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Benjamin Conrad 

„Un bon systême de finances doit être regardé comme l’ame qui vivifie 

l’État.“ European Experts and Russia’s State Finances 

 

I Introduction 

“Un  bon  systême  de  finances  doit  être  regardé  comme  l’ame  qui  vivifie  l’État”1 is  a  quote  

taken  from  the  first  sentence  of  a  memorandum,  which  was  written  by  Friedrich  Würst  

(1762–1831), Ludwig Jakob (1759–1827) and Michail Balugjanskij (1769–1847) in 1809. 

Those three constituted the special committee of finances founded by Michail Speranskij. In 

those years Speranskij was one of the most important or maybe the most important advisor 

of Imperator Alexander I. The quote translates into English as: “A good system of finances 

should be recognized as soul that refreshes the state.” It reminds the reader that a state 

without money cannot fulfil its tasks in a positive way. 

This speech is divided in two parts. The first deals with the two experts and their language – 

French –, the use of French and the problems it caused. The second examines the 

knowledge, that the experts brought to Russia and gives some information on how this 

knowledge was transformed into real policy. 

 

II The Experts and their Language: French 

As said before, Speranskij’s secret committee of finances consisted of three members, 

Friedrich Würst, Ludwig Jakob and Michail Balugjanskij. None of these three were of Russian 

origin. Würst and Jakob were originally from Germany. Balugjanskij is even claimed by three 

nationalities, he was born in Hungary in a village that now belongs to Slovakia and he was of 

Rusyn origin. Various spellings of his name exist. 

How did Ludwig Jakob enter the Russian service? After the shutdown of his home university 

in  Halle  by  Napoleon’s  French  troops  in  1806  Jakob  resettled  to  Charkov  in  the  Russian  

Empire.  There,  he  served  as  professor  for  state  sciences.  Speranskij  took  notice  of  him  

because Jakob tried to calculate the amount of circulating Assignate Roubles in an article on 

                                                        
1 Idées préliminaires qui pourront servir de base au plan général à dresser sur le rétablissement des finances de 
Russie (Dez. 1809), in: , . 560, . 10, . 338. 
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Russian paper money. This number was of course secret. In a simplified version, Jakob’s 

calculations went like this: At first he took the last official sum of Assignate Roubles in 1788, 

stated  in  an  Ukaz  of  Catherine  the  Great.  That  was  100  Mio.  Assignate  Roubles.  Jakob  

assumed, that authorities under Catherine the Great lied and that the real number of 

Assignate Roubles stood already at around 150 Mio. In 1808, the exchange rate of the 

Assignate Rouble had fallen to one to three Silver Roubles. Considering both facts, he took 

the  150  Mio.  by  three  and  got  450  Mio.  Assignate  Roubles.  Finally,  he  added  some  mio.  

Assignate Roubles to his calculation because he thought that the exchange rate could not 

fully express the visible overflow of paper money. 

Jakob’s calculation was extremely misleading in respect to the calculation of the Assignate 

Roubles  in  1788.  In  this  year,  only  100  Mio.  Assignate  Roubles  circulated,  as  stated  in  

Catherine’s  Ukaz.  But  as  a  coincidence,  the  data  for  1808  was  right.  In  1808,  477  Mio.  

Assignate Roubles circulated. Speranskij read Jakob’s memorandum and ordered him to 

come  to  St.  Petersburg  and  to  take  part  as  member  of  the  special  committee  of  finances  

alongside Würst and Balugjanskij. Speranskij did not tell Jakob the whole truth as he told 

him, that his calculations were absolutely correct. But for Speranskij it was obviously most 

interesting to read the various different assumptions connected to Russian paper money. In 

his papers, Jakob recommended for the future the use of only one united rouble instead of 

the silver, copper and Assignate Rouble. 

The second example is that of Robert and Pierre Voûte. Both were descendants of the Voûte 

family, a protestant – Huguenot – family originally from Southern France. In the 16th century 

during the religious wars in France, the resettled in Amsterdam. From 1793 until 1797 

Robert Voûte served twice as authorized representative of the Amsterdam Trade and Bank 

House of Hope & Co. in Poland and Russia. His young nephew Pierre joined in 1796.  

Voûte’s task was to convince Catherine the Great to cover the interest and loans that Dutch 

trade  and  bank  houses  paid  to  the  Polish  state  and  Polish  magnats.  Those  magnats  were  

unable to pay interests or to repay the loan because their estates had been seized by 

Russians during the partitions of Poland. The Polish state itself could not pay interests or 

repay the loan due to the fact, that it had been dissolved in 1795. 

Until the death of Catherine in 1796, Voûte could not fulfill his task. But Catherine’s son Paul 

was more approachable in questions referring to Poland. In 1797, he achieved three 

conventions between the houses of Amsterdam and Russia. In these conventions, Russia 
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accepted all interest and loan payments demanded by Voûte. The sum stood at 88.3 Mio. 

Dutch Guilders (108 Mio. Assignate Roubles in 1801). As Paul was highly impressed by both 

Voûtes, he made both of them to bankers of the court alongside José Pelho and Alexandre 

Rall in 1798. As a company of court bankers, they beard the name “Vôute, Velho, Rall & Co.” 

Both examples of experts on finances show that there was no formalized procedure of an 

expert  to  get  a  high  position  in  Russia.  The  Voûtes  and  Jakob  got  their  positions  in  St.  

Petersburg simply through coincidences. Of course, one could not reach such a position 

without a certain expertise and knowledge. But reflecting all the circumstances, one cannot 

be surprised by the fact that not every personality was a good choice. After some months, 

Pierre and Robert Voûte left Russia. Officially they were in poor health, but it is likely that 

they were not capable of bearing all the intrigues at the court. That maybe saved their lives. 

Baron Richard Sutherland, a predecessor of the Voûtes, died in 1791 under more or less 

unknown circumstances. Maybe he committed suicide. He was definitely put under high 

pressure. 

200 years after their family’s expulsion from France, Robert and Pierre Voûte still spoke 

French midst of them. This definitely helped them in Russia, because French was the main 

communication language used in those days. It was not a secret language. Many people in 

Russia knew the language quite well, including the nobility and high ranking politicians as 

well as the empress and the emperor. Jakob and Speranskij of course convened in French 

and the memorandum of Würst, Jakob and Balugjanskij was delivered in French as well. The 

Voûtes also spoke French with the young earl, whom they took with them while traveling for 

weeks from Berlin to St. Petersburg by carriage in 1796. The young earl was no less than Karl 

von Nesselrode, the same Karl von Nesselrode that served as Russian foreign minister from 

1814 until 1856 and could not read or write Russian. 

But a society based on a social split of languages caused also special problems. The first 

problem of smaller mistakes was already mentioned by the quote earlier. While the 

standard of French generally was very high more problems were caused by the necessity of 

translation from various languages into French or Russian or from Russian to French and vice 

versa. Two examples: In May 1794 Robert Voûte was invited by the court of conscience of St. 

Petersburg  as  witness  in  the  proceedings  of  the  house  de  Bary  of  Amsterdam  versus  its  

former partner in St. Petersburg, Michel Trosien. This invitation arrived him in Russian. On 

the backside was written a translation into French. As one can see, there are two different 
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versions of the authority that invited. In the Russian version, it is “Sankt Peterburgskaja 

Gubernija”, while in the French version it is “La Ville de Saint Petersbourg”. One may think, 

that these translation mistakes simply happened. But the two versions of Voûte’s 

conventions of 1797 with Russia are also not identical. And here, we do not have an 

invitation to a court, but treaties containing the transfer of millions of Assignate Roubles. All 

in all limited is known about the problems that foreigners had in Russia or the mistakes and 

problems their languages and especially French. But it is obvious, that various smaller and 

bigger problems occurred. 

 

III From the Expert’s Knowledge to Real Policy 

Voûte wrote on the Russian bureaucracy in 1793: “All these bodies were headed by military 

men with no understanding of the job [...]. They spent more time talking than working, and 

every day saw decision taken which conflicted with earlier ones.”2 This negative view 

towards Russia, seen as a powerful but bad administered country, can widely be found in 

lots of different sources of experts.  

How to deal  with a country on which your look is  rather arrogant? Voûte tried to find the 

best way for his houses in Amsterdam and Russia to deal with the Dutch debts. For this, he 

wanted to achieve that Russia would pay back all the debts plus interests. But on the other 

hand, he also knew the hard situation of Russia’s finances inherited by Paul and his 

government from his mother Catherine the Great. In order to prevent Russia from going 

bankrupt, he split the repayment of the loan in two periods. For the first period until 31st of 

December, 1809, Russia had to pay the interest only. The Russian government could decide 

freely from 1798 to 1809, how much of the loan they would repay. In the second period 

beginning in 1810 the rest of the loan had step by step to be repaid.  

With this policy, Voûte was personally quite successful. As told before, he and his nephew 

were occasional court bankers of Russia, but after some months decided to return to 

Holland. His great diplomatic success had, of course, its price. Appendix 33 was created 

exclusively for this conference and tries to give an indication of how high the foreign debts 

were in respect to the state income of Russia in 1801. This can only be a guesstimate, due to 

                                                        
2 Marten G. Buist, At spes non fracta, Hope & Co. 1770–1815, Den Haag 1974, p. 131. 
3 See last page of this paper! 
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the fact, that we do not know the state expenditure from 1797 until 1802.4 The data shows, 

that we can assume the foreign debts of Russia at around 113% of the total state income. It 

could be 20% plus or minus, but all in all the exact percentage does not matter. It shows 

clearly that one year of Russia’s state income was to be transferred to the Dutch trade and 

bank houses. Therefore it came not as a surprise that the sureties given by Russia had to be 

raised. Under Catherine the Great, for one loan the toll of the city of Riga given as surety was 

sufficient. In 1798, no less than the whole state revenue had to be given as surety by Russia 

to Hope & Co., especially all tolls of the capital of St. Petersburg, Finland, Estonia, Livonia 

and Courland.  

This situation pushed Russia to the edge of bankruptcy. In the first period of repayment from 

1798 to 1809, the diplomatic loophole created by Voûte was therefore widely used. The first 

and only repayment referring to the Dutch debt occurred under Alexander in 1803, 

containing a sum of 2 Mio. Dutch Guilders. It is not that the governments of Paul and 

Alexander did not intend to repay the loan. The wars and other expenditures in the years 

from 1798 until 1809 simply gave them no possibilities than to postpone. This meant that 

86.3 Mio. Dutch Guilders still  had to be repaid. In 1809 this sum corresponded to 243 Mio. 

Assignate Roubles, due to fact, that Russia had printed millions of Assignate Roubles. In 

1809, 243 Mio. Assignate Roubles meant 82% of Russia’s total state revenue of 297 Mio. 

Assignate Roubles.  

These numbers can lead to the misinterpretation that the situation slightly improved from 

1801 to 1809, because the share of the Dutch debts on the state revenue shrank from 108% 

to 82%. Unfortunately, this is untrue because it depended strongly on the political climate. In 

1810, Russia repaid 0.2 Mio. Assignate Roubles to Hope & Co., making the Dutch debt shrink 

from  86.3  to  86.1  Mio.  Dutch  Guilders.  Russia  as  well  left  the  continental  blockade  and  

reduced its trade with France-ruled Europe while Holland was incorporated into the French 

Empire. So at the end of 1810, 86.1 Mio. Dutch Guilders corresponded to 507 Mio. Assignate 

Roubles or 197% of Russia’s revenue in 1810. This extreme rise was alone and only forced by 

the political alienation between the French and the Russian Empire. 

Coming from expertise to policy,  Jakob,  of  course,  was right  in  1808 when he claimed that  

the high number of Assignate Roubles should be reduced. But in reality, it again doubled 

                                                        
4 In 1796, the state revenue was 55 Mio. Assignate Roubles. In 1803, it stood at 111 Mio. Assignate Roubles. For 
the guesstimate, a revenue of 100 Mio. Assignate Roubles for 1801 is assumed. 
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from 1808 until 1816. The great problem of experts like Jakob was that they calculated with 

long peace periods, a problem, which apparently could not be solved. Every year saw new 

wars and coalitions following and replacing elder ones, new peace treaties always claiming a 

“perfect peace and amity”, for example that one of Tilsit between France and Russia, 

resulting in a five-year-peace from 1807 to 1812.  

 

IV Conclusion 

The given examples of experts are showing two points. First, the expertise of a Ludwig 

Heinrich von Jakob or a Robert Voûte and others could not prevent any empress or emperor 

from waging wars. Therefore state finances were not seen as the most important guideline. 

This fact limited their expertise unfortunately to the moment when they submitted their 

papers and memoranda or achieved their political goal. The next years created almost every 

time unexpected new situations. Jakob did not expect, that the number of Assignate Roubles 

had to be doubled until 1816. Voûte did certainly never expect the Russian army to be that 

victorious that it could conquer Amsterdam and then there create a need for new 

compromises. 

Second, we learn, that Russia was regarded by the experts as part of Europe. It was not only 

the French speaking elites. For the Dutch bankers the expectation that the Russian state with 

its German empress on top would behave like other European states played an important 

role. Previous empresses and emperors failed in getting loans from abroad, but for Russia 

under Catherine that changed. Of course, Voûte expected the loaned money to be paid back 

as other European states did before. Both facts are clear signs that an integration process of 

Russia into Europe had taken part in the decades of Catherine the Great. 

