE CBSI-
34, BIMSBIIUE HA Kapbepy CAHOBHHUKA, POPMUPOBAIM €TI0 OKPYKEHHE B YUPEXKICHUU
U SIBJSUTMCH TJIaBHBIM (DaKTOPOM €0 Kaphepbl, MOCKOJIBKY JIJIs1 MOBBIIICHUS TpeOOoBa-
JMCh «YCIELIHO PELICHHBIE 3a1adn», a MOCJIEAHEES, B CBOK OYepelnb, 3aBUCEIO OT

' Yaney G.L. The Systematization of Russian Government. — P. 226-227.

' Yaney G.L. The Systematization of Russian Government. — P. 226.

'8 Orlovsky D.T. Political clientelism in Russia: the historical perspective // Leadership Selec-
tion and Patron-client Relations in the USSR and Yugoslavia: Selected Papers from the Second
World Congress for Soviet & East European Studies. — London: Allen & Unwin, 1983. —P. 174.

' Orlovsky D.T. Political clientelism in Russia: the historical perspective. — P. 176-177.

* Hosking G. Patronage and the Russian state / The Slavonic and East European Review. —
2000. — Vol. 78. —No. 2. — P. 301-320.
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«TATAHTJIMBBIX U MPEJAHHBIX KJIUEHTOB», T. €. UCIOJHUTENEH, KOTOPBIM 3TH 3aJa4u
OBITH OTHOCTHIO WM YACTHYHO JIEIeTHPOBAHBI- .

Omnupasice Ha HaOmoaeHus J[. OpIIOBCKM, MBI CKJIOHHBI HHTEPIIPETUPOBATH Ha-
3HauUeHUE KHs35 MeHIuMKoBa BO (JIOT KaK CMEHY YKOPEHHUBILIErOCs B aJIMUpalTEH-
CKHMX YUPEKICHUAX HEMOTU3Ma Ha MaTPOH-KIUEHTCKYIO CETh, CTPOUBIIYIOCS Ha JINY-
HOM JIOBEPUH, & TAKXKE PA3HOBUIHOCTSIX YCIEIIHBIX JIMYHBIX U CIY>KEOHBIX OTHOIIE-
HUM, SBJIABIIMXCS 3aJ0TOM HY>KHOTO MOHapXy mHopsiika B BegomcTBe. MHbIMU clio-
BaMM, BEpXOBHAsl BJIACTh cama (pOpMHUpOBaAJIA TaKyl0 CETh Yepe3 CBOETO areHTa, CIo-
coOCTBYsl TOMY, YTOObI Ha aAMUHUCTPATUBHBIC JOHKHOCTU TOMAAIN JIOIU, 00Jia-
JABIIIHME JOBEPUEM ATOTO areHTa WM CaMoro Haps. AreHT IO ONPEACICHUIO CaM SIB-
JISTICS «KJIMEHTOM» MOHAapxa, B cliydae MEHIIMKOBAa JUYHO OOSI3aHHBIM 32 MUJIOCTh
BOCCTAHOBJICHUS Ha CITy>KO€ B MPEKHUX BBICOKMX YMHAX B 1826 T. mocie onajisl Ipu
Anexcannpe 1 (1824 r.). Takas cxema craHOBUJIach 3PHEKTUBHEHIIIMIM MEXaHU3MOM
KOHTPOJISL HE TOJBKO MPEIIPUHUMAEMBIX JEHCTBUN, HO U (PMHAHCOBBIX CPENICTB, OT-
IIyCKAEMBIX B BOCCTAHABIHBACMBIH (IOT B KOJTOCCAIBHBIX pa3Mepax .

A.C. MeHIIMKOB KaK «areHT» MOHapxa Bo ¢Jiore

[lepexons Kk aHanM3y MPUPOJBI TAKOTO «areHTa» C JIMYHOM CEThIO JIOBEpUs, Clle-
IyeT OTMETHUTH, UYTO cilydaili MEHIIMKOBAa OTpakajl paclpOCTPAHEHHUE B 3TOW POJIA B
napctBoBanue Hukonast | cBUTCKMX 4ynMHOB (aaploTaHTOB). B rictopuorpadun otme-
yasock, uto Hukomnaii I popmupoBan okpyxkeHue Takum 00pa3oM, 4TO B HEM OTCYT-
CTBOBAJIM CIIy4aiHbIE JIULA, IOATOMY MOAOHUPAIINCH JIFOIH, COOTBETCTBOBABIIINE

AYXY «HUKOJIACBCKHUX MOPAAKOBY, MPECAYCMATPUBABIINX MMPEKAC BCCI'O UCITOJIHUTCIIBHOCTD
23
" NPCAAaHHOCTD MPECTOIY, a OTHOAb HC HHUIIMATUBY U TEM Ooiee CBO60,Z[OM]':>ICJ'II/IC. ..

Jloctyn B cocTaB OJMKHETO OKPY>KEHUS ONpPENEsuICs KpUTEPUEM JINYHOTO JT0BE-
pusi. Ocob0 MpUOIMKEHHbIE YaCTO HOCWIM BBICIINE CBUTCKHME 3BaHUS — TeHEpall- U
¢murenb-agprotanT. O Bo3pocuieM 3HaueHun Ceuthl npu Hukonae I nmucamu nope-
BONIOIMOHHBIE HcTopukn . A.E. ITpecHsSKOB, B ouepke «AIOrel CaMoepKaBHs»
3aMeyal, 4To QyHKIUH aIbI0TaHTOB B HHUKOMaeBCcKkoe nMpaBieHNe pacIMpUINCh, a UX
BeC B OOLIECTBE U aIMUHUCTPAIIUHN YBEIUUUIICS:

! Orlovsky D.T. Political clientelism in Russia. — P. 179.

2 020poonuxos C.@. VicTopudeckuii 0630p PasBUTHS H JCATETHOCTH MOPCKOTO MUHHICTEp-
ctBa. — C. 130.

» Bracts u pedopmel: 0T camoepKaBHOU K coBeTckor Poccuu / mon penakiueii b.B. Ananb-
nva. — Cankr-IlerepOypr: Imutpuit bynanun, 1996. — C. 272.

** Cronerne BoenHoro muHucteperBa. 1802—-1902. Mmneparopckast rinaBHas kBaptupa. Mcro-
pus rocynapeBoir Csuthl. IlapctBoBanue Mmneparopa Hukomas I: B 13 1. T. 2. — Cankr-
[TerepOypr: Tunorpadus Torapumectsa M.O. Bonbda, 1908. — C. 7-117.
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CBoux renepan- u Gaurenb-aaploTanToB Hukomaii [ nepxan B 61M30CTH U MHIJIOCTH, HO
OYEHb CYpOBO HAKa3bIBAJ JAXXE 3a CPABHUTEIIBHO MaJIOBa)KHbIE NMPOCTynKH. Hemosepuu-
BbId U MOJO3PUTEIbHBINA, OH BEPUJI YMHAM CBOEW CBHUTBI, BUJIEN B HUX JIIOAECH, KOTOpPHIE
3HAIOT €ro B3IJISAJBI M JKEJIAaHUS U TOTOBBI OCCIPEKOCIOBHO MPOBOJIUTH UX B JKH3Hb, IIPHU-
TOM HE 3a CTpax, a 32 COBECTh. 1y/a, Ky/la €My XOTeJIOCh MPOHUKHYTh JIMYHBIM HAOJIIO/e-
HUEM W JIMYHOW PACHOPSIUTEILHOCThIO, OH UX TOCHUIAN, CBOMX T'e€HEpal- U (IIHreNb-
aabloTaHTOB. OHU JTOMKHBI ObUIH OBITH MMOCTOSIHHO TOTOBBIMH K OTHE3/1y B KOMaHIUPOBKHU
10 CaMbIM Pa3HOOOPA3HBIM U YaCTO MIEKOTIUBBIM MmopydeHusM. Yepes Hux Hukomait nep-
’KaJl B CBOMX PYyKax yNpaBJi€HUE apMHUEH, MOChUIAI UX HAa OCMOTP BOMHCKHUX 4YacTeul, Ha
KOHTPOJIb HaJl PEKPYTCKUMH HAO0OpaMU U T. II.; UX PAcChUIal OH Ha IMPOU3BOACTBO CIIE/ICT-
BHI O 37TOYNOTPEOJICHUSX B BOCHHOM M I'PAXKTAHCKOM XO3SHUCTBE, TpeOys MOAPOOHBIX OT-
4eToB JUYHO cebe. Takne KoMaHAMPOBKHU OBUIA CPEICTBOM MPSIMOTO BMEIIATEILCTBA BEP-

XOBHOM BJIACTH BO BCSKHE Ji€ja U BOIIPOCKHI: I10 PaACCICAOBAHHUIO O JEUCTBUIX rpaxaaH-

o2
CKHX W BOCHHBIX BJIaCTCH. .. >

C nawei Touku 3peHus, Tekcr A.E. IIpecHsKkoBa cOOEpKUT camble TOYHBIE CO-
CTaBJAIOLIME IS onpeneneHus acenma. Ha anprotanToB 13 CBUTHI Kak HA OJUH U3
CaMbIX YacTO HMCHOJIb3yeMbIX U 3((PEKTUBHBIX MHCTPYMEHTOB BJIACTH, B HUCTOPHO-
rpadguu oOpamajiocs Majgo BHUMaHHUA. Y HUBEPCAIBHOCTh POJIU abIOTAHTOB JEIAET
ySI3BUMBIM BCsIKOe obOoOImaroniee cyxkiaeHue oo ux ¢gyskiuonane. B Hukomaesckoe
LIapCTBOBAaHUE aAbIOTaHThl CBUTHI UMEININ pa3Hble CyAbObI 1 MOTUBALIUU IS CITY>KOBI
B CBUTCKOM 3BaHUU; MHOTJIa OHO CTAHOBWJIOCH ITOYETHBIM M HE BIIEKJIO HUKAKHX, IO
BoIpaxkeHnt0 A.E. [IpecHsAkoOBa, «IIEKOTIMBBIX NMOpy4yeHHi». OIHAKO T€, HA KOTO
BO3JIAraJINCh 3TU «IIEKOTIUBBIE MOPYUYEHUS», 110 BCEN BUAMMOCTH, HAIEISIIUCh JUY-
HbuIM JIoBepueM MoHapxa. I uem oHO ObuUIO BbIIIE, TeM 0o0Jiee MOIJIO CHHXKAThCS
BIUsIHUE (DOPMAJIHBIX UHCTUTYTOB TOU cdephl, KOTOpasi ObUIa TAKOMY «areHTy» Io-
pyueHa. [loBepue, BEpOATHO, CTOUT ONPEIENSITh KAK OCHOBY MPUPOJBI MPUOINKEH-
HOI'O areHTa; a €ro IMOsBJICHUE B KAYECTBE PEBU30pPA WM KOHTPOJIEpA U3MEHSIIO I10-
BEJICHHE YMHOBHHUKOB, KOTOPbIE CTAJKUBAIUCH C HUM YK€ KaK ¢ «(Urypoil HemoBe-
pus» K HUM MOHapxa.