Victorious Russia in 1815 finally found its own solution. After the victory over the French 

Empire and its allies, the governments of the United Netherlands and the United Kingdom 

declared to accept one fourth of the Dutch debts. So finally the Dutch and British taxpayer 

financed half of Russia’s war against the Ottoman Empire from 1787 until 1791, for which 

most of the money was spent. For the bank house Hope & Co., it made no difference from 

whom their company and their bondholders. After years of waiting, the company in 1815 got 

their  amicable  tone  towards  Russia  back.  „La  cause  de  toutes  les  nations,  celle  de  
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l‘humanité, devoit passer avant tout“5 wrote Hope in an excusing notice to their bondholders 

in November 1815. Furthermore, it explained that the Russian emperor Alexander I. had 

been that busy in liberating Europe from France under Napoleon that he had to delay the 

payments. The above quote reads in English as: „The fate of all nations, of the humanity is 

more important than everything else.“ 

  

                                                        
5 Avis (09.11.1815g), in: Stadsarchief Amsterdam, toegangsnummer 735, deel 2029. 
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Appendix:  

1.) Selected biographical information – Ludwig Heinrich (von) Jakob  

 
 

Picture: Ludwig Heinrich v. Jakob: Denkwürdigkeiten aus meinem Leben. Halle/Saale 2011 

* 26.02.1759g in We n (north of Halle/Saale), † 22.07.1827g in Lauchstädt (south of 

Halle/S.) 

1816 peered by the Russian Empire 

 

1789–1806 professor for philosophy at the Friedrichs-University of Halle/Saale (1806 closed 

by the French occupation forces) 

1807–1816 professor for state sciences at University of Charkov 

1816–1827 professor for state sciences at the renewed Friedrichs-University of Halle/Saale 

 

1808 wrote a paper called “On Russian paper money” (printed in 1817 in a modified version) 

1809–1812 member of various institutions in St. Petersburg, e.g. the special committee on 

Finances headed by Michail Speranskij 
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2.) Selected biographical information – Robert Voûte 

 
Picture: Marten G. Buist, Hope & Co. 1770–1815, Den Haag 1974, p. 466. 

*13.02.1747g in Amsterdam, †15.06.1823g in Oudshoorn (south of Amsterdam). 

1811 peered by the French Empire 

 

1793 representative of Hope & Co., Amsterdam, at the Sejm of Poland-Lithuania in Grodno. 

1793–94 and 1796–98 representative of Hope & Co. to Russia, mainly in Moscow and St. 

Petersburg. 

1798 court banker as co-owner of the company “Voûte, Velho, Rall & Co.” in St. Petersburg 

1811–13 Highest Director of Finances of Holland as part of the French Empire, in 1812 trying 

to achieve convenient provisions for Hope & Co. after France’s expected victory over Russia 
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3.) Russia’s Foreign Debts in 18016 

a.) Dutch debt (all administered by Hope & Co., Amsterdam7) 

 accepted debts of the Polish-Lithuanian State: 4.9 Mio. Dutch Guilders8 =  6  Mio.  

Assignate Roubles  6% of the 1801 state income. 

 accepted debts of Stanis aw II. August Poniatowski, the last King of Poland: 3.5 Mio. 

Dutch Guilders9 = 4.3 Mio. Assignate Roubles  4% of the 1801 state income. 

 accepted debts of the Polish-Lithuanian magnat families Czartoryski, Jab onowski, 

Lubomirski, Ogi ski, Potocki and Soba ski: 7.5 Mio. Dutch Guilders10 = 9.2 Mio. 

Assignate Roubles  9% of the 1801 state income. 

 combined debts of Russia at all trade and bank houses of Amsterdam: 53.5 Mio. 

Dutch Guilders11 = 65.5 Mio. Assignate Roubles  66% of the 1801 state income. 

 debt of Russia at the trade and bank house de Wolf, Antwerpen: 3 Mio. Dutch 

Guilders12 = 3.7 Mio Assignate Roubles  4% of the 1801 state income. 

 “In different private treaties with different and private persons”: 15.9 Mio. Dutch 

Guilders13 = 19.5 Mio. Assignate Roubles  20% of the 1801 state income. 

 average debts paid back every year under Paul I.: 0 Roubles, 00 kopecks14 

b.) Genoese debt 

 debt  of  Russia  at  Regny  &  Co.,  Genoa  =  3  Mio.  Piasters15 =  3.7  Mio.  Assignate  

Roubles16  4% of the 1801 state income. 

 average debts paid back every year under Paul I.: 0 Roubles, 00 kopecks17 

Overall: 88.3 Mio. Dutch Guilders + 3 Mio. Piasters = 111.9 Mio. Assignate Roubles  113% of 

the 1801 state income. 

                                                        
6 Preliminary guesstimate by the author of this paper. 
7 Procuration des Interessés dans lés [sic] Emprunts de Pologne, autorisant Mr. Voûte a [sic] prendre les 
arrangemens [sic] couvenables, doit a [sic] Petersbourg Varsovie Berlin ou Vienne pour la liquidation des dits 
emprunts etc., Traduction en francais [sic], 13.05.1796g. 
8 Acte de Cession/ , Voûte-Russia, 30.06.1797j. 
9 Acte de Cession/ , Voûte-Russia, 30.06.1797j. 
10 Actes de Cession/ , Voûte-Russia, 30.06.1797j and 29.10.1797j. 
11  18 326 , 15.01.1798j. 
12  18 326 , 15.01.1798j. 
13  18 326 , 15.01.1798j. 
14 Hope & Co., Amsterdam, à R. Voûte, Paris, 22.06.1813g. 
15 . , , .-  1884, . 140. 
16 The accordance of the exchange rate of Guilders and Piasters appears to be a coincidence. 
17 Klaus Heller, Die Geld- und Kreditpolitik des Russischen Reiches in der Zeit der Assignaten (1769–1839/43), 
Wiesbaden 1983, p. 54. 



 

 

 

 I (1801-1825 .) 

 

 I.  

 (  IV ,  I,  II, 

 I,  1861 .,  II  

 1905 .),  .   

. ,  

 ( ),  

, ,  

.   

 -  ,   

. 

 I,  

.  

 I. ,  1698 .,  

,  ,  ,   

.  

,  ,  ,  :   

 « ...  ,  »1, .  

. ,  II  

.   

.  

 «  

»2. . 3. 

                                                        
1 . . .  LXVII-  

] .  6. ., 1891. . 82,  121. 
2 Blackstone W. Commentaries on the Laws of England. 4 vols. Oxford, 1765-1769.  

. - Blackstone W. Commentaire sur le lois d’Angleterre. 
Trad.  par  Gomicourt.  T.  1-6.  Bruxelles,  1774-1776.  .   

. . . -  

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение



 

15 

 II  ,  ,  ,   

 « » (1748 .) .- . 

, , , « »  

»  1767 . ,  

 ( )  

, 

, , , 

, .  

 (  1774   1775  .   

,  385  «  

, ») ,  

. «  

,  ,  ,   

»,  -   4   1776  .   (  

) .- . .  

 II, , :  

,  
4. 

 II ,  

 (  

)5.  «  

» 1782 .  

: , , « » , « » 

), ,  

, 6. 

                                                                                                                                                                             
. .  .  .,  2004.  .  71.   

.: . . 102, 142, 149. 
3 .] . ,  

. . I-III. ., 1780-1782. 
4 .[ .]  // ,  1908. .  II,   6.  .  169-
177. 
5 .[ .]  // , 1888. . I,  1. . 32-37, 40. 
6  ( ) . , «  XVIII .  

, , 
" " "  " ",  

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение



 

16 

 II , ,  

, .  

,  
7. , ,  

.  

,  

 
8.  II  

,  

,  (  

) 9.  
10. ,  ( ) 

 

. .  

                                                                                                                                                                             
 " "  " "». - 

.[ .]  « »  II  « » . 

.  //  
 (XVI- .).  / . . . ., 2011. . 245. 

7 .[ .] : XVIII  / . . . . . ., 2005. . 176-280 
 5, 6) [  - .[ .] ...]; . « ...»: 

 (  XVIII  -   
 XIX .). . ., 2008. . 37-48. 

8 «  XVIII .  
. .  

, , , 
,  " ".  

, , , .  
, ,  

,  
, ». - . :  

 1801-1807 . // . [  
].  .  I  /  .  .  .  .  .,  2007.  .  314-329.  .:  . 

 XVIII   /  .  .  .  .  .,  1998.  ,   
, ., : «...  

,  
, , ,  

, ,  
, » ( . 3). 

9  XVIII .  / . . 
.  .,  1994. .  67. « »,  (1774 .)   

 «  [ ] » . á ( ). 
10 .   XVIII  .   500  

,  ,   12  .  .  -  .[ .]  
.  XVIII . ., 1996. . 348, 352-354, 356, 358-361 (  - .[ .]  

). 

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение



 

17 

 1761-1764 . 11.  1767 

. ,  

. 

,  ,  ,   

,  ,  ,  .  ,  

 (« »)  

 « » (1776 .) 

: ,  

, 

. , , 

,  

, »12. 

 1756-1763 .  

 ( ) , ,  

 ( , , .). 

 II   

, 13. (  

 [  

] 14.)  

.  -  

 - .- .  

, . 

 1801 . ,  I  

.  
                                                        
11 . . 142-148.  

. 
12 . . ., 1962. . 526. 
13 .: .  //  

.   /  .  .  ,  .  .  .,  1999. .  40-
101.   XVIII  .  .:  .[ .] «  

...».  // ,  18-19. ., 2004,  
1-2. . 12-17. 
14 , .  

 II « », , ,  
,  I -  «... ,  

... " "...». - .[ .] . . 298-299. 

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение



 

18 

.  

,  

.   -  

 XVIII .,  

,  

. , ,  

. 

,  

 XIX .  

 I ?  

?  « »  

, ? ? 

 

:   (  

» - ). 

 I  

 

.  

 II.  

.  

. . 
15.  .  

.  .  ,  ,  

«... , ...»  

.- .  « » (1-  

.  -  1754  .)16.  

                                                        
15  1808-1814 .  (  1810 . - ) 

.   
. 

16 . : .[ .]  XIX-  ( ) // , 1894. 
.  6.  .  11  ( ).  .  202-203.   « ...»   1786 .   

 ( .  .  ),  ,   
. - . « ».  

 XVIII . // , 2007,  3. 

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение



 

19 

. , 

,  

 « »,  

. ,  
17. 

 (  « ») .  

» (1823-1831 .) : 

...  

, 

, 

, 

,  

, 

18. 

 

,   

.- .  ( )19.  

 XIX .  

 - , , 

. ( ) ,  « ...»20. 

                                                                                                                                                                             
. 63. : Alexeev M.[P.] Adam Smith and his Russian Admirers of the Eighteenth Century // Scott 

W.R. Adam Smith as Student and Professor. Glasgow, 1937. P. 428. 
17 ,  I  

,  ( ): «...  
, ». -  ( ). 

. 132 ( ). . 506. . 1. . 380.  21  / 2  1799 . 
18 . . . ., 1976. . 57 (  I,  VII). 
19 . . 71 (  I,  XLII). 
20 Storch H. Cours d’économie politique, ou exposition des principes qui déterminent la prospérité de nations. 

.  1-6.  St.-Pétersbourg,  1815.   I   
,   1809  .  .   1813  .   « …»  

 -  (  I) . - 



 

20 

, , . 

,  

,  
21.  

 - , , , « » 

)22.   

,  

.  

, ,  I  

. 

, .  

,  « »  « » 

). -

 ( ) .  

.  I : 

 1786-1787 . , ,  

, 23. ,  

                                                                                                                                                                             
.[ .] ,  (Heinrich Storch) //  ( ). . [23]. 
 -  .  .,  1911.  .  428-432.   1881 .  

 1815 . – Storch H.F., 
von. Cours  d’économie  politique.  Bd.  1-6.  Hildesheim,  etc.,  1997.   

 XXI  .  -  . , , 
. ., 2008. 

21 .   
1803-1809 .  «  I» (Russland 
unter  Alexander  dem  I,  eine  historische  Zeitschrift),   «...  

». ,  
 ( )  (  

, ),  
. - . . . 1811-1843. 

[2- .]. ., 2008. . 71. ,  1828-1832 . «  
...» (Russische Miscellen zur genaueren Kenntniss Russland 

und seiner Bewohner herausgegeben von Georg Engelgardt). - . . 166-167. 
22 . .  ,   

 // .  
 / . . . , . . ., 2000. . 70-72. 

23 . . . .  
, 

.  
,  .  -  .  // ,  1869. .  1.  

.  2.  .  799,  802.  ( .:  Montefiore S.S. Prince 
Potemkin and the Benthams // History Today, 2003. Vol. 53(8). P. 38-45. . .: .[ .]  

Vladimir
Выделение



 

21 

 

,  

 (  - ) .  

 

 « »,  

. 

 « »  

.- .- . ,  1784-1786 .  

. (  

. ,  

,  ,   
24.)   1802  .   

 «  

», 25.  

) 26.  
27  

                                                                                                                                                                             
.   « »  //  ,  2003,   5-6.  .  51-53.)   

, .  
 I  1814 . : « . 

,  ,   
». - . : .  // , 1869. . 2. . 4. 

. 745. 
:  .  .  

,  .   
 « »  II. « , 

,  ,  ,  ,   
 " "  " " , "  

"».  «…  
,  1769 ., ». - .[ .]  

. . 45-46. 
24  1803 .  .  .  .  

.[ .]  // , 1913,  2 ( ). . 143-147. 
25 Traités de Législation Civile et Pénale... T. 1-3. A Paris, an X - MDCCCII [1802]. 
26  1803 .  ( ): 

,  , 
? ,  

. , .  
, .  

,  - , , ,  
,  ».  -  .  :  .  

 // , 1869. . 1. . 2. . 805. 
27  (  5  1804 .) .  

. , , : « .  

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение



 

22 

.  10  1804 . 

,  

 ( , 

).  « ,  ,   

. ,  

, », - 28. 

.  ,  «… ,  

,  

,  

.  

,  ;  ,  ,   

»29.  

)  1804 .  - 

».  

 «… , :  

, ,  

...»30. , , , , 

,  

.  « », «…  

,  

: " , 

, ,  

; ,  

".  ( , )  

 [  

                                                                                                                                                                             
, - . , ,  

-  ,  ;   -  
,   

, , - , -  
, .  
!». - . : . . 810. 

28 . : . . 812. 
29 .  // , 1869. . 2. . 4. . 730-731. 
30  // , 1869. . 1. . 2. . 813. 



 

23 

]  II , "  

"»31. 

 1805-1811 .  I   
32.  

...» .  5 

. .  ( )33. , «...  

 1802  

 160,000 »34. ,  

. 

 « »   I.   

.  1814-1815 ., 

.  

.  

.  

 1805  1806 .,   -   1811 .  (  

.)  

, ,  I,  

, ,  

, ,  

. ,  

 « »,  «... ,  [ ] 

                                                        
31 . . 813-814. 
32 .  

,  
. .  . 

. ,  .  
 , .  

. . I-III. ., 1805-1811. 
33 , . ; . . . 

. . I-IV. ., 1802-1806. ,  1816 .  
 «  

, , , , 
».  .  .   

: , . , , , 
,  « »  

. 
34 .  // , 1869. . 1. . 2. . 816. 

Vladimir
Выделение



 

24 

»35.  « » 

. ,  

,  

 
36.  

, ,  

 I . 

 1830- ., 

. .  « » [1- . - 

1839 .]. ,  [ ], 

, ,  

,  37.  
38.) 

.  

 ( , )  
                                                        
35 . . . . 57 (  I,  VII), . 71 (  XLII). 
36  1826  .  ,   

.  « »  
.: . . ., 2010. . 116-150. . , 

 - . ,  1820- . ,  
, . «  

... ,  
.  [ .]  ( )  

 [ . ] ,  [ .- .] 
,  " " ». -  

.[ .] .  // . . III. , 1932. . 71. 
37 .  // . . , , 

.   /  .,  .  .,  .  .  .  .,  1982.  .  258-270.  
. ,  

, . «  
, , , , 

, .  
,  ;   
, ,  

? , ,  
,  

? ,  
». - . .  .  [1844  .]  //  

. . . . 359-360. 
38 .  // 

.  
, 10-11  2009 . / . . . . , 2009. . 120-129 (  - 

...). 

Vladimir
Выделение



 

25 

.   1801  .  ( )   1803  .  (  

»)  

.  ( )  

, ,  

. ,  1808 . « »  

,  

.  .  .   

 

. .  (  

 1802-1809 . [  1811 .])  

 (  

.  - . )  
39. 

,   

 (1805-1807, 1812-1815 .).  (1808, 1810 

.)  .  ,   

, , ,  

 (  1807-1812 .,  

) .  1804 . 

 I  ( .  .  )   

,  

,  -  «  

». , ,  

,  

,  ,  ,   
40. ,  

,  

,   

                                                        
39 . . ., 1984; .  

 1812 . // , 1997,  2. . 191-195. 
40 . .  

. ., 2005. . 18-19; . :  
 XIX .). ., 2000. . 163 (  - . ...). 

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение



 

26 

41.   

,  (  

) . ,  

,  1815 .  

,  

. 

 I  

.  

.  

. : 

, 
42.  

 « »  .   

. ,  

.  

. 

 I,   II,   

 ( , , 

, , , , , , 

), , .43  1816  1819 

. . 

 1822 .  
44.)  

. ,  

                                                        
41 . ... . 164. 
42  XIX .  .  

 2. 1815-1830 . . I (IX). ., 1974. . 62,  16.  25  / 6  1816 . 
43 . .  XVII  -  .  .  

, 1981. . 22-23, 28, 77-78, 84, 124, 139-140, 146-147; ., .,  
.  XIX  -  .  ,  2009;  

... . 220-310 (  «  
»); .  XIX . 

// , 2013,  11. . 150, 152. 
44 .  1822  //  

.  4: . . , 2006,  11. . 15-22. 

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение



 

27 

 

. ,  

 
45. ( . ,  

 «…  

 -  - »46.)   

47,  

 ( , )  

 1814 .48 

 

49.)  I  

,  

, . 

 1816 .  

 I. ,  

,  

                                                        
45  -  

.   1813 .   
 ( )  

 (  1804  .).   1817  .   
. - .  

 I  /  .  .  .  .,  2000.  .  20-303  (  -  .  
...). 

46 .[ .]  I 
// .  / . . , . .[ .] . 

.] 5. . - ., 1923. . 39. 
47  

 I .  « » 
,  1913,   3  [ ].  .  I.  .  36).  .   

: «…  [ ] ». - 
.  « » . (  

 1815-1825 .). . . … . ., 1996. . 
9. 
48 . ...  .  404.  ,   I  

 « …»  ( ) ,  
 ( ), « ,  

, , , ,  
 ( )  

».  
. - A Correct Statement of what passed at a conference between the Emperor Alexander and a 

deputation from the Society of Quakers; consisting of J. Wilkinson, S. Grellet and Wm. Allen, etc. L., 1817. 
49 . . . . 128. 

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение



 

28 

 

 II.50  

.  

 « » 

.  1816-1817 

.  « » (  

)  - 

.  

, ,  

 I.  1816-1819 .  

.  

. ,  

.  

 (  1818 .)51, . .  (  1819 .). 

 

 -  

.  1820 .  « »,  

. , .  

 ( ),  

,  

, , , 

, .52  

. . 

 1819 .  

                                                        
50 .: . « ».   

 XIX  (1814-1826 .). ., 2014 (  - . « »). 
51 .  ( )   1823-1844  I   I.  

, ,  
, , . 

52 .  1820  -  
 //  

. . -
, 11-12  2009 .  2- . . I. ., 2009. . 290-294. 

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение



 

29 

 (  

) .53 

 1810-  - 

 1820- .  .  á   

.  

,  

,  

, .  

,   «... ;  //   dandy  

...»54. .  « » 

 1816 .,  1824 .)  

, ,  «  

». 

,  

. … 

 

,  

,  

,   -   -   

. 

,  á , 

, 

. 

 

: 

                                                        
53 . « ». . 122-123. . 77. 
54 . . . . 56 (  I,  IV).  «roast-beef » ( . 
60,  XVI)  beef-steaks ( . 70,  XXXVII),  «á  »,  

 Child-Harold'  ( . 70-71,  XXXVIII) .  XIX . 
.: .- . :  / . . .  

. . ; . . ; . . . ; . . . . ., 
2000.  « » .: . .  

 (XVIII  -   XIX  ).  .,  1994.  .  123-135;  .[ .]  
 // .- . . . . 35-41. 

Vladimir
Выделение



 

30 

, 

, .55 

 

. ,  

. 1820 .  

 I.  

» -  

 I )56.  

, 

.  

,  

,  

. , 

 I ,  

 I . , 

, , .  

,  .  .  

,  

, . 

,   I   1821  .   

.  

. ,  

,  ,   

. ,  

,  

.  ( ,  

) .  

 I  1825 . . 

                                                        
55 .  //  .  / . ., . . . 

. ., 1988. . 113-114 (  4- ,  4- ). 
56 .: . : 16-18  1820 . ., 1991. 

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение



 

31 

, .  

. , , 

,  

.  

.  

.   

,  .   

 

.  ( ,  

),  ( , ,  

, »  

). 

 

. ,  

 -  )  

 ( ) .  

 ( ) , , ,  

.  

,  

,   

.  

,  

,  

,  ,  ,   

,  ( )  

. 

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение



 

 

Franziska Schedewie 

The diplomacy of Alexander I as from his family letters 

 

To the narratives for the Alexandrine age, I would like to add those stories that were written 

in black ink or crayon on fine, watermarked, and often gold-rimmed paper. Imperial family 

letters, which were passed on with the help of any reliable visitors from court to court or 

sent by ordinary mail, play an important role as diplomatic sources in Alexander I´s period, 

first of all for the plain reason that Alexander had a large family of brothers and sisters. Their 

letters´ roles would have been even greater, had not two of his sisters, Alexandra and Elena, 

died prematurely in 1801 and 1803, shortly after their marriages abroad to Hapsburg/Vienna 

and Mecklenburg respectively. We may assume that the Russian court would have attached 

importance to their letters: After Alexandra´s death, their younger sister Maria Pavlovna was 

to continue the correspondence with the Arch Duke Joseph, her widowed brother-in-law;1 

and  when  she  left  St.  Petersburg  after  her  own  marriage  to  Weimar,  it  was  the  Empress  

Maria Fedorovna herself, Joseph´s mother-in-law, who took over.2 

 

Yet family letters have often been neglected or even dismissed as prime sources for 

assessing Alexander´s I foreign politics and diplomacy.3 To be sure – sometimes the imperial 

handwriting is hardly decipherable, which makes it all the more difficult to cope with the 

great abundance of letters that there is in the archives;4 but apart from these for all practical 

                                                        
1 See Thüringisches Haupt- und Staatsarchiv Weimar (in the following: ThHStAW), HA A XXV, Korrespondenzen, 
O 15 (Joseph von Österreich von Maria Pavlovna, 1803-1804). 
2 See  Gosudarsvennyi  Arkhiv  Rossijskoj  Federatsii  (GARF),  f.  728,  op.  1,  kn.  2,  d.  595  (Pis´ma  imp.  Marii  
Fedorovni k ercgercogu Avstriiskomu Iosifu, 1799-1807). 
3 The two major newer studies of Russian foreign policies towards Germany under Alexander I tend to rely on 
the equally important, but rather conventional diplomatic sources, see S. N. Iskiul´: Vneshniaia politika Rossii i 
germanskie gosudarstva (1801-1812), Moskva 2007; Ulrike Eich: Rußland und Europa. Studien zur russischen 
Deutschlandpolitik in der Zeit des Wiener Kongresses, Köln - Wien 1986. Iskiul´ uses the sources that are 
contained in abundance in the Russian state archives. Due to House law of the Romanovs, though, family 
letters are kept in the court archives of the surviving correspondent. That´s why Alexander´s and Maria 
Pavlovna´s letters, for example, are reposited in Weimar. Eich, who published her book in 1986, had no easy 
access to archives in the GDR or the Soviet Union at the time. She concentrates on the three states in Southern 
Germany and sometimes refers to the correspondence of the Empress Elizaveta Aleksandrovna and her mother 
in Baden.        
4 Most of the correspondences still remain unpublished in the archives. As for those edited, see e. g. Arkhiv 

kniazia Vorontsova, 40 vols, Moscow 1870-1895, here vols. 14, 15, 17, 22, 28, 32. Bumagi iz arkhiva dvortsa v g. 
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purposes truly inconvenient difficulties – the real reasons for the neglect may rather lie in 

the observation that the letters hardly seem to convey straight-forward, open-heartedly 

explanatory information as on Alexander´s actual mindset or decision-making. Vis-à-vis his 

family members, Alexander often displayed the same complexion of a sphinx, for which he 

has become so famous. What´s more: previous analyses of communication between the Tsar 

and his family members have shown, just like for other people close to him, that no matter 

how influential these individuals at times would be or think they were – more often than 

not, in the end, the impact of their communication upon Alexander´s politics proved to be 

temporary, if not negligible. Their initiatives and efforts to exert some influence on the Tsar 

turned out to be of no avail, as Alexander Martin´s careful analysis has shown e. g. for the 

case of Ekaterina Pavlovna, Alexander´s most well-known and ambitious younger sister, who 

waged plans for the Empire and her brother´s autocratic rule while she was residing at Tver 

                                                                                                                                                                             
Pavlovske (Pis´ma Imperatritsy Ekateriny II Velikomu Kniaziu Pavlu Petrovichu i Velikoi Kniagine Marii 

Feodorovne v 1783-1790 gg., ed. by P. A. Viazemskii, in: Sbornik Imperatorskogo Russkogo Istoricheskogo 

Obshchestva (SIRIO), vol. 15, St. Petersburg 1875; Grand Duc Nicolas Mikhaïlowitch: Correspondance de 

l´Empereur Alexandre Ier avec sa sœur la Grande-Duchesse Catherine, Princesse d´Oldenbourg, puis reine de 

Wurtemberg 1805-1818, St. Petersburg 1910; (see also Léonce Pingaud: L´Empereur Alexandre I et la Grande-

Duchesse Catherine Pavlovna, in: Revue d´histoire diplomatique 25 (1911), pp. 379-95; Theodor Schiemann: 