Kus3p A.C. MenmukoB nociie cBoedt orctaBku 24 HosiOpst 1824 1. ObL1 BO3Bpa-
IIEH Ha CIIYXO0y MO JUYHOMY MPOIICHHIO, YAOBIETBOPEHHOMY UMIIEPATOPOM, U BOC-
CTAHOBJICH B BBICIIEM CBHUTCKOM 3BaHHH TeHepan-aabiotanta 10 okTsops 1826 r.° B
ATOM KaueCTBE OH BXOJWJ B HEOOJIBLIOW KPYT T€X, KTO MOTEHIIMAIbHO MOT paccyu-
THIBATh HA JIMYHOE NOPYYECHHE B PELIEHUH Pa3HbIX OTBETCTBEHHBIX 3a/1a4.

Opnako mosiBieHne MeHIMKoBa BO (PJIOTE MOXKHO paccMaTpuBaTh U B 0Oojee
IIMPOKOM AaCIEKTE — BO BIUSHUU MOPSAKOB CyXOMYyTHOTO BEAOMCTBAa Ha MOPCKOE
yhpaBlieHUE: BMECT€ C HUM BO (UIOT HAa aJMHUHHCTPATUBHO-BOEHHBIE JOJKHOCTH

* [pecnsxos A.E. Amoreit camomepxkaBusi // Poccmiickue camoepKIsl / COCTABHTENb
A.®. CmupHoB. — Mocksa: Knura, 1990. — C. 286-287.

% @opmymspusie crmcku kussi A.C. Menmmkoa n orcraska / PTA BM®. — ®. 19. —
Om. 4. — J1. 791.— JI. 66 06.
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npuiia yactb opuiepoB [ maBHOro mraba U KaHUEISIPCKUX YUHOBHUKOB BoeHHOro
MUHHUCTepcTBA. HazHaueHne BOCHHBIX B «KPUTHUECKHUE» Cephl SIBIACTCSA SIPKOH Xa-
pakTepHOl uepTo Bbiciied aamuHucTpanmu rnpu Huxomae 1. Dto yxe 6onee oboc-
HOBAHHBIIl M XOPOIIO OMHCAHHEIA B McTopuorpadun daxt’ . BoeHHOE BEIOMCTBO,
cTaBIliee 00pas3loM npu pedopmupoBaHud MoOpCKOro, ObLIO LIEHTPAIN30BAHHBIM U
CTPYKTYPUPOBAHHBIM: UMEHHO €r0 MOPSIOK JIOJKHBI ObUIM peain30BaTh MEHIIMKOB
Y €ro TMTOMOIIHUKH BO (ptoTe.

Ha3HaueHne BOEHHBIX WIH CBUTCKHUX «areHTOB» JOBEPEHHBIMHU JIMIIamMu npu Hu-
Kosae | J1s pelieHust BaKHBIX BOIIPOCOB CJENYET paccMaTpuBaTh B KOHTEKCTE 00-
11l MOATOTOBKU OIOPOKPATUUECKOIO anmnapaTta U HU3Kou 3(ppekTuBHOCTU €ro pabo-
Thl B TO Bpems. B npasienue Anekcanapa | mosiBUIMCh HOBbIE MHCTUTYTHI, MPUIAB-
[IME YEepPThl «EBPONEHCKOCTU» aJIMUHUCTPATUBHBIM CTPYKTYypaM, OJAHAKO, MpoodiieMa
HEXBAaTKU KBAIU(PUIMPOBAHHBIX YMHOBHUKOB, KOTOPBIE CIYKUJIM Obl aOCTpaKkTHBIM
ujeagaM 3aKOHOB M MOPsi/IKa, HOBBIMH aIMUHUCTPATUBHBIMU (pOpMaMH, MpaBUIaMU
Y MHCTPYKUMSIMHU ellle He Obula penieHa. B mocTtBeOepraHCKUX MCCIEI0BAHUSIX Oro-
pokpatuu, B yactHocTH y I1. biay, orMeuanoch, 4To0 «OCHOBaHHOE Ha OIOpOKpaTuye-
CKHUX IpaBWJIaxX M AUCIUIUIMHE OTIPABJICHHE BIACTH HEOOXOAMMO OTJIMYATh OT BIa-
CTH, KOTOpasi 3MKAETCS Ha MPOPECCHOHATBHON KBATH(HIIPOBAHHOCTI» . J[0 mpo-
(deccuoHanbHOU 3pesnoit 6ropokpaTiu B KoHIe 1820-x rr. ObLIO emie BechbMa J1ajeko,
OJIHaKO, MOTPEOHOCTh TOCYIAPCTBA B MPO3pAYHOM U 3(DPEKTUBHOM YIIPABIECHUH, KO-
TOpoe Obl KaK MO>KHO MEHbIIIE 3aBHCEJIO OT BIUSHUS JIMYHBIX CBSI3€H M HEMOTH3MA, B
peallisix YCIIOKHEHHs T'OCYJapCTBEHHOI'O YIpaBJIEHHs ObUIa JOCTATOYHO OOJBILION.
OcHOBHOM 4epToil OIOPOKPATUUECKOTO YNpPaBICHUs SBJISETCS 0€3IMYHOCTh, OTCYTCT-
BHE B3aMMOCBSI3M MEX]y PELICHUSMH U JIMYHBIMU MHTEpECaMH YMHOBHUKA. B nute-
paType OINUCaHbl MPUMEPHI MOBBIIIEHUS YPOBHS OIOpPOKpaTH3allMd B OpraHU3AlMH
IIPU CMEHE PYKOBOAMTENEH «B CHIIy TOTO, YTO HE3HAKOMBIN C HEPOPMAILHON MpaK-
TUKON PYKOBOIMTEIb BBIHYXKJEH IMOJIararbcs Ha O(PUIMAIbHBIE CIIOCOOBI BBITOJIHE-
HUSI €r0 NPUKa30B» . B CHTyalMM HeIOBepHsl HCTOYHHMKA BIACTH (MMIIEpaTopa) K
LEJI0M aIMUHUCTPATUBHON CTPYKTYpE NMPUHLHUI HA3HAYEHUS! paHEe HE UMEBIIEro OT-
HOIIICHUSI K JAHHOM cdepe yIrpaBieHIa MOXKET UCTOJIKOBBIBATHCS KaK BIOJIHE 3P dek-
THUBHAs TEXHOJIOTUS JOCTUKEHUSI HY>KHOTO BEPXOBHOM BJIACTH PE3yJbTaTa.

Taxkum o6pazom, acenm 1820 —1830-x rT. MOXKET paccMaTpUBATHCS KaK UHCTPY-
MEHT €Illé BO MHOTOM «PYYHOI0» MEXaHHW3Ma, HO KOTOPBIM, B YAaCTHOCTH ObLia
chopMHpOBaHA BIOJIHE KAYECTBEHHAs, YCTpPaHUBIIAS 3aCWJIbE JIMUHBIX BIUSHUN U

*" Lincoln W.B. Nicholas I, Emperor and Autocrat of all the Russians 1796—1855. — Blooming-
ton; London: Indiana University Press, 1978. — P. 99-100.

* Bnay IT.M. Vccnenoanns GopMaTbHEIX OpraHu3ammii / AMeprKaHcKas comuomorus. Ilep-
cnektuBbl. [Ipo6nemsr. Metonsl. — Mocksa: [Iporpecc, 1972. — C. 102.

¥ TLM. bnay co ccpuikoii Ha uccnenosanus 3.Y. loynnnepa. CMm.: baay 11.M. VccrnenoBanus
dhopmanbHBIX opranuzamnmii. — C. 102.
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UHTEPECOB Or0poKkpamuveckas CTpykTypa MopcKoro MUHHCTEPCTBA. B u3BecTHOM
CTEIIEHH ATO NMOATBEPKAAECT TE3UC O TOM, UYTO NMATPUMOHHAIBHOE YIPABICHUE MOKET
HE TOJILKO Pa3BHBATh B cebe «OIOPOKPATHYECKHE YePThI» , HO M HA ONPEICICHHOM
YPOBHE DPa3BUTHUS CO3/1aBaTh KAYECTBEHHBIC aJMUHUCTPATUBHBIE CUCTEMBI PalUO-
HanbHOrO THNa. Kakue ¢pyHKIMM ObUIM Y TAKMX areHTOB U KaKue 3a7a4d OHU BBIOJI-
HsN?

Wnest «CyxXOImyTHOTO» YHPaBISIONIEro BO TiaBe ¢uioTa (WM TOJIBKO XO3SHCTBEH-
HOM ero 4actu), BONPEKH BCEM MCTOPUUYECKUM aHEKI0TaM O MeHIIMKoBe, JOoMycKa-
Jach MPEJCTAaBUTEISIMU MOPCKOIO COOOIIECTBa, O KpallHel Mepe, MporoBapruBaiach
uMHU. Tak, MBICTIH O «CYXOITyTHOM» T€HEPAJIE MOKHO HAlTH B «3alHUCKE O COCTOSIHUU
poccutickoro ¢uorta B 1824 r.» B.M. ['00BHMHA’ ', CTICLHATBHBIX 3aIIHCKaX, CO3aH-
HBIX MOpsikoM-Jiekabpuctom JI.W. 3aBanumumubiv uist paccmMoTpenus ux B Komurere
o6pasoBanus drota’’. OJHAKO MMIEPATOP, TTOMUMO PEIICHHS YIIPABICHUCCKHX 3a-
nad, omnpeaenwn MeHIIMKOBa K 3aHATUSM MOPCKHMHU JellaMd B KOHIIE HOs0psA
1826 1., mpecienys CBOIO 1€Jib: KHSA3b JIOJDKEH ObUT CTaTh CBOETO poja PEBU30POM
MOPCKOW aJIMUHUCTPAlU, HE UMES K HEM HUKAKOTO JUYHOTO OTHOILICHUS WJIU CBSI-
3e. M moHnMaHue UMEHHO ATOM posii MEHIMKOBA, MO CJIOBAM OJHOTO U3 MEMYyapH-
CTOB, NPUBOJIUJIO K HEJOBOJIBCTBY MOPCKOI'O COOOLIECTBA, SIBISIBIIETOCS «KAK Obl OT-
JICBHBIM TOCYApCTBOMY . JIpyroil MeMyaphCT ONMCHIBAI TEXHHKY HA3HAUCHMUS
MHHMBIX «TOBapHILEW» AECUCTBYIOIIMM MUHUCTPAM B Ka4€CTBE UCIBITAHHOTO CIIOCO-
0a ynaneHus NociIeqHUX OT BJIACTH B TOM CUTyalluH, KOT/a apb MepectaBal UM J0-
BepsTh . Kak mpejcrapisercs, Mogo0HOE TOI0KEHHEe MEHIIHKOBA GbINO MONE3HO
JIJI1 BEpXOBHOM BJIACTH.

@Purypa areHra uMmIiepaTopa co3aBajia BUIMMOCTh OTCTPAHEHHOCTH UMIIEpaTopa
OT mpoucxoAsuero. B 3Toil HOBOM CLUEHApHOM CHUTYallUH, IJIaBHBIM WHULUATOPOM
KOTOpPOM ObLT UMIEPATOP, BUEPAILIHUE 3aCTY>KEHHbBIE aIMUPAJIbl CTaTu 0OBEKTOM He-
JIOBEpUsI, MPOBEPOK U B3bICKaHWHU. B ricTopuu mpeoOpa3zoBaHnii MOPCKOTO BEIOMCTBA
Hukonaii [ Bcerga urpaji OCHOBHYIO POJib, UTO HEM30EKHO JIOKHO OBLIIO BOBJIEKATH
€ro B MEXKJIMYHOCTHbIE KOH(JIMKTHI, B TOM YHUCJIE CBSI3aHHBIE C KOPpPyHUHUEH, 3710-
YHOTPEOICHUSIMU BJIACThIO, HECOOIIOICHUEM MPEANUCAaHUM, HE3aKOHHBIMU YBOJIbHE-
HUSMH «HEYTOAHBIX» U T. A. OJHAKO, 3TO ObLI TOT CHEKTP BOMPOCOB, KOTOPHIMU HE
nmojo0ano 3aHuMaTbcst MOHapXy. Tak, B stHBape—deBpaine 1827 r. Huxonaii [ ynensn

3% Volkov V. Patrimonialism versus Rational Bureaucracy. — P. 38.

! Muuman Mopexonos [/ oroenun B.M.]. O cocrostauu Poccuiickoro dorta B 1824 rogy. —
Cankr-IlerepOypr: Tunorpadust Mopckoro Munucrepcrsa, 1861. — C. 63.

32 O pacemotpennn B Komurere 06pasoBanns (oTa 3alicOK JeHTEHAHTa 3aBaTHIINHA, 3a-
KITFOYAONINX 3aMedanus 00 oopazoBanuu ¢iorta u ap. / PTA BM®. — ®. 148. — Omn. 1. — JI. 148. —
JL. 3.

33 Quuwiep K.U. 3anucku cenatopa. — Mocksa: 3axapos, 2008. — C. 77.

3* Buzens @.®. 3armcku. — Mocksa: 3axapos, 2000. — C. 312,
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MHOro BpeMmeHu KpoHmranry, jJuyHO ocmaTpuBas nopt. 17 sHBaps 1827 r.
A.X. beakennopd mucan M.C. BopoH1ioBy 0 ToM, 4T0 aamupain MoJiep (CTapiimii)

OB OTCTPAaHEH OT CBOMX JOJDKHOCTEH B KpoHITanTe v yBOJIEH 3a OTKPBIThIE M JJOKa3aH-
HBIC 3JI0yIOTPEOICHHS B €ro agMuHUCTpanuu. CerogHs UMIIepaTop TOJIBKO YTO yexXal B
Kponurraar, rjae oH sIBUTCS Kak CHET Ha T'OJIOBY; €ro COMPOBOXKIAaeT OAMH MEHIINKOB, KO-
TOpPOMY IMOPYYEHO MPUBECTU B MOPSAJOK aJIMUpAITEHCKHUE KaHLEISIPCKHE Jena. JTO OT-
JIMYHBIA BBIGOP U 9TO TO, YTO OH YCEPAHO M MOCTOSHHO H3ydall. ..

Uepes HECKONBKO JHEH, 22 sTHBApsl, B CBOEM AHEBHHKE MEHIIMKOB CJIEall 3aliCh
0 TOM, YTO OH NO npuxasy yaps TpedoBall cnpaBku y Moiiepa o Npu4rHE yBOJIbHE-
HHSL OJJHOTO KOpaOeIbHOro MacTepa ..

[Io mepe BxoxkneHuss MeHIINKOBAa B MOPCKHUE JENa YPOBEHb BUAUMOTO JIMYHOTO
INPUCYTCTBUS (HO HE ydacTHusl) UMIIEpaTopa CHUKAJICS, cO3JaBasi WIUIIO3UI0 €ro OT-
CTPaHEHHOCTU OT MOPCKOM Ipymnibl HHTepecoB. O1HAKO J1t00ast cuTyanus KOH(IUKTa
WM HEJOSUIBHOCTU JIEUCTBHSIM CaMOI0 areHTra oOHa)ajia yAI3BUMOCTb U CYTh €ro
npupozsl. Tak, korna Bo Bpemst orcytctBus A.C. MenmmkoBa B IlerepOypre Ha ero
nercTBug BO (hioTe ObLI HANlMCAaH AaHOHMMHBIM JTOHOC, MEPBBIA €ro «KIUEHT» (iu-
renb-aabloTalT B.A. [lepoBckuil ymMosIsu1 uMIiepaTopa He COOMpaTh aMUPAJIOB C Iie-
JbI0 YCTAHOBUTH aBTOpa JIOHOCA: BO-TEPBBIX, 3TO ObI 3aCTaBHJIO BCEX IyMaTb, UTO
HMMIIEPATOP BEPUT JOHOCAM, A BO-BTOPBIX, MPOSABISET HEAOBEpUE K MEHIIMKOBY U
MO3BOJISIET 00CYX1aTh €0 pemeHI/I;{3 7. Huxomnaii I, BHsiB moBomam B.A. [TepoBckoro,
nepeayMal, Tak Kak Ha caMoM Jiesie 00CYyKJIeHre elcTBUi MeHIMKoBa B KPYTy a-
MHUPAJIOB IO JOHOCY B KOHEYHOM HUTOT€ O3HAa4yaslo Obl KPUTHUKY €r0 COOCTBEHHBIX pe-
IIEHU ¥ €ro JIMYHOTO BbIOOpa MeHmmKkoBa B KauecTBe riaBbl ¢uiota. JloHOC ObLIO
pelIeHo OCTaBUTh 0€3 BHUMAaHUSI.

JInuHOe y4yacThe umMneparopa B pelieHUH KOH(MIUKTHBIX CUTYalllid CTaBUIIO MPO-
0JieMy OTBETCTBEHHOCTH MOHApXa 3a MPUHUMAEMbIE PEIICHHUS, a TAK)KE MPUBJICUCHUS
€ro MMEHM K HEJIMLENPUITHOMY KOHTEKCTY. B nene ocsenomiienus Hukomaii I onu-
paJjicsl Ha anmnapar CO3JaHHOW UM MOJULUH, a JJI HeONMYIIEHHUs] OOIIECTBEHHOTO TO-
PULIAaHKS CYLIECTBOBAIMU a2eHmbl, OMHUM U3 KOTOPBIX cTan MenmmukoB. KHsA3b mo-
HUMaJI Ha3HaueHue cBoer ponu. Crycts MHOrue rozsl, B 1857 r., cocraBisiss KOM-
MEHTapUHU K MPOEKTy pedopMbl BeAOMCTBA Npu BenukoM KHsize Koncrantune Huxko-
JJA€BUYE, OH OCTEPETall T€Hepal-aAMUpaia OT HEIOCPEACTBEHHOIO PYKOBOJICTBA XO-
3SIUCTBEHHOM 4YacThio (hJI0Ta, JEHEKHbIE W MOJPSIHBIE JieJla KOTOPOH HE JIOJKHBI

3 Tucemo A.X. Bernkennopda — M.C. Bopormosy. ITerepbypr, 17 suBapst 1827 roxa / Apxus
kHs135 Boponosa: B 40 kH. — MockBa: YHusepcuterckas tunorpagus, 1889. — Ku. 35. — C. 272.

3% NMuesnuxu kus3s A.C. Menmmkosa / PTA BM®. — ®. 19. — Om. 7. — JI. 134. — JL. 88 06.