Kaiser Alexander und die Großfürstin Ekaterina Pavlovna, in: Zeitschrift für Osteuropäische Geschichte 1 (1911), 

pp. 540-66); Pis´ma Velikoi Kniagini Ekateriny Pavlovny, ed. by E. A. Puškin / Tverskoi Istoricheskii Muzei, Tver´ 

1888; Nicolaj Mikhaïlovitch: Imperator Aleksandr I. Opyt istoricheskogo izsledovaniia, 2 vols, St. Petersburg 

1912 Nicolaj Mikhaïlovitch: Imperatritsa Elizaveta Alekseevna, supruga Imperatora Aleksandra I, 3 vols, St. 

Petersburg 1908-1909; Nicolaj Mikhaïlovitch (ed.): Doneseniia avstrijskogo poslannika pri russkom dvore 

Lebcelterna za 1816-1826 gody, St. Petersburg 1913; Correspondence inédité du Roi Frédéric-Guillaume III et 

de la Reine Luise avec l´Empereur Alexandre, ed. by P. Bailleu, Leipzig – Paris 1900; Sydney Wayne Jackman: 

Chère Annette. Letters from Russia 1820-1828. The Correspondence of the Empress Maria Feodorovna of 

Russia to her Daughter the Grand Duchess Anna Pavlovna the Princess of Orange, Stroud u. a. 1994; Sydney 

Wayne Jackman (ed.): Romanov Relations: The Private Correspondence of Tsars Alexander I, Nicholas I, and the 

Grand Dukes Constantine and Michael with Their Sister Queen Anna Pavlovna, 1817-1855, London 1969; 

Russian “thick” journal, e. g. Russkii Arkhiv, regularly published selected letters, see e. g. Pis´ma imperatora 

Aleksandra Pavlovicha k R. S. Sturdze (grafine Edling), in: Russkij Arkhiv (1888) 11, pp. 373-7. See as the latest 

publication Ekaterina Dmitrieva, Franziska Schedewie (eds): Perepiska iz trech uglov. Aleksandr I. Marija 

Pavlovna, Elizaveta Alekseevna, 1804-1826, Moskva 2017. 
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with her first husband Georg of Oldenburg.5 Other historians assign rather passive or 

reactive political roles to family members married abroad – mostly women –, which 

consisted mainly in keeping up contact with the other reigning houses and at times soothing 

the waves that the reigning relatives – often their husbands – had stirred.6 

 

In my paper, I want to make a complementary case and argue rather differently that 

these observations notwithstanding, there is something to learn from Alexander´s family 

mail. I will concentrate on his correspondence with Maria Pavlovna, whom I have just 

mentioned above, and who is the important protagonist in my published book on Russian 

diplomacy and foreign policies towards Germany.7 I contend that Maria Pavlovna was sent 

off to Weimar not only as a Russian grand duchess and new hereditary princess and wife,8 

but also as some kind of an informal diplomat, fulfilling what can rightly be called a core job 

of a foreign diplomat: above all, writing regular and extraordinary reports – and at the same 

time acting as an intermediary between her old and her new families, often charged with 

sensitive  tasks.  At  court  in  the  18th and  19th centuries, personal relations and networks 

served political ends, as e. g. Victoria Frede has recently pointed out.9 Firstly, this statement 

is certainly true for Alexander, who sent off his sister in dynastic marriage to Weimar, 

installing her as intermediary and charging her with providing him with extra information 

beyond the established diplomatic and ministerial channels. Secondly: As personal 

relationships were reciprocal (though not always symmetrical),10 not only his strategies, but 

hers, too, for seeing political ends through can be distinguished from the letters. The same 

accounts for the ways, in which strategies, developments, dynamics and decisions were 

received and handled. It is commonplace that the mental world and morale of the 18th and 

early 19th centuries need insight for us to be understood, and in this light, the perspectives 
                                                        
5 See Alexander M. Martin: Romantics, Reformers, Reactionaries. Russian Conservative Thought and Politics in 
the Reign of Alexander I, Dekalb, Ill. 1997, p. 108. 
6 See Johannes Paulmann: Pomp und Politik. Monarchenbegegnungen in Europa zwischen Ancien Régime und 
Erstem Weltkrieg, Paderborn u. a. 2000, p. 93. 
7 Franziska Schedewie: Die Bühne Europas. Russische Diplomatie und Deutschlandpolitik in Weimar, 1798-1819, 
Heidelberg 2015. 
8 Maria Pavlovna (1786-1859) was married to Karl Friedrich (1783-1853). However, if the talk is about the 
“duke” in this paper, it was not her husband, but her father-in-law Carl August (1857-1828). 
9 Unpublished conference statement. 
10 As for further analyses of the concept of friendship as symmetrical personal relationship (as opposed to, e. g., 
patronage), see e. g. Freunde, Gönner, Getreue. Praxis und Semantik von Freundschaft und Patronage in 
historischer, anthropologischer und kulturvergleichender Perspektive, Antrag auf Einrichtung eines 
Graduiertenkollegs, Albert-Ludwigs-Universität Freiburg,   https://www.grk-freundschaft.uni-freiburg.de/ 
Forschungsprogramm/info (12.3.2017). 

https://www.grk-freundschaft.uni-freiburg.de/
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and constitutions of those affected by great powers and their political decisions have 

remained understudied as yet.  And thirdly, last, but not least, because this is my point: I 

argue that precisely those instances and cases, in which communication proved 

unsuccessful, and in which misunderstanding and disenchantment prevailed, are of the 

biggest interest for the historians. Therefore, tangible achievements and successes of family 

members in impacting upon Tsarist outlooks and politics are no necessary requirements for 

family letters to become valuable to us, not even do we necessarily need outspoken 

explications or vindication from author to addressee in these sources. Examples show that 

mutual misunderstanding, failure of communication, futile insistence and concealed 

disappointment to be found in contents and languages of the letters produce some sort of 

“gap” between the correspondents that exposes differences in unspoken, perhaps even 

unconscious, fundamental worldviews, reflects external influences and highlights the 

dynamics of changing opinions and politics in flux. Correspondents often wrote at cross-

purposes. I go so far as to say that this can expose paradigmatic changes in approaches to 

politics and diplomacy, in this case here in Alexander I´s approach towards Germany, and, by 

the same token, how these changes were received.  

 

In  the  following,  I  want  to  pick  such  an  example  from  Alexander´s  and  Maria  

Pavlovna´s correspondence. I am going to talk about the, for the sake of an exemplary case, 

rather delimited instance of the prehistory of the Congress of Erfurt in 1808. But before I go 

into that, I  have to contextualise and explain why Maria Pavlovna and Weimar constitute a 

relevant object – indeed, as I hold, a key prism – for studying Russian foreign policies around 

1800 at all.11  

It turns out that during our crucial Alexandrine period in Europe, the small and 

indeed  powerless  duchy  of  Saxe-Weimar  –  almost  likely  to  be  overlooked  on  any  map  of  

Germany or Europe, and certainly tiny in comparison with the vast Russian Empire – gained 

major importance for the foreign politics of the latter: and not only once, but even twice, 

although in very different ways. The first time was between 1798 and 1804, when the 

dynastic marriage project began to be waged and was finally accomplished. One has to 

remember the overall structural importance of dynastic marriages still valid at the time of 

the then still existing Ancien Régime. Under this indeed central condition, it is all the more 

                                                        
11 In the following, I´m going to draw mainly from my book: Schedewie: Die Bühne Europas. 
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important to know that the initiative to marry was launched from the Russian court, not 

Weimar. Yet for two centuries, the Russian utmost secrecy about their initiative and 

strategic  advance  had  been  so  effective  as  to  make  us  believe  the  contrary.  The  marriage  

project and its preparation were to be concealed by all means; as the Empress´s instructions 

demanded,  even  the  duke  of  Weimar  himself  was  to  be  made  believe  that  it  was  him  to  

come up first with the idea (as bold as it may seem for him). 12 I cannot dwell on all motives 

now that may have driven the Russian court;13 let me just point out that these motives 

cannot have consisted alone in the prestige of a marriage bond with the age-old House of 

Wettin. The secrecy and anxiety around this marriage project signify that there were more 

volatile risks and chances at stake. I presume that they consisted in a felt need to curb 

Prussia in her potential intentions to expand and to send out a signal to Austria. Ernestine 

Weimar was closely linked to the Saxon Electorate, i. e. the Albertine branch of the House of 

Wettin  at  Dresden.  The  maximum  motive  for  a  marriage  might  even  have  consisted  in  a  

(more or less substantiated) speculation on a dynastic inheritance (or rather: re-

establishment) of the Electorate for Weimar:14 a vague, but extremely attractive prospect 

that implicated an enormous gain of prestige for Russia, and, needless to say, a formidable 

stepping stone for further influencing German affairs indirectly from within. But: All of these 

chances and their considerations vanished and became thoroughly obsolete within very 

short time after the accomplishment of the dynastic marriage, namely with the end of the 

old German Empire, and ever more so with Weimar becoming a Rhine Confederation state in 

1806.  From now on,  if  there ever had been any,  Russia  was certainly  giving up all  plans of  

supporting Weimar as a prospective future basis for further influence.15 Yet  Weimar  –  

always aspiring to the same ends of greater status and influence – would not give up and 

yield to new circumstances, but instead stubbornly rely on a claim of support from the 
                                                        
12 “Voilá donc une bonne affaire d´arrangée, et que nous devons encore à vos soins,” the Empress Maria 
Fedorovna told her brother and for that matter confident, Alexander of Wurttemberg. They were both 
counteracting a marriage project that their brother Friedrich, future king of Wurttemberg, had devised for 
Maria Pavlovna and his own son. “Encore” in the quotation above refers to Alexander´s efforts in arranging a 
marriage for Ekaterina Pavlovna to Bavaria, also Electorate of the Old German Empire. This project turned out 
to be to no avail. See ibid., p. 85; quotation from: Rossiiskii Gosudarstvennyi Arkhiv Drevnykh Aktov (RGADA), f. 
2, d. 135, fol. 124’: Projet de la Lettre pour mon frère Alexandre (22.4.1799).     
13 For a close analysis see Schedewie: Die Bühne Europas, pp. 79-135. 
14 For details see ibid., pp. 95-106, and, e. g., Fritz Tröbs: Die Weimarische Erbfolgepolitik in der Zeit Karl 
Augusts, Jena 1935. 
15 The  final  step  was  marked  by  the  Congress  of  Vienna,  where  Weimar  (like  all  principalities  that  were  
dynastically linked with Russia) was granted some increase in territory and, after all, the more eminent status 
of a Grand Duchy (with the rank of a “Royal Highness” for its sovereign). But these gains were much to the 
disappointment of the Weimar government, who had expected to become heirs of Saxony.   
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powerful imperial relatives. This was one aspect that strained the relations between Maria 

Pavlovna´s old and new homes considerably and would lead to a deterioration of relations 

between the two states, which in its ways is again amply reflected in the letters between 

brother and sister. This deterioration was already underway (but not as bad yet as it would 

become) during the critical situation of 1808. 

 

(Therefore,  and just  to add this,  the second time Weimar gained major importance 

for Russia around 1800 was already of a completely different quality: This was when Weimar 

became a hotbed for nationalism, liberalism, constitutionalism and even radical-democratic 

opposition after the Congress of Vienna and the foundation of the German Confederation. It 

is instructive to pursue, how reluctantly Alexander I. between 1816 and 1819 adopted 

Metternich´s restaurative policies, in which Weimar constituted a prominent target.16 But 

one structural and by itself telling reason why I haven´t picked this as an example is given by 

the fact that Maria Pavlovna´s family letters had largely lost their previous diplomatic 

significance then. Hers were replaced by the reports of other, professional and seemingly 

more useful and adequate correspondents. As in the case of Saxe-Weimar, family letters 

were important until the Congress of Vienna, the character of an over-arching caesura of 

which can be derived from this structural moment, too.)    