37 Jleno 06 aHOHMMHOM JOHOCE HA KHs3s MEHIIMKOBA C pe3omonusMu rocyxaps / PTA
BM®. - ®. 19. -On. 4. — 1. 74. - JI. 21 00.
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OBLIN KacaThcsl HMEHH 4IeHA MMIIEPaToOpCKoil ceMpr . Ha BOJIHE THOepaibHBIX Hpe-
0o0pa30BaHMl Takasl MO3UILMS BOCIPUHUMAJIACh PETPOrPaJHON, OTpakarolmlell «OT-
CTaJIOCTh» B3TJISJI0B TOTO, KTO OJMIETBOPSAA COOOl BOEHHO-MOPCKOE YIpaBJIEHHE,
UMEJl K TOMY K€ OTPULATENbHBIA ONBIT KOMaHAOBaHUs apMueld B xone KpbeiMckoin
BOIHBI. Ho mo3unus MeHmmkoBa oTpakasia OmbIT ero npeObIBaHUs B aAMUHUCTpa-
MM OTLa Benukoro kHs3s. B 1827 r., korga BeJIWMKH KHS3b IOSIBUJICS Ha CBET,
MEHIIIUKOB MOCTENEHHO CTAaHOBWJICS TOM (DUTypoid, KOTOpasi B Iiazax oOIIeCTBa U B
opuIMaTBHBIX JOKYMEHTaX Heclia OTBETCTBEHHOCTh 3a BCE MpoUcXoauBiiee ¢ (io-
TOM; IIPU 3TOM Jpama €ro MOJOKEHUs 3aKI0Yaiach B TOM, YTO caM KHA3b MeHIu-
KOB CKOpPE€€ BBITIOJIHSII BO3JIOKEHHBIE HA HETO MOPY4YEeHUs] (0OCOOEHHO B MIEPBBIEC TObI
pedopmM, B 18261828 rr.), HEXKEIM MOCTYNAT B COOTBETCTBUU CO CBOMMHU B3IJIsIIaMU
Ha TOT WM MHOM npeamer. Llapp nericTBoBan yepe3 HEro, BHUKas B T€ J1€71a, KOTOPBIE
MOTJI OBl PacIieHUBATHCA KaK HEJJOCTOMHBIE «BHICOYAMIIIETO BHUMAHUS.

ﬁ% Z&M,Ar‘,dﬁ)
Nums Bians —) )

Kus3p A.C. Menmmukos, 1860-¢ rr.
Uctounuk: U3 nuunoro apxusa K.B. Jlonuk. [1y6nukyercst BriepBbie

3% 3ameuanns kHA3s MEHIINKOBA 110 COCTABICHUIO TPOEKTA PeoOpa3oBaHms MOpCKOro M-
nucrepctsa // PTA BM®. — ®@. 19. — On. 1. — [I. 331. — JI. 35 00.; /Jonux K.B. Kus3s A.C. Men-
IIMKOB M aIMUHHCTPATUBHBIE ITpeoOpa3oBanusi B Mopckom BegomcTse B KoHIe 50-x rr. XIX cro-
nerus // Anekcanap Il u ero Bpems. K 200-neturo co aHs poxaeHus: COOPHUK CTaTeH / Mo perak-
nueii B.B. flkoBneBa. — Cankr-IletepOypr: PI'TIY um. A.U. I'epriena, 2019. — C. 143—155.
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[Tpo6iemMa BO3MOKHOM JTUYHON KPUTHUKHU OOLIECTBOM CaMOTO0 MOHApXa U €ero pe-
nreHnii Gbita omvcana M., MNOpPHHCKUM Ha MaTepuaie Hauana XX B.  SIBIASCH
CBOEro poja IUIATOM 32 HEOTrPAHWYEHHYI0 HHUKAaKUMU HWHCTUTYTAMH BJIACTH CAMO-
JIEpKIIa, OHA 3aKJI04Yaiach B TOM, YTO «COOTBETCTBYIOIIME IOBEJICHUS 0 KpalHEH
Mepe BHEUIHE BBIMVIAJCIM KaK IUIOABI JUYHOW MHHUIMATHUBBI LAps CO BCEMH BBITE-
KAIOIIMMH OTCIOZa MocaeacTBisaMm» . TIpu Hukonae I BMeIaTenbcTBO BEPXOBHOI
BJIACTH B pabOTy a/IMUHUCTPATUBHO-OIOPOKPATHYECKOW CUCTEMBI YCHITUIIOCH, TaK KaK
UMIIEPATOp CTPEMMUJICS 3aCTaBUTh €€ «I0OPOCOBECTHO BBIIIOJIHATH CBOM OO0SI3aHHO-
cTH»”', HO BMECTE ¢ STHM BO3POCIIO U GPeMs ero JIMUHOi OTBETCTBEHHOCTH. [109TOMY
¢yHKIMI0 MEHIIMKOBa MOYKHO CPaBHUTH C YCIIOBHOM «IMPMOI», KOoTOpas obecrie-
YUBAJIa BUAUMOCTH HENPUYACTHOCTH MOHApXa M OJJHOBPEMEHHO CEKPETHOCTb, B KO-
TOPOW mpeanoynTan aeucreosars Hukomai .

OTO HE 03HAYaeT, YTO HUKTO HE JAOTAABIBAICA O TOM, YTO IpoHcxoawio B Mop-
CKOM MHHHCTEPCTBE (00 3TOM CBUAETEIBCTBYIOT HEKOTOPhIE MEMYApUCTHI), HO, KaK
Ka)XXETCS, 3TO HE NMPOTrOBapUBAIOCH B KOHTEKCTE JUYHOU 3AUHTEPECOBAHHOCTU MO-
Hapxa, JUYHBIX PEUICHUN BONPEKHU MPEICTABICHUSAM O CIPABEMINBOCTH WU O TOM,
Kak npunamo. llpexne Bcero, B Kpyry caMuX MOPSIKOB. A TIOCKOJBKY B JIEUCTBH-
TEIbHOCTU MHcCHU MeHIIMKOBa Oblia JuyHbIM TIOPYYEHUEM LIapsi pa3o0parhes C
MOPCKHUM HETOTU3MOM, KOppynuuen u peopMoii 0JHOBPEMEHHO, OHA HE BIIMCAIACh
HU B KaKoil ucTopuorpauyeckuii cuieHapui 0ObsCHEHHUSI €r0 IEUCTBHIMA.

[lo3unusi areHTa ¢ €caMoOro Hadaja CBOETO CYIIECTBOBAaHHUS CTPYKTYypHpPOBAJIA
TaKXe JOJDKHOCTHOM JOCTYII K MMIIEPATOPY, KOTOPBIM CO3HATEIBHO CO3/aBajl IpaK-
TUKY Iepeaadn yka3oB riase (uora Mosuiepy yepe3 MenmmkoBa. C nepBoro peck-
puUNTa Ha UM HavallbHUKA MOPCKOTO mTada oT 4 nexabpst 1826 r., coobiaroiiero o
NOpy4eHHH MEHIIMKOBY COCTOSITh NPU HEM', YEPHOBHKH YKA30B, PECKPHUIITOB H
MHBIX «0TBeTOB» Hukomnas I roroBunuce MeHIMKOBBIM, YTBEPKAAINCH LIAPEM U OT-
npasisiuch Mosuiepy depe3 MenmmkoBa. Hukonait [ unran Bce yepHoBuku Men-
[IMKOBA, BHOCWJI TIOTIPAaBKU U MOJIHUCHIBAJ, €CIH 3TO TpeOoBaoch. UepHOBUKH, KaK
Y KOIIMU MOHApIIMX YKa30B, MEHIIMKOB COXpaHs1 y ce0s1, He nepeaaBas B MOPCKHE
KaHIIeJIIPUU; 0CO00 BaXKHBIE, CEKPETHBIE JOKYMEHThI UMIIEPATOP BO3Bpalllall C Pe30-

3% @uopuncruii M.®. Camoneprkasue, GIOPOKPATHs W MpodieMa Ge30TBETCTBEHHOCTH MOHAD-
xa B XIX — nauane XX Beka // Mcropudeckoe mo3HaHKUe: TPAIULMKA U HOBAIIUK: MaTepuaisl Mex-
TyHapoaHoOU Teopernueckor koHpepeHimn (Mxesck, 2628 oktsaops 1993 r.). U. 2. — NxkeBck:
Yamyprckuit yausepcuter, 1996. — C. 5-14. — URL: http://annales.info/rus/19/florinskiy.htm
([ata obpamenus — 25.04.2020)

Y ®ropuncruii M.®. Camoneprkasue, GIOPOKPATHs W MpodieMa Ge30TBETCTBEHHOCTH MOHAD-
xa B XIX — navane XX Beka.

" Gnopuncrui M.®. Camonepxkasue, GIOpOKpaTHs U IpodieMa 6e30TBETCTBEHHOCTH MOHAP-
xa B XIX — navane XX Beka.

2 O masHaueHny KHs3s1 MeHIMKOBA [T peobpasosanms Mopckoro muamcTepeTBa / PTA
BM®. - ®.19.-0n. 4. - 1. 17.-J1. 17.
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JIOLMEN, CHeUalIbHO OrOBapHBAIOLIEH MX HEIOMYCK B JEJONPOU3BOACTBO WM ap-
xuB. [TosiokeHHbIN 110 AOHKHOCTH Mouiepy Kak MOPCKOMY MUHHUCTPY M HAYaJIbHUKY
mrada JOKIIa uMIepaTopy (pakTHuecku 1yOIupoBacs eKeHEIeIbHBIMU JT0KIa aMH
MeHIINKOBA 0 MTPEAMETAM €r0 MUCCHH.

Hakonet, 0co0o0 ciemyeT oroBOpUTh MOCIEIHIOW (DYHKIIMIO areHTa, KoTopasi Obl-
Ja CBA3aHa COOCTBEHHO C BBIIIOJIHEHHMEM CaMOro NopydeHHs. BHOBb amemmmpys K
BBIIICTIPUBEACHHON HcTOpuorpaduu 00 aabloTaHTaX, HEOOXOAMMO MOAYEPKHYTD,
4TO BO3JAracMble Ha HHX 3a7a4M ObLIH COBEPIICHHO pasHbiMu . Kussio A.C. Men-
MIMKOBY OBUIO TIOPYYEHO CO3JaHUE aJIMHHUCTPATUBHOM CTPYKTYPhl MOPCKOTO
yIPaBJICHUS 110 TOMY IJIaHy, KOTOPBIA OBLI afanTupoBaH ajii Mopckoro Be1oMcTBa
CaMUM HMMIIEPATOPOM. DTO MOPYUYEHHUE OH BBINOJIHSI CHavajla Ha Oymare, co3JaBast
3aKOHOJIaTEIbHYI0 OCHOBY (DYHKIIMOHMPOBAHUS armaparta OyIyllero MUHUCTEPCTBA,
a 3aTeM — Ha MPAKTHUKE, [IEPEBOS BCE BEIOMCTBO Ha HOBBIE OPraHU3ALMOHHBIE PEIlb-
cbl. OTHOBPEMEHHO OH KypHpOBaJ BCE CEHATCKHE W aJbIOTAHTCKUE PEBU3UM, KOTO-
pbI€ MPOBOJUIIUCH B 3TO BpeMsl, TOKJIaAbIBasi 00 UX TEYEHUU UMIIEPATOPY.

Peanuzanust cTosib MacITabHOM 3a/1aun ObLIa HEBO3MOKHA 0€3 HaJIe)KHOW OIMOPHI
Ha TIOMOLIHUKOB, CTOSIIIUX Ha 00JIe€ HU3KUX CTYNEHSAX aJIMHUHHCTPATUBHOMW JIECTHU-
upl. I ee pemieHus caM areHT Takke (popMHpoBan MHCTPYMEHTAapul, MpeacTas-
JeHHbI coyeTaHueM (HOPMaIbHO-OIOPOKPATUUECKUX M HEPOPMAIbHBIX 3JIEMEHTOB.
Kusa3p A.C. MEHIIMKOB M3BECTEH B UCTOPUOTPA(HH TEM, UTO «3aTEST IEPECTAHOBKH
B crcTeMe BOGHHO-MOPCKOro BEOMCTBa» ', OJHAKO, AHATOMHS HOBOTO BEJIOMCTBA
IIPUPOJA «IIEPECTAHOBOK» CIPABENIMBO 3aCIYKUBAIOT OTAEIBHOIO UCCIIETOBAHMSL.

Kak BocmpuHHMManu caMu MOpPSKM MOHApIIET0 areHra 0e3 JOJKHOCTH, 3aHU-
Matorerocsi Mmopckumu pepopmamu? Ilo cBunerenscty K.M. ®uiiepa, n3BeCTHOrO
MeMyapHcTa, ceHaTopa, B KoHIe 1820-x rr. cOCTOSBILEro MPH KHA3€ O OCOOBIM IO-
pydeHusiM, MEHIIIMKOB MOHKUMAJI, YTO €ro ImpedbiBaHuEe B poiu pegopmaropa iiorta
HE MOYET HPABUTBCS CTAPBIM MOPSKAM ™.

OpHako NOHMMaHWE TOro, YTO MEHIINKOB HaJENIeH JOBEPUEM M MPAKTHYECKU
HEOTPAaHWYEHHBIM JOCTYIIOM K TOCYJapi0 MPUBENO IJIaB 3KCHEAUINH, JenapTamMeH-
TOB U KaHUEISAPHUM K MPUMUPEHUIO C (PAaKTOM €r0 BTOP’KEHHUS B «OTIEIBHOE rocyiap-
cTBO». UMHOBHUKH 00s3aHblI OBbLIIM COOOIIATh €My MPEeIMET CBOUX 3aHATUH. B cBoeM
JTHEBHUKE B 3aIUCSX 3a JeKaOphb 1826 r. KHI3b OTMEUas JHU MOCEIICHUS €r0 Pa3HbI-
MH MOPCKHMH 4MHOBHHKaMH . Takum oOpa3oM, MeHIIHKOB yke B Hadame 1827 T.
cTaj rjaBHOM Qurypoit Bo ¢iore, MOJ0KEHUE KOTOPOU OMpeAessiiioch MOHAPIIUM
JIOBEPUEM U NMOPYUEHHUEM.

43 lIpecnaxos A.E. Anioreit camonepxkausi. — C. 293.

* Ananvuu B.B. Bracts 1 pedopmer. — C. 273.

* ®uwep K. M. 3ammcku cenaropa. — C. 77.

4 TueBunku kus3s A.C. Menmmkosa // PTA BM®. — @. 19. — Om. 7. — J1. 134. — JI. 86.
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3akiroueHue

[TogBomss wWTOT BBIMIECKA3aHHOMY, CIEAYeT 3aMeTUTh, 4To pedopma 1826—
1828 rr. ObIa YHUKAIBHOW CUTYyalMed B UCTOpHH (hJI0TA, COXPAHMUBIICH ciiea o cebe
B JIOKYMEHTAJIbHBIX CBUJETENIbCTBAX JMUHOTO apxuBa KHa3s1 A.C. Menmukosa. Tpe-
6oBanune Hukomaem | aGcoimtoTHONM CEKPETHOCTH BCEX JIeTaliel IPOUCXOIUBIIIETO BO
bnote 3a dacagoM aIMHUHHCTPATUBHONW pPedOpPMBI, E€CTECTBEHHO, CIIOCOOCTBOBAIIO
TOMY, 4TO poiib KHs351 A.C. MeHInKoBa mpeicTaBisuiachk 0ojiee 4eM HEM3BECTHOM, a
B KOHTEKCTE €ro He MOPCKOTO MPOILIoro — HeoruuHou. Mcropuorpadust ummnepcko-
ro BpEMEHU HE MOTJIa CKa3aTh OOJBIIET0, HAXOASICh B paMKax O(UIIMAIBHOTO UCTO-
puonucanus. Tem He MeHee, Jake OOHapyKEHUE U aHAIIU3 BCEX OOCTOSITENBCTB MO-
aBieHuss MenmrkoBa B MOpCKOM MHUHHUCTEPCTBE, €r0 NMEPBBIX IAr0OB B aIMUHUCTpPa-
LAY, B3aNMOOTHOIIEHU! C HAPEM U MOPCKOM JIUTOW HE NMPUBOJUT K IPOCTON U OJI-
HO3HAYHOUN TPAKTOBKE CBSI3aHHBIX € €ro (purypoit coObituii. OHM IpeanoaaraoT mo-
HCK COOTBETCTBYIOIMX MOJIEJIEH HHTEPIPETALNH B PsIJI€ CYLIECTBYIOIIUX HA CETOIHS
UCTOpUOTpaAPUUECKUX KOHUEMUUNA, 00peKass MOCTPOCHHE Ha 3KJIEKTUYHOCTh TEPMHU-
HOJIOTMH U TTOAXOOB.

Introduction

Administrative transformations in the Naval Ministry in 182628 at the beginning
of the reign of Nicholas I have never been the subject of a separate study. Change in
administrative forms which took place at that time was quite radical: the institutions
founded by Peter the Great in the navy ceased to exist. The department switched to
the ministerial system of administration. That transfer was described even in pre-
revolutionary literature which found nothing extraordinary in it in terms of the
change of state institutions:' the tasks of the Nicholas I’s naval reforms were clear
and justified. The tsar wanted to revive the navy and to unify the naval administration
which still remained collective by analogy with the military administration in compli-
ance with the manifesto “On the Establishment of Ministries.” Administrative re-
forms were also thought of as a means of renewing the staff of the officials in service

' V.G. Chubinskii, Historical Review of the Management of the Maritime Department in Russia
[in Russian] (St Petersburg: Tipografiya Morskogo ministerstva, 1869), 170-85; S.F. Ogorodnikov,
Historical Review of the Development and Activities of the Naval Ministry for a Hundred Years of
Its Existence [in Russian] (St Petersburg: Tipografiya Morskogo Ministerstva, 1902), 82—87.
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at the department and therefore of eliminating a number of negative phenomena (such
as nepotism and corruption). However, the appearance of a person who would con-
duct the transformations — Prince Alexander Menshikov, Adjutant General, the head
of the navy later on (1828-55)% — remains the point which is most difficult to inter-
pret in the entire history of maritime administrative reforms of the time.

A. Menshikov was a kind of “figure of Nicholas I’s distrust” of the naval generals
and departmental officials subordinate to them. On December 4, 1826, when
Menshikov presented to the tsar his memorandum on switching to the ministerial sys-
tem in the navy, he made the following entry in his diary: “The sovereign told me,
‘Laissez venir ces gens-1a & Vous et voyez ce qu’ils veuilent et ce qu’ilspensent,”
while speaking about different naval officials.”* Most probably, this phrase of the
emperor expressed obvious dissatisfaction with the previous work of a number of of-
ficials at the issues of establishing the new administration. Sustainable culture of per-
sonifying the authority in pre-reform Russian in the 19™ century begot the situation
when the activities of institutions could be paralyzed unless they were fulfilled. Ini-
tially, on December 31, 1825 the Committee to Organize the Fleet including its ad-
ministrative structure was formed in order to implement the program of naval reform.
The committee included the representatives of naval generals headed by Vice Admi-
ral A. Moller (junior). Although the committee was closely dealing with military is-
sues, by the end of 1826 it had not worked out a draft of the future administrative
structure and thus actually ignored one of the tasks it was established for. In the fall
of 1826, audits were conducted in Kronstadt and revealed numerous abuses which
were covered up by the chief commander of the port Rear Admiral F. Moller (senior),
brother of the naval minister, who was eventually stripped of his post. To top it off, at
the end of 1826 naval administration was split by an intradepartmental conflict be-
tween the head of the fleet and Intendant General V. Golovnin.” The measure taken
by the emperor in order to resolve the situation in the department was that Adjutant
General Prince Menshikov was officially assigned to the naval minister “to assist in
information” and unofficially he was charged with long, emotionally uncomfortable
process of inspections, interrogations, personal conversations in the tsar’s office, de-
motions, humiliating dismissals “for health reasons,” etc. The situation was compli-
cated by nepotism among the administrative “top” of the navy and the mutual guaran-
tee of middle-rank and small officials; all links in the chain were involved in abuses

> From 1828 A.S. Menshikov was Chief of the Naval Staff to His Imperial Majesty and in
1836 he became Minister of the Navy.