 

Now  back  to  1808  and  to  family  letters  as  sources  for  a  closer  understanding  of  

changes and their reception in politics and diplomacy. As is well known, the Congress of 

Erfurt as a pompous meeting of Alexander, Napoleon and his allied Rhine Confederation 

princes during the phase of ostentatious friendship after the Treaties of Tilsit has been 

looked at in the light of Alexander playing a double game of displaying harmony and securing 

territorial gains, while already preparing his break-up with the French Emperor. It has also 

been looked at in the context of the rise and downfall of Alexander´s advisor Speranskii. An 

additional close-up view from the perspective of the Tsar´s Weimar relatives highlights the 

paradigmatic changes in his political approach in an incident, new light. It is obvious that for 

Maria Pavlovna as Russian grand duchess, sister of Alexander´s, and Weimar princess, the 

                                                        
16 For an account specifically devoted to this question see Franziska Schedewie: Simple voyageur, employé 
russe: August von Kotzebue und die russische Deutschlandpolitik zwischen Weimar und Wien, 1817-1819, in: 
Ereignis Weimar-Jena. Kultur um 1800, ed. by Olaf Breidbach, Klaus Manger, Georg Schmidt, Paderborn 2015, 
pp. 89-135.  
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Congress meant a double challenge and defeat. Let´s look at the political context and 

prehistory from her Weimar perspective:17 

 

In fact, Erfurt, a church-owned principality till it became Prussian in 1802 and then 

French in 1806, presented a territory that had always been cast eyes upon by the Duke of 

Weimar. As an exclave, Erfurt was stuck in the middle and segregated parts of the Duke´s 

own land from each other. Therefore, several advances had been made by the Weimar 

government to attain Erfurt. Since the dynastic marriage of 1804, the Tsar had been prime 

addressee of this specific request for support and protection. Even in January 1808, right 

before the news of the Congress reached her, Maria Pavlovna passed on the request for 

Alexander´s intervention in her own private letters to their mother Maria Fedorovna. Here, 

she took up what one might most typically and generally expect to be the exemplary 

diplomatic role of a family member as intermediary: The unofficial character of the 

supplication in her private letter prevented the embarrassment of an official rejection (which 

in this case was to be expected) and spared the Tsar, as Maria Pavlovna wrote, a moment of 

discomfiture.18 Besides, Maria Pavlovna possessed greater freedom to explain herself in a 

private  letter.  She  told  her  mother  that  Napoleon  maltreated  Erfurt  as  a  mere  entity  of  

disposition (unlike the duke, her father-in-law, who would treat his subjects in the spirit of a 

worthy and legitimate sovereign), and she went on to amplify how Weimar was menaced by 

the other new Napoleonic states. (Fear of neighbouring states´ expansion was one topic 

constantly brought forward in letters and petitions to the imperial court and can therefore 

to some degree even be regarded as constitutive of the relationship between Russia and 

Weimar. The same applies for supplications with territorial gains or status as their aims: 

After all, Erfurt was not the only piece of terrain the duke had in mind; the parallel, greater 

objective was Saxony.) In view of the expressed personal hostility between Napoleon and 

the duke, Maria Pavlovna herself hardly believed in the possibility of this goal (to gain Erfurt) 

to  be  accomplished  smoothly.  Besides,  a  letter  from  the  duke´s  minister  Voigt  to  his  

colleague reveals the further misery of the situation, in which Maria Pavlovna found herself. 

Voigt wrote: 

                                                        
17 See for the following Schedewie: Die Bühne Europas, pp. 204-19. 
18 Ibid.,  p.  205; ThHStAW, HA A XXV, Korrespondenzen, R 155 (Maria Pavlovna to Maria Fedorovna),  fol.  302-
303 (Weimar, 5./17.1.1808). 
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I must admit (…) that, considering the hatred of the national Russians 
(“National-Russen”) against the German princes, I have barely 
counted on the Russian ministry, and in such matters of politics it is 
obvious that a great monarch wants to be reminded and to be 
prepared. (…) I feel sorry for our dear hereditary princess, in case she 
should be blamed for anything. She is just subject to the directives of 
the St. Petersburg court, just like we are ourselves. (…) I deemed 
impossible that the sister of Alexander, eminent friend of an eminent 
victor, should not have aroused any interest. How lucky would we 
have been, had the great Emperor met her in person.(…)19 

 

The talk is here about Napoleon! In other words, according to them, Maria Pavlovna was to 

secure the Tsar´s favour, in which the Weimar ministers were no longer inclined to believe; 

she was pitied as being dependent on the Russian court, while Weimar (except for the duke 

himself) already tended to place hopes on France. Besides, this wasn´t all about Erfurt: 

Voigt´s letter shows how lightheartedly Maria Pavlovna was regarded as a practical political 

instrument. For the princess herself, the minister´s great dream of her meeting Napoleon 

constituted  a  pure  nightmare.  Not  only  would  she  refuse  to  recognize  him  as  a  ´great  

Emperor´; her biggest fear was that she might be abducted to France as a hostage. That risk 

was  expressed  frequently  in  her  own  letters  as  well  as  in  those  to  her  from  Russia.  Her  

mother had even devised a coded language for her in case this should happen. The minister 

Voigt´s letter instead, full of naïve assumptions, is therefore a telling example of how 

members of the Weimar government clung to the petty interests of their own duchy and 

relied on the traditional means of searching for support. To them, the fact that through the 

very  presence  of  the  Tsar´s  sister,  Weimar  had  become  a  stage  of  European  political  

scheming, quite regardless of Weimar political interest itself, remained completely 

unnoticed. Maria Pavlovna was the only close (and letter-writing) relative of Alexander´s to 

live in the Napoleonic Rheinbund sphere. The greater significance of this coincidence 

(although quite ignored in Weimar itself) was clear to both Alexander and Napoleon. It was 

employed also symbolically: For example, in 1808, when Maria Pavlovna´s daughter was 

born, both Alexander I and Napoleon became her godfathers. Presumably, neither of the 

two gave a moment´s thought to how insufferable this move must have been for Maria 

Pavlovna. 

                                                        
19 Willy Andreas / Hans Tümmler (eds): Politischer Briefwechsel des Herzogs und Großherzogs Carl August von 
Weimar, 3 vols, Göttingen 1954-73, vol. 2, pp. 555-6: Voigt to Müller, Weimar, 24.8.1807; quot. Schedewie: 
Bühne Europas, p. 207. 
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It was in this unhappy and intricate situation of hers that her brother and Napoleon 

prepared their meeting – in Erfurt, of all places. In her first reaction to Alexander, Maria 

Pavlovna described herself to be flabbergasted. Her letters of April 1808 – parallelly to 

Alexander and Maria Fedorovna – reveal the degree to which these plans of a congress were 

shocking her. No diplomatic glossing in these, but the expression of fundamental political 

opinion, distress and anger. In the letters to her mother, the first and foremost to blame was 

foreign minister Rumiantsev: Like all the other “miserables” around him, she wrote, 

Rumiantsev, too, would allow the sovereign of this “imposing nation” Russia to expose 

himself unnecessarily to downright humiliation.20 What Maria Pavlovna referred to here was 

a traditional concept, according to which another, much less a hostile, monarch could not be 

encountered on his own territory without disgrace. To Maria Pavlovna, this concept was 

certainly well-known, and she apparently felt it strengthened to the degree of a firm 

conviction after her experience two years earlier of war and pillage by Napoleon and his 

troops on Weimar territory. At this early stage already, the grand duchess solemnly 

pronounced her plan to leave Weimar for Russia in case such a meeting should take place: 

“My carriages are ready, and as soon as my brother departs, I will leave, too. – I believe that 

nothing but death alone will impede me (…)”.21 

  

At  the  same  time,  already  in  her  first  letter,  Maria  Pavlovna  made  suggestions  on  

how the fatal impression that this meeting would certainly give to the world might be 

tempered at the last minute. In the original file, these passages are marked with crayon. The 

princess  proposed  that  Alexander  should  stay  at  his  relatives´  in  Weimar,  and  not  in  the  

French fortress of Erfurt. Any idea that the court of Weimar might want to derive any 

political benefits for itself from this visit was immediately and strongly rejected: Now, she 

wrote, the only task must be to save Alexander from a dramatic loss of authority in Russia – 

                                                        
20 ThHStAW,  HA  A  XXV,  Korrespondenzen,  R  156:  Maia  Pavlovna  to  Maria  Fedorovna,  fol.  54  (Weimar,  
23.3./4.4.1808). – As for Rumiantsev as foreign minister during the post-Tilsit period see Patricia Grimsted: The 
Foreign Ministers of Alexander I. Political Attitudes and the Conduct of Russian Diplomacy, 1801-1825, Berkeley 
– Los Angeles 1969, pp. 168-93.  
21 „(…) mes voitures sont en état,  et (…) aussi-tôt après le départ de mon frère, je pars :  je crois que la mort 
seule me retiendroit (…), ThHStAW, HA A XXV, Korrespondenzen, R 156: Maia Pavlovna to Maria Fedorovna, 
fol. 56. – Her handwriting is barely legible here, sign of her emotional agitation! 
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where all his advisors proved to fail so utterly in their actions. Maria Pavlovna wrote to her 

mother: 

The task is to protect my brother from further humiliation; he has to 
be  reminded  that  Erfurt  is  a  fortress,  at  least  it  bears  the  name  of  
one. Perhaps our worthy Rumiantsev has forgotten about that! And 
these are the people to surround Alexander and give advice to him. 
So he [= Alexander,  F.  Sch.]  shall  come here.  (…)  One can show him 
the  monuments  of  their  [=  the  French,  F.  Sch.]  entry,  especially  at  
Jena, where Napoleon had granted his imperial word that there 
would be no pillaging, and on the same day, his soldiers were sent for 
plundering. But I don´t want to talk about these old stories. Just think 
for one moment about what I have told you, dear mother, and 
perhaps you will agree that I´m frightened of the impression that will 
be produced in Russia, when one sees my brother travel to a country 
that belongs to Napoleon. In fact, my brother will be staying at his´, 
and that cannot be his intention. This will be volume 2 of Tilsit! 
Maman, is it possible that one should wish to repeat these scenes? 
 

Maria Pavlovna hated the idea, as she wrote, that her brother was about to throw himself 

into the arms of Napoleon. Moreover, she feared that the meeting might be taken to seal a 

plotted marriage project between Napoleon and her sister Ekaterina.22 

 

 So much for Maria Pavlovna´s letters of before the Congress. They are interesting for 

the reason alone that a local perspective of those affected by politics is provided; a 

viewpoint, as mentioned above, usually missing in the historiography. But here, beyond that 

aspect,  Maria  Pavlovna  was  also  talking  about  Russian  foreign  politics.  She  even  wrote  of  

herself as a “Russian” in these letters and underlined the word in order to strengthen her 

identification.23 Alexander, she said, must not contend that the meeting was none of her 

business.24 Her undiplomatic language is striking. Throughout this whole correspondence, 

she  claimed  a  thoroughly  symmetrical  relationship,  writing  of  the  Tsar  as  “my  brother”  or  

“Alexandre” in her letters to Maria Fedorovna, and addressing himself as “friend” (bon ami, 

cher ami) or “my Alexander” (mon Alexandre) in her letters to him. Expressions like 

“l´Emp[ereur]” for example, which do appear in other letters of hers and which point to 

hierarchy and asymmetry in the relationship, also to a certain notion of carefree reliance on 
                                                        
22 For details see Schedewie: Die Bühne Europas, pp. 211-2. 
23 ThHStAW, HA A XXV, Korrespondenzen, R 156, fol. 57-58. 
24 « (…) Ah! mon bon ami, pensez bien à ce que je Vous dis, et n´allez pas me répondre „cela ne Vous regarde 
pas“ cela me regarde très fort de Vous prévenir qu´une démarche que Vous allez faire cet fausse très fausse en 
vérité, pensez y Vous même Vous le trouverez j´en suis sûre: (…) », ibid., fol. 57-58. 
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defense and benefaction, are absent in this situation. In their place, the idea of loyalty and 

friendship is strong in these letters to Alexander: Maria Pavlovna claimed that there was a 

“need of the sweetness of friendship”,25 and  she  closed  her  letter  as”  loyal,  attached  

sister”.26 As one can easily imagine, in this strained situation, other, elsewhere recurrent, 

names of Alexander´s, that in a very affectionate way point to his central position in the 

family, like “perle de la famille”,27 or even describe him as “angel”,28 are missing here 

completely. Instead, Maria Pavlovna announced to Tsar Alexander that she must talk to him 

frankly, as a friend and – as mentioned above – as a Russian. The underlining may indeed 

also be understood as a means to mobilize Alexander, to make him understand. 

 Meanwhile, Alexander, through Maria Fedorovna, informed Maria Pavlovna of his 

“tendres amitiés”. As anything else, he asked her to prepare her departure and wait for a 

messenger  to  arrive  between  10  and  15  May,  in  order  to  tell  her  when  exactly  to  start.29 

Maria Pavlovna left on 1 June 1808.     

 

 What can we learn from these letters? On the one hand, Alexander´s participation at 

the Congress of Erfurt (and his beforehand declaration to do so) substantiated a change of 

political action that consisted in the overcoming of traditional constraints regarding the 

impossibility of monarchic meetings and thus the overcoming of the identification of the 

sovereign´s person with his territory. On the other hand, in her letters, Maria Pavlovna clung 

to this traditional approach and adopted an attitude, according to which the concession of a 

visit on foreign territory, combined with the conventional rites accompanying such a visit, 

were equal to subordination. The effect would be a dramatic loss of prestige, at home and 

abroad.  That´s  why  Maria  Pavlovna  explained  to  her  mother  that  she  was  “less  afraid  of  

Napoleon himself than of seeing him eye to eye together with her brother”.30 For Alexander 

instead,  this  convention  seems  to  have  lost  its  categorical  meaning;  he  would  not  attach  

                                                        
25 « (…) Mon bon ami, aprés des momens et des années comme les préçédentes, on a besoin de jouïr de la 
douçeur de l´amitié: la mienne Vous est connûe, jugez donc si je serai aise de Vous revoir! (…) », Schedewie: 
Die Bühne Europas, pp. 214-5. (This letter to Alexander is enclosed as a copy in those to Maria Fedorovna).  
26 Ibid. 
27 ThHStAW, HA A XXV, Korrespondenzen, R 156, fol. 92 (28.9.1804). 
28 As for Alexander´s specific (self-)description as “angel”, see Richard Wortman: Scenarios of Power. Myth and 
ceremony in Russian monarchy, 2 vols,  Princeton, NJ 1995-2000, vol.  1,  p.  195: It  allowed him to set himself 
apart from the rest of mankind in a transcendental way, thereby offering a viable solution to the problem of 
how to keep up monarchic authority and aura after the caesura of the French Revolution. 
29 ThHStAW, HA A XXV, Korrespondenzen, R 156., fol. 61 (9.4.1808). 
30 Ibid., fol. 76 (Maria Pavlovna to Maria Fedorovna, 18./30.4.1808). 