3 Let these people come to You and You will see what they want and what they think.

* Dnevniki knyazya A.S. Menshikova [Diaries of Prince Menshikov]. F. 19, op. 7, d. 134, 1. 86.
Rossiiskii gosudarstvennyi arkhiv voenno-morskogo flota [Russian State Archive of the Navy]
(RGA VMF), St Petersburg, Russia.

> Comprehensive Maritime List [in Russian], pt. 4 (St Petersburg: tipografiya V. Demakova,
1890), 386.
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of the state treasury.® However, the most serious factor that influenced the tsar’s atti-
tude towards the representatives of the naval administration at the time was the wide
involvement of sailors in the Decembrist revolt: unrest which occurred on December
14, 1825 politicized disorder and negligence in management. In this situation Nicho-
las I chose the person who he vested with trust to be an “outsider” and in doing so he
continued the principle of personalization, since the trust of the tsar was exclusively
personal.

Why did the tsar choose a representative of the land forces to carry out naval re-
forms? What role did Menshikov play from the moment he was appointed to the na-
val ministry at the end of 1826 until he officially took the position of Chief of the
Naval Staff in 1828? The answers to these questions are fundamental in understand-
ing the position of the tsar and the function of Menshikov in the process of reforming
the department.

Historiography

In Russian historiography, researchers consider the practice of appointing military
personnel to ministerial posts as an important component of the mechanism for exer-
cising the power of the autocrat during that period.” The statement about the allegedly
unmotivated appointment to the navy, which has become part of the historical myth
about Menshikov, is usually explained in terms of that same myth by favoritism or by
an irrational decision of the tsar.® But in our opinion in this instance it can be appro-
priate to talk about special “patrimonial rationality,” ignoring which, it would be
more difficult to understand the political structure of that time.” This concept, intro-
duced by V. Volkov within the framework of the study of Russian informal institu-
tions, offers opportunities for a more flexible interpretation of the process of adapting
patrimonial norms to the rapid rationalization of power, within the framework of the
ideal and too contrasting model of the types of domination by M. Weber. Patrimonial

% K.V. Donik, “The Kronstadt Investigation of 1827 and Prince A.S. Menshikov: on the Issue
of Reforming the Fleet at the Beginning of the Reign of Nicholas I’ [in Russian], in Historical
Memory of Russia and the Decembrists. 1825-2015. Collected Papers of the International Scien-
tific Conference (St Petersburg, December 14—16, 2015) (Irkutsk: Irkutskii oblastnoi istoriko-
memorial'nyi muzei dekabristov: Artizdat, 2015), 426-35.

7V.V. Lapin, “Unfortunate Chase” [in Russian], in Nicholas I of Russia. Early Years. Reminis-
cences. Diaries. Letters (St Petersburg: Pushkinskii fond, 2008), 13—14; E.A. Andreeva et al., Ad-
ministrative Elite of the Russian Empire. The History of Ministries. 1802—1917 [in Russian] (St Pe-
tersburg: Liki Rossii, 2008), 177.

 E.V. Tarle, The Crimean War [in Russian], 2 vols., vol. 2 (St Petersburg: Nauka, 2011), 82.

? V. Volkov, “Patrimonialism versus Rational Bureaucracy : On the Historical Relativity of
Corruption,” in Bribery and Blat in Russia: Negotiating Reciprocity from the Middle Ages to the
1990s, ed. St. Lovell (Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire: Macmillan Press; New York: St. Mar-
tin’s Press, in association with School of Slavonic and East European Studies, University of Lon-
don, 2000), 38-39.
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rationality can be understood as finding ways to maintain personal influence on new
institutions which are becoming more and more bureaucratized.'® We will try to ex-
plain what mechanisms were used in order to do that during the reform of the Mari-
time Department and how they can be recognized and qualified based on the existing
historiography.

The assumption to be rejected first of all is the frequently mentioned in popular
historical narratives fact that Prince A. Menshikov was a “favorite” of Nicholas I. To
a certain extent, the phenomenon of favoritism is determined by the factor of ran-
domness of a particular figure in the political horizon. The path of Menshikov Great
Grandson to the pinnacle of military power in the 1820s is not identical to that of his
great-grandfather: neither their political trajectories, nor posthumous mythical desti-
nies are similar. From our point of view, the assumption about the romantic character
of the emperor, who was flattered that he “ruled the country, having among his em-
ployees the great-grandson of the closest associate of Peter the Great” and ‘“‘history
repeats itself” for him,'" is apocryphal.

A.S. Menshikov. Portrait by G. Dawe, circa 1825.
Source: The State Hermitage Museum, St Petersburg. GE-5130.

10 Volkov, “Patrimonialism versus Rational Bureaucracy,” 40.

AV, Butenin, “A.S. Menshikov, a Statesman, a Courtier, and a Person” [in Russian], in
From the Depths of Time: an Almanac, iss. 5 (St Petersburg: Redaktsiya al'manakha “Iz glubiny
vremen”, 1995), 116-17.
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It seems that we can see the classic phenomenon of an agent of monarchical pow-
er. Along with the formation of bureaucratic structures of the state undergoing mod-
ernization, that informal institution remained one of the fastest and most effective
mechanisms for intensifying the resource of authority. As G. Yaney pointed out, the
institutions which appeared to be a consequence and continuation of unlimited power,
to a certain extent were a kind of sidetrack for the emerging legal order.'” G. Yaney’s
interpretation of how Russian administration was formed in the first quarter of the
19™ century proceeds from the assumption that the agents were senate prosecutors
and governor generals subordinate to the Senate who acted as conductors of authority
outside the administrative center.” According to the scholar, under Nicholas I the
power of such agents expanded and grew stronger and the main agency to supervise
their activities was His Imperial Majesty’s Own Chancery which replaced the all-
embracing activity of A. Arakcheev.'* P. Mustonen’s research is based on the idea of
the Chancery as an institution whose functions go far beyond mechanical paperwork
and other types of executorial work. On the one hand, a collective “agent” was an
important component in the image of the “correct” bureaucratic government, and on
the other hand it was nothing other than the “extension of the will” of the autocrat."
The drawbacks of that system could be compensated for only with the time which
gave birth to new professional bureaucrats whose ethos was in the sphere of certain
abstract order rather than personified “service.” When characterizing the reign of
Nicholas I, G. Yaney paid special attention to the Third Section of His Imperial Maj-
esty’s Own Chancery and to how the gendarmes performed the functions of the
monarch’s personal agents.'® From his point of view, the introduction of ministerial
system reduced the despotic impact on the administration despite the fact that yester-
day’s omnipotent agents became a part of it, thus leaving a corresponding imprint on
its activities and reproduction.'’

Later on, the works by D. Orlovsky raised the issue of the nature of the invisible
internal connections on which all levels of authority were based, including the minis-
ters themselves. The researcher proposed to analyze the remaining traces of those re-
lationships taking into account the model of patronage and clientele. In his significant
article about political clientelism in Russia, he noted that this approach is effective
because of historical importance of personal relationships in cultural and institutional

2 G.L. Yaney, The Systematization of Russian Government: Social Evolution in the Domestic
Administration of Imperial Russia, 1711-1905 (Urbana, Ill.: University of Illinois Press, 1973), 10.

 Yaney, The Systematization of Russian Government, 221.

" Yaney, The Systematization of Russian Government, 222.

15 P. Mustonen, His Imperial Majesty’s Own Chancery in the Mechanism of Autocrat Rule,
1812—1858: on the Typology of the Foundations of Imperial Government [in Russian] ([Helsinki]:
Aleksanteri inst., 1998), 303.

' Yaney, The Systematization of Russian Government, 226-27.

" Yaney, The Systematization of Russian Government, 226.
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life of Russia.'® Proceeding from the fact that clientelism and other informal patterns
were integrated in the institutional systems of pre-revolutionary Russia, D. Orlovsky
systematized the types of clientelism which might have taken place in government
institutions. They were never pure and were found in combinations, but they greatly
influenced the implementation of power as decision-making and governance."” The
clientelism of special closeness to the emperor, of place and relations of service, and
nepotism in some or other forms existed in different institutions and was a phenome-
non of long historical duration. Conventional division of Russian political clientelism
was supported by G. Hosking in an article devoted to this phenomenon of Russian
political culture.” The fourth form seems of importance for us. It is the clientelism of
official relations, which prevailed in new administrative structures and was deter-
mined by D. Orlovsky through his functionality. According to him, personal connec-
tions which influenced the career of a dignitary shaped his environment in the institu-
tion and were the main factor of his career, since promotion required successfully ac-
complished tasks, and the latter, in their turn, depended on “talented and loyal cli-
ents,” i.e. the executors who those tasks were fully or partially delegated to.*'

Based on the observations of D. Orlovsky, we incline to interpret the appointment
of Prince Menshikov to the navy as a replacement of nepotism, which was rooted in
the admiralty institutions, with a patron-client network built on personal trust and
various successful personal and official relations which were a guarantee for order
the monarch needed in the department. In other words, the supreme power itself
formed such a network by means of its agent, ensuring that administrative positions
were held by the people who had the trust of this agent or the tsar himself. The agent
was a “client” of the monarch by definition, and in the instance of Menshikov he was
personally indebted for the mercy of being reinstated in the service in his former high
ranks in 1826 after disgrace under Alexander I (1824). Such scheme became an effec-
tive mechanism of control both over the actions taken and financial resources allocat-
ed in huge amounts to restore the navy.>

' D.T. Orlovsky, “Political Clientelism in Russia: the Historical Perspective,” in Selected Pa-
pers from the Second World Congress for Soviet & East European Studies (London: Allen &
Unwin, 1983), 174.

19 Orlovsky, “Political Clientelism in Russia,” 176-77.

** G. Hosking, “Patronage and the Russian State,” The Slavonic and East European Review,
vol. 78, no. 2 (2000): 301-20.

2 Orlovsky, Political Clientelism in Russia, 179.

2 Ogorodnikov, Historical Review of the Development and Activities of the Naval Ministry,
130.
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A. Menshikov as the monarch’s “agent” in the navy

Coming to the analysis of such an agent with the personal network of trust, we
should point out that the instance of Menshikov exemplified the fact that during the
reign of Nicholas I that role was common among the retinue officials (adjutants). His-
toriography mentions that Nicholas I selected his entourage in such a way that there
were no come-and-go people there; that is why only those persons were selected who

corresponded to the spirit of the “order established by Nicholas” which implied assiduity
and loyalty to the throne first of all but not at all required initiative and free thinking. . . **

Access to the close circle was determined by the criterion of personal trust. Those
particularly close to the emperor often had the highest courtier ranks of general adju-
tant and fliigel adjutant. Pre-revolutionary historians wrote about the increased im-
portance of the retinue at the time of Nicholas I.>* In the essay “The Apogee of Au-
tocracy” A. Presnyakov pointed out that the functions of the adjutants expanded and
their weight in society and administration increased:

Nicholas I kept his general adjutants and fliigel adjutants in close proximity and mercy, but
punished them very severely even for relatively minor faults. Distrustful and suspicious, he
believed his entourage and saw them as people who knew his views and desires and were
ready to fulfill them unquestioningly not only for fear but for conscience’ sake. He sent his
generals and adjutants there where he wanted to penetrate with his personal supervision
and personal command. They were to be always ready to leave on various and often sensi-
tive errands. With their assistance Nicholas controlled the army, he sent them to inspect
military units, to supervise recruitment, etc.; he sent them to investigate abuses in civil and
military economy and demanded detailed reports to him personally. Such errands were a
means of direct interference of supreme authority with all kinds of matters and issues: on
investigation of the activities of civil and military authorities. . . >

From our point of view, the text by A. Presnyakov contains most precise compo-
nents of the definition of an agent. Historiography has paid little attention to the adju-
tants of the retinue as one of the most efficient and frequently used instrument of
power. The all-purpose role of adjutants makes any generalized judgment about their
functional duties vulnerable. During the reign of Nicholas I, adjutants had different
fates and different motives to serve in the retinue; sometimes their retinue title be-

# B.V. Anan'ich, ed., Power and Reforms. From Autocratic to Soviet Russia [in Russian]
(St Petersburg: Dmitrii Bulanin, 1996), 272.

** Centenary of the Ministry of War. 1802—1902. Imperial Headquarters. History of the Sover-
eign’s Retinue. The Reign of Nicholas I, 13 vols., vol. 2 (St Petersburg: Tipografiya tovarishchestva
M.O. Vol'fa, 1908), 7-117.

» A.E. Presnyakov, “The Apogee of Autocracy” [in Russian], in Russian Autocrats, comp.
A.F. Smirnov (Moscow: Kniga, 1990), 286—87.
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came honorary and did not involve any “sensitive assignments,” as A. Presnyakov
put it. On the other hand, those who were given such “sensitive assignments” were
apparently vested with the personal trust of the monarch. The higher was the degree
of trust, the lower could become the influence of the formal institutions in the sphere
which such agent was responsible for. Probably, trust must be defined as the basis of
the nature of a close agent; and his appearance as an inspector or a supervisor
changed the behavior of the officials who faced him as a “figure of distrust” repre-
senting the monarch.

After resignation in 1824, Prince A. Menshikov came back to serve on his per-
sonal request, which the emperor granted, and was reinstated in the highest retinue
rank of Adjutant General on October 10, 1826.%° In this capacity, he was part of a
small circle of those who could potentially count on being given personal assign-
ments in solving various important tasks.

However, the appearance of Menshikov in the navy can be considered in a broad-
er aspect, that of the influence of land department practices on the maritime
administration, because some of the officers of the General Staff and clerical officials
of the Ministry of War came to the administrative military positions in the navy to-
gether with Menshikov. The appointment of the military officers to “critical” spheres
was a distinctive feature of higher administration under Nicholas I. It is already a
more substantiated and well-described fact in historiography.?” The military depart-
ment, which became a model during the reform, was centralized and well-structured.
It was its order that Menshikov and his assistants were supposed to implement in the
navy.

The appointment of military or retinue “agents” as proxies for Nicholas I to re-
solve important issues should be considered in the context of general readiness of the
bureaucratic apparat and low efficiency of its operation at that time. During the reign
of Alexander I, new institutions appeared which lent administrative structures some
features of European kind. However, the problem of the lack of qualified officials
who would serve the abstract ideals of law and order, new administrative forms, rules
and instructions had not yet been resolved. Post-Weberian research of bureaucracy, in
particular P. Blau’s, points out that the administration of power based on bureaucratic
rules and discipline must be distinguished from the power which is based on profes-
sional qualifications.”® In the late 1820s, professional well-established bureaucracy
was still quite far ahead. However, while the realia of state administration were be-

*® Formulyarnye spiski knyazya A.S. Menshikova i otstavka [Record of service of Prince
A.S. Menshikov and resignation]. F. 19, op. 4, d. 791, 1. 66 ob. RGA VMF.

> W B. Lincoln, Nicholas I, Emperor and Autocrat of all the Russians 1796—1855 (Blooming-
ton; London: Indiana University Press, 1978), 99-100.

28 p.M. Blau, “Studies of Formal Organizations” [in Russian], in American Sociology. Pro-
spects. Problems. Methods (Moscow: Progress, 1972), 102.
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coming more and more complicated, the state had a great need for transparent and ef-
ficient administration which would be as little dependent on personal connections and
nepotism as possible. The main feature of bureaucratic administration is impersonali-
ty and non-connectedness of its decisions with the personal interests of an official.
The literature describes examples of the increasing level of bureaucratization when an
organization changes its head “due to the fact that the head who is unfamiliar with in-
formal practice is forced to rely on official methods of carrying out his orders.”*
situation of distrust of the source of power (the emperor) of the whole administrative
structure, the principle of appointing a manager who had not previously had any rela-
tion to the sphere in question can be interpreted as a completely effective technique
for achieving the result required by the supreme power.

Thus, an agent in the 1820s — 1830s can be considered as a tool of the mecha-
nism, still “manual” in many respects, by means of which, however, quite high-

Ina

quality bureaucratic structure of the naval ministry was formed where the dominance
of personal influence and interests was eliminated. To a certain extent, this confirms
the thesis that patrimonial administration can both develop “bureaucratic features”*
and create high-quality administrative systems of a rational type at a certain level of
development. What functions did such agents have and what tasks did they perform?
Contrary to all historical anecdotes about Menshikov, the idea of a “land” manag-
er at the head of the navy (or only its economic part) was admitted by the representa-
tives of the maritime community or, at least it was discussed by them. For instance,
considerations about the “land” general can be found in the notes on the condition of
the Russian navy in 1824 by V. Golovnin®' and in special notes written by the De-
cembrist sailor D. Zavalishin for consideration by the Committee to Organize the
Fleet.”> However, in addition to solving managerial problems, the emperor ordered
Menshikov to engage in naval affairs at the end of November 1826, pursuing his own
goal: the prince was supposed to become a kind of auditor of the maritime admin-
istration, having no personal relationship or connections with it. And according to
one of the memoirists, the understanding of this very role of Menshikov resulted in
the discontent of the maritime community, which was “like a kind of a separate

% P.M. Blau with reference to the studies of A.W. Gouldner. See Blau, “Studies of Formal Or-
ganizations,” 102.

30 Volkov, “Patrimonialism versus Rational Bureaucracy,” 38.

3! Michman Morekhodov [V.M. Golovnin], On the Condition of the Russian Navy in 1824 [in
Russian] (St Petersburg: Tipogratiya Morskogo ministerstva, 1861), 63.

2O rassmotrenii v Komitete obrazovaniya flota zapisok leitenanta Zavalishina,
zaklyuchayushchikh zamechaniya ob obrazovanii flota i dr. [On consideration by the Committee to
Organize the Fleet of the notes by Lieutenant Zavalishin, containing remarks on the establishment
of the fleet et al.]. F. 148, op. 1, d. 148, 1. 3. RGA VMF.

2020 » Vol.4 e+ Ne3 725



RESEARCH http://en.hpchsu.ru

state.” Another memoirist described the technique of appointing pretended deputies
to acting ministers as a tried and tested method of removing the latter from power in a
situation where the tsar no longer trusted them.*® It seems that such position of
Menshikov was useful for the supreme authority.

The figure of the emperor’s agent made an impression of the emperor’s detach-
ment from what was happening. In this new scenario, the main initiator of which was
the emperor himself, yesterday’s honored admirals became the object of distrust, au-
dits and penalties. In the history of reforming the maritime department, Nicholas |
always played a major role, which inevitably had to involve him in interpersonal con-
flicts, including those related to corruption, abuse of power, non-observance of in-
structions, illegal dismissals of those “out of favor,” etc. But that was the range of is-
sues pertaining to the monarch to deal with. For instance, Nicholas I devoted much
time to Kronstadt and personally inspected the port. On January 17, 1827
A. Benckendorff wrote to M. Vorontsov that Admiral Moller (senior)

was removed from his posts in Kronstadt and dismissed for open and proven abuses in his
administration. Today the emperor has just left for Kronstadt, where he will appear out of
the blue; he is accompanied by Menshikov alone, who is entrusted with putting the Admi-

ralty clerical affairs in order. It is a great choice and it is what he studied diligently and

continually. . .*

A few days later, on January 22, Menshikov wrote in his diary that on the order
of the tsar he demanded a certificate from Moller explaining the reason for the dis-
missal of a ship master.*

As Menshikov entered naval affairs, the level of visible personal presence (but
not participation) of the emperor decreased, thus creating an illusion of his detach-
ment from the naval group of interests. However, any situation of conflict or disloyal-
ty to the actions of the agent himself exposed his vulnerability and the essence of his
nature. For example, when an anonymous denunciation of Menshikov’s actions in the
navy was received during his absence from St Petersburg, his first “client” Fligel Ad-
jutant V. Perovsky begged the emperor not to gather the admirals in order to establish
the author of the denunciation: this would make everyone think, firstly, that the em-
peror believed denunciations, and secondly, that the emperor showed distrust of

33 K.1. Fisher, Sketches of a Senator [in Russian] (Moscow: Zakharov, 2008), 77.

*F.F. Vigel', Sketches [in Russian] (Moscow: Zakharov, 2008), 312.