Vladimir
Выделение

Vladimir
Выделение



 

43 

such symbolic significance to neither his person nor his empire; therefore, following this 

rationale, neither for him as a ruler nor for his empire, there could be loss of prestige or 

authority. Important for him was to see to it that the meeting took place at all, because he 

needed it for his own political ends. In pursuing these, he readily accepted that this practical 

approach to politics affronted his closest relatives. The discrepancy, or “gap”, between the 

different attitudes that the Tsar and his sister displayed, as well as between the all but 

converse consequences they expected (and this one is just one example out of a sequence!), 

show that such paradigmatic changes would not go ahead in the early 19th century without 

serious tension, or what in technical terms might be called ´friction losses´. The letters show 

that even the inner circle and family members closest to the Tsar needed time for 

preparation and re-adaption in their ways of thinking. They also had their own problems to 

cope with. Even Maria Pavlovna, who generally proved to be farsighted and flexible (much 

more so than the Weimar government), and who frequently recalled her continued loyalty 

to her native imperial court in what one may call a ´double national loyalty´ towards Weimar 

and Russia,31 showed to be all irritated and upset. 

 Another aspect that the princess probably was not even aware of herself, can be 

added: According to Richard Wortman, the period of 1807-8 was a phase, in which 

Alexander altered his way of governing in yet another specific and fundamental way, here at 

home, in his two imperial capitals St. Petersburg and Moscow.32 Wortman observes that 

until this critical juncture, Alexander had carefully avoided any public appearances that 

might have aroused the idea of his legitimacy as a sovereign to be due to or dependent upon 

public  acclamation.  His  legitimacy  was  to  be  granted  solely  by  God.  Now,  increasingly  and  

much unlike before, his representation was devised in order to secure and display 

enthusiastic public support. Behind this change in his representation, there was certainly the 

acute and massive pressure upon him, exerted by the public in his two capitals and caused 

by his unpopular alliance with Napoleon and his trust in the unpopular Speranskii. That´s 

why he adopted Napoleon´s (of all!) successful public campaigns as a model. Both changes – 

                                                        
31 For the explication of this invented term see Raphael Utz / Franziska Schedewie: Russland, Deutschland und 

die Wartburg: Politische Optionen und Repräsentationsstrategien in der Weimarer Festkultur, 1804-1836, in: 

Fest im Vergleich. Übergänge des Religiösen und Politischen, ed. by Michael Maurer, Köln - Weimar - Wien 

2010, pp. 139-58. 
32 See Richard Wortman: Scenarios of Power, vol. 1, pp. 216-7. 
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at home in the capitals and in Erfurt abroad – shared a common trait: Both times, Alexander 

parted with the old forms, rid himself of the traditional obligations of conventional rituals, 

and shifted all weight and responsibility upon his own person, i. e. his personal mission and 

skill, as sovereign. This way, Alexander increased for himself the pressure to succeed in his 

doings. But he also effected new degrees of freedom of political action, including symbolic 

language.  Now, he was able to ascribe his  legitimacy as  Emperor to his  personal  quality  of  

being a ´good ruler´, endowed with a great mission for Russia and the world. 

 

 If one were to appraise Alexander´s conduct during the Erfurt episode, certainly one 

would  have  to  agree  with  the  literature  that  holds  that  it  was  exactly  by  means  of  

overcoming these restrictive traditional forms that new forms of peace guarantee in the 

specific form of 19th-century peace congresses were facilitated, even made possible at all.33 

In such light, certainly, this dashing ahead of Alexander´s constituted an element of progress. 

On  the  other  hand,  as  we  saw,  the  changes  in  the  political  ways  of  action,  which  were  

paradigmatic, could also lead to misunderstanding, uncertainty and frustration on the part of 

those immediately affected by them. Such an effect was to be seen in the pre-Erfurt 

correspondence between the Tsar and his sister Maria Pavlovna. For her, the aspect of 

Weimar´s territorial interest in Erfurt and its disappointment must be taken into further 

account, as well as the uncertainty of what would become of them as a Rhine Confederation 

state, if Alexander deliberately showed no vigorousness at all to protect them. In those war- 

and pre-war times, Maria Pavlovna was constantly worried not only about herself, but also 

about her brother´s fortune and generally the fate of her imperial family in St. Petersburg.34 

Finally, if Maria Pavlovna felt a negative sensation, this was certainly much reinforced by the 

fact that Alexander would not answer to the pleas and admonitions in her letters. This same, 

extraordinarily stressful, experience of receiving no adequate reply can be stated for other 

crucial situations in the course of developments between Russia and Weimar.35 In 1808, 

instead, he wrote her some sentimental impressions from Weimar, which he visited during 

                                                        
33 See the thesis of Johannes Paulmann: Pomp und Politik, which in many ways relies on the arguments of Paul 
W. Schroeder: The Transformation of European Politics 1763-1848, Oxford 1994. 
34 See Schedewie: Die Bühne Europas, e. g. p. 54. 
35 To be sure, there were letters from other family members, like the empresses Maria Fedorovna and Elizaveta 
Alekseevna, but in an autocratic system, it was the reigning emperor´s word, which counted. And it was not 
that Maria Pavlovna did not receive letters from Alexander between 1808 and 1812 at all. But – at least as far 
as this can be judged for this situation – they did not contain the necessary explications. See Dmitrieva / 
Schedewie: Perepiska, pp. 123-73. 
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the Congress, telling her how much he missed her presence there. According to available 

archival records, it appears to have been not until 1812, i. e. almost four years later, that the 

Tsar felt he had to react more elaborately and clearly upon the letters of his sister. By then, 

Maria Pavlovna was pressing him to alleviate the Rheinbund occupational situation – and he 

countered with an articulate rejection. In his letter, Alexander reproached his sister for being 

too pessimistic and irrational in her arguments. He refused to give her or her father-in-law 

any advice and insinuated that she wasn´t to expect anything of him. In fact on the contrary, 

he even utilized Maria Pavlovna´s residence in Weimar for an outright diplomatic 

commission for her: Once she was actually living in Napoleon´s sphere, he proposed, she 

might as well convince him of the Tsar´s peaceful intentions.36 Alexander I did not outwardly 

recognize or show any concern about his sister´s predicament, which was of a double nature, 

because she had to worry about Weimar, her and her family´s and the population´s fate 

there, just like about herself alone to be blamed by members of the Weimar court for 

inability of securing her brother´s intervention. Basically, this was the constellation that 

would not change much, until Maria Pavlovna was finally withdrawn from her informal 

diplomatic position as intermediary between Weimar and Russia, and, symbolically, “back to 

the bosom” of her Russian imperial family.37 Her role between Russia and Weimar after 1815 

was indeed rather different; but that is another story that cannot be dwelt upon here. 

 

 What, then, is the narrative of the Alexandrine age in the field of foreign politics and 

diplomacy, as seen from this angle? I try to say it in two words: The use of family letters as 

sources accentuates this age as an epoch of paradigmatic change. It shows how Alexander 

pursued his politics and quit age-old conventions, often at the cost of uncertainty and 

embitterment on the part of those who were affected. Family letters are certainly not the 

only sources for analysing these changes; but in specific, instructive ways, they open up 

insight into the mental world of the immediate participants.   

                                                        
36 ThHStAW, HA A XXV, Korrespondenzen, R 101 (Alexander I. to Maria Pavlovna), fol. 55-60 (27.2.1812).    
37 In 1814, Maria Pavlovna wrote to her mother : « (...) cette course m´a fait plaisir en me replaçant pour ainsi 
dire dans le sein de ma famille (...) », ibid., M 87, 32 (Prag, 14./26.6.1813), quote after Katja Dmitrieva / Viola 
Klein (eds): Maria Pavlovna. Die frühen Tagebücher der Erbherzogin von Sachsen-Weimar-Eisenach, Köln – 
Weimar- Wien 2000, p. 299. See Schedewie: Die Bühne Europas, p.  238. – By the way: For most of the time, 
one can say that Maria Pavlovna found herself in a position much more “diplomatic” and difficult than that of 
her better-known sister Ekaterina. 
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15 . . . . . 225. 
16 . . . . ., 1975. . 170. 
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 1821 .17. 

.  .  ,  « , ,   

,  

”,  ;   

 ( :  ,  .),   

, ; , 

»18. 

,  

,  

. , . . ,  

, ,  

». 

,  

.  

.  .   23   1823  .:  « ,  

.  

– . , , , 

 

,  ,   

, ,  

»19. 

 

 « »20. , .- . , 

 

                                                        
17 . . . , 1960. . 46-95; . .  

. . 1. ., 1955. . 304-342; . . .  
 // . . 66. 1958. . 82-114; . . . . 

. 152-217. 
18 .  / . . . .; ., 1926. . 114. 
19 . : . .  « » // . . . -

. ., 1984. . 176 – 177. 
20 .  .   //  .  1930.   7;  .  .   

»; . . .  
 // . 
 2-6  2001 . , 2001. 
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.  .   

.  

,  –  

,  ,  ,  –   

:  «La société se soucie fort peu d’admirer les 

grandes combinaisons d’un général victorieux». « » – ,  

, . . ,  1814 . . 

.- .  

. , , .  

 « », , , ,  

, 

.  

, : «le témoinage d’un petit garcon 

comme Rousseau qui n’a jamais gagné seulement un pauvre bataille ne peut avoir aucun 

poids».  « »,  ,  ,  ,   

, .  

. ,  

, ,  

, ,  

.  

,  

.  

, ? 

,  

,  

. , ,  

. . : «  

, »,  1823 ., ,  

.  « »,  
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 1823 .,  1826 .  
21: 

,  

; 

 

,  

 
22. 

. .  

. . 23. . . , . . , 

 « ,  ,  ,   

»24. ,  

, .  

.  

.  «  

»  .  .  .   « »  

: « », « », 

», « ». ,  

.  

. ,  

.  

 

».  
25. , . 

-

 « ».  

. . . ,  

                                                        
21 . . . .  « ». . ., 1983. . 184. 
22 . . . : . V. . 39-40. 
23 . . . ., 1990. . 2. .161-162. 
24 . . . .  « ». . 184. 
25 .  .  .   //   

. 1907.  10. . 343-373; . . . 
., 1909. . 313-321; . . . ., 1994. . 369-376. 
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. . 26. ,  « »  

, .  

1826 . . . . . : « . , . .  

»27.  .  .  ,  .  .  

, . . . . , 

, 

, 

? ,  

. ,  

,  « » , . 

 

. . ,  

», : «  “ ”  

,   

, ,  

.  

 (  « », « » 

 « »-« »)  

. .  

 

 

 « » –  

»28.  

, . . ,  

,  

.  .  ,  .  .  

, 

. . , , ,  

.  

                                                        
26 . .  1703-2000. . ., 2001. . 1017 
27 . .  / . . . . . .; ., 1928. . II. . 3. 
28 . . . . 374. 
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.  

, .  

.  ,  ,   

 – , ,  

 VII  

. , ,  

, . 

, , ,  

, ,  

,  

.  

, « » ,  

,   

, – .  

, ,  

, , « ».  

, , , 

.  

,  1820- .  

.  

, , 

 1810-20- .  

 « » . , 

, . 

. , ,  

,  

. , ,  

,  

,  

. 

 



 

 

 

 XVIII-XIX . 

  

,  ,  ,  ,  
 ,  ,  :   
,  ? 

.  - . . 2  1820 . 

 

 (1818-1885),  

, ,  «  

», ,   

 , 

,  «  

»,  « ». ,  

  

, , 

»1.  

 XIX ,   

.  XVIII-

XIX .  « »,  

. , 

 « »  «  

». ,  

 « »?  

,  

 

. 

                                                        
1 .  //  . .   

. ., 1989. . 151-152. 



 

96 

 XVIII-XIX .  « » 

,  

. « », . 

,   XVIII  ,   «  

», «   , 

 

,  »2.  

»,  1780-1810- .  

,  .   

 ,  

 «il est difficile de faire une histoire du concept de constitution sans le 

mettre  en  relation  avec  le  concept  voisin  de  lois fondamentales»3. ,  

 « »  « »  

,  

  

,   - « », « », « », 

».   

   (lex fundamentalis, loi 

fondamentale, Fundamentalgesetz)  

Begriffsgeschichte .4  

, 5.  

                                                        
2 .  // .  2- . .1 / .  

.  .  ;  .  .  ,  .  ,  .  ;  .  .  .  .,  
2014. . 25. 
3 Beaud O. L’histoire du concept de constitution en France. De la constitution politique à la constitution comme 
statut juridique de l’Etat (2009) // Jus Politicum. Autour de la notion de Constitution. 2009. n° 3. -  
http://www.juspoliticum.com/L-histoire-du-concept-de.html 
4 Stourzh G. Constitution: Changing Meanings of the Term from the Early Seventeenth to the Late Eighteenth 
Century // Ball T, Pocock J.G.A. (Ed.) Conceptual Change and the Constitution. Lawrence, 1988. P. 35–54; 
Mohnhaupt H., Grimm D. Verfassung. Konstitution, Status, Lex fundamentalis // Koselleck R. (Hrsg.) 
Geschichtliche Grundbegriffe. Historisches Lexikon zur politisch-sozialen Sprache in Deutschland. Bd. 6. 
Stuttgart, 1990. S. 831–862; Schmale W. La  France,  l’Allemagne  et  la  Constitution  (1789–1815)  //  Annales  
historiques de la Révolution française.  Vol. 286. 1991. P. 459–481; Idem. Constitution, Constitutionnel  // 
Reichardt R., Lüsebrink H.J. (Hrsg.) Handbuch politisch-sozialer Grundbegriffe in Frankreich 1680–1820. H. 12. 
München, 1992. S. 31–63; Beaud O. L’histoire du concept de constitution en France. De la constitution politique 
à la constitution comme statut juridique de l’Etat (2009) // Jus Politicum. Autour de la notion de Constitution. 
2009. n° 3. - http://www.juspoliticum.com/L-histoire-du-concept-de.html  
5 .: .    XVIII   

 XIX . // , . . , 1922. . 

http://www.juspoliticum.com/L-histoire-du-concept-de.html
http://www.juspoliticum.com/L-histoire-du-concept-de.html
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»   XVIII-XIX  .   