33 Letter from A.Kh. Benckendorff to M.S. Vorontsov. St Petersburg, January 17, 1927, in Per-
sonal Files of Prince Vorontsov, 40 vols., vol. 35 (Moscow: Universitetskaya tipografiya, 1889),
272.

3¢ Dnevniki knyazya A.S. Menshikova [Diaries of Prince Menshikov]. F. 19, op. 7, d. 134, 1. 88
ob. RGA VMF.
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Menshikov and allowed discussing his decisions.’” Having heeded the arguments of
V. Perovsky, Nicholas I changed his mind, since in fact the discussion of
Menshikov’s actions with the admirals based on denunciation would ultimately mean
criticism of his own decisions and his personal choice of Menshikov as the head of
the fleet. It was decided to ignore the denunciation.

Personal participation of the emperor in resolving conflict situations raised the is-
sue of the monarch’s responsibility for the decisions made and also of involving his
name in an awkward context. In the matter of getting information, Nicholas I relied
on the bodies of the police which he had established and for preventing public repri-
mand, there were agents and Menshikov became one of them. The prince understood
the purpose of his role. Many years later, in 1857, while preparing commentaries on
the draft of the department reform under Grand Duke Konstantin Nikolayevich,
Menshikov warned the Admiral General against direct management of the economic
section of the fleet because money and contract matters should not involve the name
of a member of the imperial family.*® On the tide of liberal transformations, such po-
sition was perceived as retrograde, reflecting “backward” views of the person who
personified military and naval department and in addition to that had a negative expe-
rience of commanding the army during the Crimean War. But Menshikov’s position
reflected his experience in the administration of the Grand Duke’s father. In 1827,
when the Grand Duke was born, Menshikov was turning into the figure who was re-
sponsible for everything that happened to the fleet in the eyes of the society and in
official documents; at the same time, the drama of his position was that Prince
Menshikov himself was more likely to carry out the duties he was charged with (es-
pecially during the first years of reforms in 1826-28) than to act in accordance with
his own views on this or that subject. The tsar acted through him, going into the heart
of those matters which could have been regarded as unworthy of “the highest atten-
tion.”

37 “Delo ob anonimnom donose na knyazya Menshikova s rezolyutsiyami gosudarya” [File of
the anonymous denunciation of Prince Menshikov with the instructions of the sovereign]. F. 19,
op. 4,d. 74, 1. 21 ob. RGA VMF.

3% Zamechaniya knyazya Menshikova po sostavleniyu proekta preobrazovaniya Morskogo
ministerstva [Commentary of Prince Menshikov on drafting the reform of the Naval Ministry].
F. 19, op. 1, d. 331, 1. 35 ob. RGA VMF; K.V. Donik, “Prince A.S. Menshikov and Administrative
Transformations in the Maritime Department in the Late 1850s” [in Russian], in Alexander Il and
his Time. To the 200th Anniversary of His Birth (St Petersburg: RGPU im. A.L. Gertsena, 2019),
143-55.
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Prince A.S. Menshikov, 1860s.
Published for the first time. Photo from the personal collection of K.V. Donik

The problem of possible personal criticism against the monarch himself and
against his decisions by the society was described by M. Florinskii based on the ma-
terial of the early twentieth century.” Being a kind of payment for the autocrat’s
power which no institutions could limit, it consisted in the fact that “the correspon-
ding orders, at least outwardly, looked like the fruits of the tsar’s personal initiative
with all the ensuing consequences.”*’ Under Nicholas I, the intervention of the su-
preme power in the administrative bureaucratic system intensified, as the emperor
sought to make it “fulfill its duties diligently”*' but at the same time the burden of his
personal responsibility became heavier. Therefore, Menshikov’s function can be

¥ MLF. Florinskii, “Autocracy, Bureaucracy and the Problem of the Monarch’s Irresponsibility
in the 19" — Early 20™ centuries” [in Russian], in Historical Knowledge: Traditions and Innova-
tions: materials of the International Theoretical Conference. Izhevsk, October 2628, 1993. Pt. 2
(Izhevsk: Izdatel'stvo Udmurtskogo universiteta, 1996), 5-14. Accessed April 25, 2020,
http://annales.info/rus/19/florinskiy.htm.

%0 Florinskii, “Autocracy, Bureaucracy and the Problem of the Monarch’s Irresponsibility.”

*! Florinskii, “Autocracy, Bureaucracy and the Problem of the Monarch’s Irresponsibility.”
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compared with a sort of a “screen” which provided both the appearance of the
monarch’s non-involvement and secrecy, in which Nicholas I preferred to operate.

This does not mean that no one had an idea of what was going on in the naval
ministry (some memoirists testify to that), but it does not seem to be discussed in the
context of the personal interest of the monarch, personal decisions despite the ideas
of justice or of what was customary. First of all, among the sailors themselves. And
since in reality Menshikov’s mission was a personal order of the tsar to deal with
nepotism, corruption and reform the navy at the same time, it did not fit into any his-
toriographical scenario which would explain his actions.

From the very beginning of its existence, the position of an agent also structured
official access to the emperor, who deliberately created the practice of transferring
orders to the head of the navy Moller through Menshikov. Beginning with the first
rescript addressed to the chief of the naval staff dated December 4, 1826, informing
that Menshikov was assigned to him,* drafts of decrees, rescripts and other “replies”
of Nicholas I were prepared by Menshikov, approved by the tsar and sent to Moller
through Menshikov. Nicholas I read all Menshikov’s drafts, made corrections and
signed if necessary. Menshikov kept drafts and copies of royal decrees without sub-
mitting them to the naval offices; the emperor returned especially important secret
documents with the resolution specifically stipulating their non-admission to the of-
fice records or archives. The report Moller was obliged to deliver to the emperor as
the naval minister and chief of staff was actually duplicated by Menshikov’s weekly
reports on the subjects of his mission.

Finally, the last function of the agent should be given special consideration. That
function was connected with the actual fulfillment of Menshikov’s assignment. Re-
ferring once again to the above quoted historiography on adjutants, it must be empha-
sized that the tasks assigned to them were completely different.”’ Prince
A. Menshikov was entrusted with the creation of the administrative structure of naval
administration according to the plan which had been adapted for the naval department
by the emperor himself. He carried out this assignment first on paper, drafting a legis-
lative basis for the functioning of the future ministry’s apparat, and then in practice,
transferring the entire department to new organizational tracks. At the same time, he
oversaw all the senate and adjutant revisions which were carried out at the time and
reported to the emperor about their progress.

The implementation of so large-scale a task was impossible without reliable sup-
port of assistants standing at the lower rungs of the administrative ladder. To solve it,
the agent himself also formed a “toolkit” which was represented by a combination of

*2 0 naznachenii knyazya Menshikova dlya preobrazovaniya Morskogo ministerstva [On the
appointment of Prince Menshikov to reform the naval ministry]. F.19, op. 4, d. 17, 1. 17. RGA
VMF.

# Presnyakov, “The Apogee of Autocracy,” 293.
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formal bureaucratic elements and informal ones. Prince A. Menshikov is known in
historiography for “starting a reshuffle in the system of the Maritime Department.”*
The anatomy of the new department and the nature of the “reshuffle” deserve a sepa-
rate study.

How did the sailors perceive the monarch’s agent without a position who was en-
gaged in naval reforms? According to K. Fischer, a famous memoirist, a senator, who
was aide to the prince for special commissions in the late 1820s, Menshikov under-
stood that his stay in the role of a reformer of the fleet could not please the old
sailors.”

However, the understanding that Menshikov was endowed with trust and practi-
cally unlimited access to the sovereign made the heads of expeditions, departments
and chanceries reconcile with the fact of his invasion in the “separate state.” The offi-
cials were obliged to inform him of the subject of their occupation. In his diary en-
tries for December 1826, the prince noted the days when different naval officials
visited him.*® Thus, already at the beginning of 1827, Menshikov became the main
figure in the navy, whose position was determined by the monarch’s trust and mis-
sion.

Conclusion

Summarizing the above, it should be noted that the situation of the reform in
182628 was unique in the history of the navy and was reflected in documentary evi-
dence from the personal files of Prince A. Menshikov. Nicholas I's requirement of ab-
solute secrecy of all the details of what was going on in the navy behind the facade of
the administrative reform naturally contributed to the fact that the role of Prince
A. Menshikov seemed more than unknown, and in the context of his non-maritime
past, even illogical. The historiography of the imperial time could not say anything
more, staying within the limits of official historical writing. Nevertheless, even the
discovery and analysis of all the circumstances of Menshikov’s appearance in the na-
val ministry, his first steps in the administration, his relations with the tsar and the
naval elite do not lead to a simple and unambiguous interpretation of the events asso-
ciated with his figure. They suggest a search for appropriate models of interpretation
in a number of existing historiographical concepts, condemning the scholarly con-
struction to eclecticism of terminology and approaches.

* Anan'ich, Power and Reforms, 273.

45 Fisher, Sketches of a Senator, 77.

* Dnevniki knyazya A.S. Menshikova [Diaries of Prince A.S. Menshikov]. F. 19, op. 7, d. 134,
1. 86. RGA VMF.
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