 

. 

 

1.     

 XVII-XVIII . 

 

  

  
6.    , 

, , , , ,  

.    XVII-   XVIII   

 
7.  constitutio  constituo 

, , ), ,  – 

, . , ,  

 

                                                                                                                                                                             
370-381; .  XVIII 

.  //  .   XVIII  .  .  .,  2004.  .  111-141;  
.  XIX :  

 // . 2011.  1 (216). . . 43. . 
23-32; .  .  XVIII 

 // « »: .  2-  / . .: . 
. , . , . . . 1. . : , 2012. . 94-150. 

6   « , 
, , 

». .: . . . 
., 1993. 

7   
(establissement), ,  ( , 

). : « » (Il 
a pour cent mille livres de constitutions).  ,  ,  

 ( , : « ,  
» (Cette République était gouvernée par de bonnes Constitutions).   

,  (Bonne, forte constitution. Il est de bonne 
constitution, de mauvaise constitution), , 

,  (constitution du monde). .: 
Dictionnaire de l’Académie Françoise. Paris, 1694. T. 1. P. 238. 
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, ,  

.  XVIII  constitution, 

,  Unigenitus  XI,  

,  

 « » (constitutionnaires)  « -

» (anti-constitutionnaires),  
8. 

:  «the  term  “constitution”  was  apparently  rather  a  

latecomer in early modern political discourse»9.  

  ,    .   

 XVII  

,  « »  

,   

.  

»,  ,  

 « ».  « »  

 politeia.  

 XVII-XVIII .  

 politeia  -  Res publica, Policy, Commonwealth,  

 - police  république 10.   XVIII  

  .  

 1733 .: 

By constitution, we mean, whenever we speak with propriety and exactness, that assemblage 
of laws, institutions and customs, derived from certain fixed principles of reason, directed to 
certain fixed objects of public good, that compose the general system, according to which the 
community hath agreed to be governed11. 

                                                        
8 Beaud O. L’histoire du concept de constitution en France. . 8-9. 
9 Stourzh G. Constitution: Changing Meanings of the Term from the Early Seventeenth to the Late Eighteenth 
Century.  . 84. 
10 , ,  politeia 

:  «La police est l’ordre de la cité ès magistrats, mesmement au souverain de tous : consistant toute 
la république en son gouvernement». (Les Politiques d’Aristote. P., 1576, P. 164-165.).  

: «Policy  is  the  order  &  disposition  of  the  city  in  regard  of  Magistrats  &  specially  in  
regard of him that hath soveraine authority over all, in whose government the whole commonweale 
consisteth» (Aristotle’s Politiques, or discourse of government, translated out of the Greek into French… by Loys 
le  Roy  called  Regius.  Translated  out  of  French  into  English.  L.,  1598).   

»  (1776)  «form of government». 
11 Dissertation on Parties // Works of Bolingbroke. L., 1809. T. 3 P. 157. 
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, ,  

   XVIII . ,  

 ,  

, .  

  (societas, societas civilis, populus)  

 (civitas, res publica). ,  

,  

,  

 

.  politeia   XVIII  

 , .  

   

,    

 XVIII ):  

,  

,    
12.   XVIII   

 ( )    ,  

 XIX  . 

 « »  

. ,   

societas civilis , ,  
 XVII-XVIII . <…>  

,  
 ( ) : , , , 

, , « »  « »  <…>  
, .  

 –   « »  ( ,  ),   
, ,  

 « » .  <…>  (  
) , -

,   « »   
», 13. 

 

                                                        
12 .: . ,  // .  

 2- . . .2. . 93-219. 
13 . .125-126, 127. 
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,  ,  

, ,  

 

,    

.  ,  

,  

.  XVII-XVIII .   
14. 

 XVII  , 

 leges fundamentalis,  

. ,  lois 

fondamentales  1576  anciennes lois du Royaume,  

 fundamental law   

XVII .  Fundamentalgesetz  Regierungsform 

 1634  ,  ,   1591    ,   

,  Paragraphus solute potestas,  

 «lex fundamentalis florentissimi Galliae regni». ,  

 constitutions 

et leges fundamentalis,   

1356 , .15 ,  

 XVII–XVIII   

,  ,   

                                                        
14  « »  (1647):  «  

,  ,  ,  -  ,   
, "monarchia dominica et despotica". , , 

,  ,  ,   
, , , ,  

.  ,   
:  " ,  ,   

, ". ,  
,   

, ,  
». .: .  

. ., 1996. . 225. 
15 Oestreich G. From Contractual Monarchy to Constitutionalism //  Collins J.B., Taylor K.L. (Ed.) Early modern 
Europe: issues and interpretations. Oxford, 2006. P. 324. 
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.16 

 XVIII   

.   

,   

 

 (ancient Custom, Coutume établie).  

 

,  .  ,   

. ,   De  Jure  Belli  ac  

Pacis (1625),  «  

, ».17  

 XVIII  

.   (1748) 

 ,  

 politeai , , .18 

  

,  .  ,   

, ,  

.  « »  

 XVIII .    

, ,  

. ,  

,   

 (1762).  Constitution de 
                                                        
16 Schmale W. La France, l’Allemagne et la Constitution. P. 468 («En Allemagne, la notion de constitution faisait 
moins de problème qu’en France [...] La raison en est simple, parce que le signifié ne faisait pas de doute: un 
corpus de lois fondamentales comme la Bulle d’Or de 1356, la paix de la religion d’Augsbourg, la paix de 
Westphalie de 1648 [...] formaient, sans nul doute, la constitution de l’Empire»). 
17 . . ., 1994. . 773 ( . III, . XX, § V).  
18 ,  XVIII   

, ,  «a élevé le mot de constitution à la dignité 
du concept, et il l’a fait en lui faisant endosser un sens désormais proche de l’ancienne politeai […] Assimilée à 
la politeia d’Aristote ou de Polybe, celle-ci acquiert un sens politique: elle désigne le mode d’agencement ou 
d’organisation des pouvoirs à l’intérieur de l’Etat. Montesquieu partage cette conception dans la mesure où, 
transposant la Cité à l’Etat, il use du mot de constitution pour qualifier la forme d’organisation de l’Etat» ( .: 
Beaud O. L’histoire du concept de constitution en France).   
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l’Angleterre (1770)   

 (systems des Gouvernemens), ,  

 .19 

 XVIII  

 (Emer de Vattel (1714–1767),  ,  

 (1758)  

. 

 

: 

,  ,   
. : ,  

, ,  
, .   – , ,  

,   
.20 

 
  

.   

,  

: 

, . 
. ,  

,  […] , 
   

.21 
 

,  

,  .  

,   « » 

, .  

 (1735–1820),   

, .   

, ,  

 

                                                        
19 [De Lolme J.L.] Constitution de l’Angleterre ou État du gouvernement anglais comparé avec la forme 
républicaine et avec les autres monarchies de l’Europe. Amsterdam, 1771. P. 246. 
20 Vattel . Droit des gens; ou, Principes de la loi naturelle appliqués à la conduite et aux affaires des nations et 
des souverains. Vol. 1. Londres, 1758. P. 31 (chapt. III, § 27).  
21 Ibid. P. 32. (chapt. III, § 29).  
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 :  «  

.  

 , , 

»22.   

  . ,  

, , , 

, .  

 ,  

: «  , ,  

, ,  

, : ,  

,   I».23  

 (1709–1785) 

 .  

 (1783)   

. , , ,  

,  ,   

»  – . , ,  

.24 

 1770–1790-  

.  

 – , ,  

, .  1787   

 

.25  ,  

,    

, 

                                                        
22 Dictionnaire universel des sciences morale, économique, politique et diplomatique, ou Bibliothèque de 
l’homme-d’état et du citoyen. . 14. Londres, 1780. . 56. 
23 Dictionnaire universel. . 28. Londres, 1783. . 24. 
24 De l’étude de l’histoire // Oeuvres complètes de l’abbé de Mably. T. 12. A Lyon, 1796. P. 296.  
25 ,  (1776)  «Constitution, or Form of Government»,  

 (1780) «Constitution, or Form of Government for the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts»,  – «Constitution of 
Government» ( .: http://www.modern-constitutions.de). 

http://www.modern-constitutions.de/
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,  

.26 

  

,  1788–1789  

 : ,  

,   ,  

,  ,  

.  

,  ,   

,  « »  

, ,  .   

 Ancien Régime  

.   

 .  

,   

 (1789),   : 

 […] :  

.  ,  ,  

».27  

» ,  

 

: 

 :  
, .  

 ,   
,  

.28 
 

                                                        
26 , . , : «A constitution is  a  thing  
antecedent to a government, and a government is only the creature of a constitution. The constitution of  a  
country is not the act of its government, but of the people constituting a government» (Rights of Man: Being an 
Answer to Mr. Burke’s Attack on the French Revolution. (2nd edition) by T. Paine. London, 1791. P. 56–57). 

,   1789 
.  

27 Exposition et défense de notre Constitution monarchique Françoise / Par M. Moreau. Vol. 2. Paris, 1789. P. 
190.  
28 De l’organisation d’un état monarchique, ou Considérations sur les vices de la monarchie Fransoise & sur la 
nécessité de lui donner une Constitution. Paris, 1789. P. 5–6. 
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 1788–1789  

  

 ,  

 1789 .  

 : 

...  
.   

,  ,  ,   
, .  

  . . 
,  .29 

 
,  

.  

, , ,  ,  

 : 

,   
,  ,  ,   

, .   
, .  

.    
.  ,  

, ;   
.30  

 
,   

  

,  

. ,  –  

» , , ,  

, ,  .  

 «i»     

,  26  1789   

 . 

 1789 ,  « ,  

,  »   («XVI.  Toute société dans laquelle  la  

                                                        
29 [Sieyès E.J.]. Qu’est-ce que le Tiers-État. Paris, 1789. P. 74. 
30 Ibid. P. 76.  
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garantie des droits n’est pas assurée, ni la séparation des pouvoirs déterminée, n’a point de 

constitution»).31   

, ,  loi fondamentale  

. ,  

, 

.  ,   

,  

 1793-1794 ., : «Une constitution 

doit être le catéchisme du genre humain…», «… presque partout la Constitution remplace le 

culte... la Constitution nous conserve tout ce que les religions avaient de bon : la morale»32.  

 (  

 1789 .,  1791, 1793, 1795 .)    

 XIX .  

  

, , . 

,   

 XVII–XVIII :  

,   

,  . ,  

  

 ,  

 XVIII . ,  

 1780–1790-  

.  

  XVIII   

 ,  

,  .  ,  ,  

, ,  

  « »  

. 

                                                        
31 Constitutions des principaux états de l’Europe et des États-Unis. T. 3. Paris, 1791. P. 350. 
32 Schmale W. La France, l’Allemagne et la Constitution (1789–1815). . 467. 
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2.   XVIII  

 

 « » , 

 

.  

,  

 ,   . , 

,  

,   

 « »  

 XVIII . 

 XVIII ,  

  ,  ,  ,   

. ,  

, , 

,  

.  

 XVIII ,  

.   XVIII  

.  

  

,  

.  

  

 (1722), ,  « » 

 « » ( ),  «  

, : 

, ,  
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».33 , 

,  « »,  

,  

, , , .  

,  «  

»  « »34, ,  

 

 « »,  1722 . , 

,  « »  

 1722  « »  

»35. .  1724 ,  

»  Haupt Verordnung36,  

,   

 

 Grundgezetz   Fundamental-Gezetz37.    « »   

 « »,   1722  .   

,  lex fundamentalis . 

,  ( )  

                                                        
33 . , 1722. . 22. 
34 Erren L. Feofan Prokopovich’s Pravda voli monarshei as Fundamental Law of the Russian Empire // Kritika: 
Explorations in Russian and Eurasian History 17, 2 (Spring 2016): 333–360. 
35 Lentin A.  Peter  the  Great:  His  Law  on  the  Imperial  Succession  in  Russia,  1722  :  the  Official  Commentary.  
Oxford, 1996. . 17. 
36 Das Recht der Monarchen. S. 1.   .   . . , ,  

,  «la constitution fondamentale de l'empire» (Lentin A. Peter the 
Great.  P.  78).   1722 .,   (la 
constitution) .  
37  XVII  ,   

Fundamental Gesetz,  Grundgezetz . ,  

»: «indem er [der könig] sich nunmehr zum sterben fertig macht / vor recht und grundgesetz» 

(Gryphius A. Carolus Stuardus, trauerspiele // Andreae Gryphii Freuden-und Trauer-Spiele auch Oden und 

Sonnette.  Leipzig,  1663.  s.  366).   Grundgezetz,  gezetz,  

verordnung,  verordnung , , 

, .  « »,  

 Fundamental Gesetz  Grundgezetz,  

. 
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, : «  

, ,  

: »38.   

, .  

 « »,  

,  

. ,  

,    « »,  

. ,  

 « »,  

. , . 

,  «  

, », : «  

,  , ,  

, , » 
39.   « » - , , 

  

,   

, .  

 « »,  « ,  

», , « »  

. , ,  « »  

1730 ,  (  

 « »), , 

 « »40.  « »,  

»  « ».  « »  «  

», ,  

.  

 (« ») . 

                                                        
38 . . 25. 
39 . . 32. 
40 ., . 19  - 25  1730 : , , . ., 2010. 

. 36. 
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 « »   

 XVIII ,  

 II  « », 

 « » (monarchie tempérée) 

. ,  

 1760-1761 .,  « »  

,  

, .  

 

. , , 

,  

 1760- .  

, ,  1760  

,  

, . ,  

 , 

  22 , 

 « » .  

 III  

, ,  

,   

, : « , 

, ,  

,  

 

,   

».41  

 18  1762  ,  

                                                        
41 . . 1- . . 15. ., 1830. . 914,  11.444 (18  1762 .:  

).  22   
,   

 :  
» ( . . 

342. . 1. . 63. . II. . 381). 
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42.  

»  II, 

 11  1763 ,  

 « »  

,  « », 

 « ,  

, ».43 

 II  1762  

 

 6  1762 ,  

.44 , 

,  ,  «  

» , ,  

(monarque) ,  (despote): «  

,  ,   

,  

,  

 ,  

».45 , ,  

»   

: «...  

, ,  

                                                        
42 , . ,   1785 ., 

  1762 .  « ,   9   

». .: .  // . 

1871. . 4. . 5. .9 

43 .  :  . « » :  
. ., 1993. . 201. 

44  6  1762  // . , . . 
. 4. ., 1869. 

45 . . 218.  
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.»46 

,  « »   III, 

,  II  

, . ,  

. 

,  

 .47   1762  .  ,   

,  « »  

,   

: 

... , ,  
, , ,  

, , ,  
, ,  [...] [ ]  

 , : ,  
, ,  

 ,  
 [...].  

 ,   
, .48 

 
, ,  « » 

,  ,   

», , .  

, ó  :  

,  

 « »,  «  

». ,  «  
                                                        
46 . . 222. , ,  

,  
 «raffermir les Constitutions fondamentales de cet Empire & de notre Souveraine Puissance 

ébranlées par les malheurs passés». . : Pièces imprimées à 
Petersbourg au Senat, concernant la Révolution en Russie // Nouvelles extraordinaires de divers endroits 
(Gazette de Leyde). Livraison n° 69 du 27 août 1762. Supplément. 
47 .   (Haxthausen),    

 19  1762 ,  .  ,   «Monsieur de Panin 
l’a corrigé et y donné la dernière main» ( . : Ransel D. The Politics of Catherinian Russia. The Panin Party. 
New Haven; London. 1975. P. 71).  
48 . . 36. . 400. . 178 .–179. : . . 

 « »  (1762–1763 .) // .  
. . 12 (38). 2010.  6. 
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» , 

,   

.    

,  «  

» , .  

  

,  

 .49  .   

: «  

,  

,  

 ».50  

, , , , 

, .51  

 5   1797 ,  
52. 

 II, ,  

» ,  «  

».  6  1762 ,  

, . 

,  II :   1785 

  XVIII , 

. ,  II  

, , 

, .  

,  

                                                        
49  // . . .  2 . . 2. ., 1959. 

. 254–266. 
50 . . 265–266. 
51  ,     1780- .  .:  .  

. .  // . . VI. ., 1974. . 261-280.  
1788 . , ,  5  
1797 . ( . .24.  17.910). 
52  . .24.  17.906  17.910.   

,  «  » (  
. . 525) 
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, ,  

.  

  

  (1767), , 

  (1774–1775),  (1779),  

 (1768, 1785),  (1787)53.  

 II  .54  

 

. ,  « »  « » 

(lois fondamentales) , . 

 « » (pouvoirs intermédiaires).    

 pouvoirs intermédiaires (« »)  II  « ,  

»,  « »  ( . 99 ). 

 «  (les lois fondamentales d’un Etat) 

 « ,  (des Tribunaux)  

» ( , . 20). ,  

, .   

 « »  

:  

«Dépôt des Lois» (« »): ,  

 (remontrance) ,   

 .  pouvoirs intermédiaires  Dépôt 

des Lois ,    « »   

,  « ».  
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 1801–1802  

 XVIII .  
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, , , 

 « » .  38-  

, ,  

» .  17  1802 .: 

La race des jeunes gens est mauvaise. Ceux qui prétendaient que les costumes indécents des 
jeunes gens de Paris avaient perverti les meurs n’avaient pas si grand tort dans un certain sens, et 
ici on trouve à chaque pas des gens d’une origine noble, dignes par leur accoutrement et leur 
langage d'être adoptés par Danton et Robespierre. Il faut espérer que Dieu veillera sur un pays où 
on l’a adoré depuis tant d’années et qu'il maintiendra et Son culte, et le pouvoir souverain. 

 

                                                                                                                                                                             
,  .  ,   

 1790  « ,  
,  XIII . 

, ? : ‘ , ; , , 
;  ,  ’  […]   –   

.  .  ,   
,  [...] , ,  

.  
;  ,  »  ( .  

 // . . .  2 . . 1 / ., . . . . .; 
., 1964. . 565–566, 592).   

60 ,   
  «De l’influence des événements sur la formation d’une 

Constitution»  (1790).  ,   «guerre  
continuelle entre le peuple et le souverain» ,  

 («D’un semblable ordre de choses il étoit impossible de voir naitre une constitution 
quelconque»).  .:  .   (1790).  .  .  .  .  

.   //   2010:   
 XVIII . . ., 2010. . 200. 
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 «diminuer le pouvoir souverain»  «une Constitution qui borne 
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 «un amateur du despotisme»,  

.  

 

:  

…faire des changements si essentiels dans l'empire le plus vaste de l'univers, dans une 
population de plus de 30 millions, dans une nation non préparée, ignorante et corrompue, et cela 
dans un temps où la fermentation des esprits est universelle sur tout le continent: c'est, je ne dis 
pas risquer, mais amener immanquablement les troubles dans le pays, c'est amener la chute du 
trône et la dissolution de l'empire64 

 
,  

,   .  

,  

, « »  
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,  

.  ,  

 .  I , 

 « ,   

,  […] »,  
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».65 ,   
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1801 .  

                                                                                                                                                                             
 « »  –  «une  Chartre».  ,   

Constitution,  « » (  Trevoux 1771 ),  
, ,  – ,  «  

». 
64 .   -  .  .  14(26)   1801 .   //  .  .  10.  .,  
1876. . 99. 
65 . . 637. . 922: . . 1 .–2. 
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69 . . ., 2002. . 239.   
70 .  .1167.  .  16.  .  8:   .   

 29  1802 . .7. 



 

122 

, , , 

  

.   

,  ,   1788–1789  ;   

,  « »,  

, ,  ,  

. ,  « », 

 Principes de la réforme du Gouvernement, 

  (De l’état de notre Constitution). 

,  

 ,  

: 

A mon avis une Constitution est la reconnaissance légale des droits  d’une nation ou les formes 
dans lesquelles elle peut les exercer.  Pour assurer ensuite la validité de ces droits,  il  doit exister 
une garantie à ce qu’un pouvoir étranger ne puisse pas empêcher l’effet de ces droits. Si cette 
garantie n’existe pas, le but de l’usage de ces droits, qui est d’empêcher qu’aucune mesure du 
gouvernement puisse être prise à l’encontre du véritable intérêt national, ce but, dis-je, serait 
manqué, & alors on pourrait dire qu’il n’y a point de Constitution.71 

 16   

 1789 .  

 ,  : «Le 

bonheur des hommes consiste dans la sûreté de leur propriété & la liberté d’en faire tout ce 

qui ne peut pas être nuisible à autrui». ,  

  , ,  

 

: «Les gardiens de ces règlements de l’administration sont les lois fondamentales de 

l’État ou, autrement dit, la Constitution».72 ,  

 ,   

                                                        
71 .  .  1278:  .  .  1.  .  14:  Principes  de  la  réforme  du  Gouvernement.  .  92.   

: , . . . ., 1903. . 2. . 40. 
. . : «   

, .  
,  

. , ,  
,  » ( . . XI).   

72 . . 41. : «  
, , , ». 
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,  XIX  

.   ,  

.  :  

...a written document clearly stating the sources and character of political sovereignty, 
guaranteeing the basic rights of all citizens, establishing the mechanism of a representative 
parliamentary government, and, most important, confining the executive to a position 
subordinate to that of the elected legislative power. 

 
,  

 I, . :  

What they called constitutions should perhaps be termed ‘fundamental principles of 
administrative organisation’. The term constitution conveyed to them the idea of an orderly 
system of government and administration, free from the caprices and demoralising tyranny of 
arbitrariness. To give Russia a constitution, therefore implied bringing clarity and order to the 
administration and basing the relationship between the government and the individual subject 
on the rule of law.73 

 
, , , . 

, « »  

                                                        
73 Raeff M. Michael Speransky: Statesman of Imperial Russia. The Hague, 1957. P. 41, 42.  
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: « , » («l’établissement  des 

droits, la manière d’en faire usage & la garantie»). .  

 « »  1801  

: 

…d’abord on devait se rendre compte de l’état actuel des choses, ensuite précéder a la reforme 
de ces diverses parties de l’administration et enfin couronner ces différentes institutions par une 
garantie offerte dans une constitution réglée d’après le véritable esprit de la nation.74 
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XVIII  ,  .75  
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75 :  
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: «On regarde comme une constitution la liberté des paysans, qui est contre le voeu de 
la  noblesse;  mais  on  ne  voudra  pas  restreindre  son  pouvoir  et  se  mettre  sous  l’empire  de  la  justice  et  de  la  
raison».  . .  - . . 26  1819 . ( ) // . . 8. . 363. 
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Monde russe. Janvier-mars. 2001. 43/1. P. 5-30; Idem. Administrative regionalization in the Russian 
empire.1802 – 1826 // Cahiers du Monde russe. Janvier-mars. 2002. 43/1. P. 5-33 
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,  ,  ,  ,  
 ,  ,  :   
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.  - . . 2  1820 . 

 

 (1818-1885),  

, ,  «  

», ,   

 , 

,  «  

»,  « ». ,  

  

, , 

»32.  

 XIX ,   

.  XVIII-

XIX .  « »,  
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 « »  «  

». ,  

 « »?  

,  
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 XVIII-XIX .  « » 

,  

. « », . 

                                                        
32 .  // . .   

. ., 1989. . 151-152. 
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,   XVIII  ,   «  

», «   , 

 

,  »33.  

»,  1780-1810- .  

,  .   

 ,  

 «il est difficile de faire une histoire du concept de constitution sans le 

mettre en relation avec le concept voisin de lois fondamentales»34. ,  

 « »  « »  

,  

  

,   - « », « », « », 

».   

   (lex fundamentalis, loi 

fondamentale, Fundamentalgesetz)  

Begriffsgeschichte .35  

, 36. 

                                                        
33 .  // .  2- . .1 / . 

.  .  ;  .  .  ,  .  ,  .  ;  .  .  .  .,  
2014. . 25. 
34 Beaud O. L’histoire du concept de constitution en France. De la constitution politique à la constitution 
comme statut juridique de l’Etat (2009) // Jus Politicum. Autour de la notion de Constitution. 2009. n° 3. -  
http://www.juspoliticum.com/L-histoire-du-concept-de.html 
35 Stourzh G. Constitution: Changing Meanings of the Term from the Early Seventeenth to the Late Eighteenth 
Century // Ball T, Pocock J.G.A. (Ed.) Conceptual Change and the Constitution. Lawrence, 1988. P. 35–54; 
Mohnhaupt H., Grimm D. Verfassung. Konstitution, Status, Lex fundamentalis // Koselleck R. (Hrsg.) 
Geschichtliche Grundbegriffe. Historisches Lexikon zur politisch-sozialen Sprache in Deutschland. Bd. 6. 
Stuttgart, 1990. S. 831–862; Schmale W. La  France,  l’Allemagne  et  la  Constitution  (1789–1815)  //  Annales  
historiques de la Révolution française.  Vol. 286. 1991. P. 459–481; Idem. Constitution, Constitutionnel  // 
Reichardt R., Lüsebrink H.J. (Hrsg.) Handbuch politisch-sozialer Grundbegriffe in Frankreich 1680–1820. H. 12. 
München, 1992. S. 31–63; Beaud O. L’histoire du concept de constitution en France. De la constitution politique 
à la constitution comme statut juridique de l’Etat (2009) // Jus Politicum. Autour de la notion de Constitution. 
2009. n° 3. - http://www.juspoliticum.com/L-histoire-du-concept-de.html  
36 .: .    XVIII   

 XIX . // , . . , 1922. . 
370-381; .  XVIII 

.  //  .   XVIII  .  .  .,  2004.  .  111-141;  
.  XIX :  

 // . 2011.  1 (216). . . 43. . 
23-32; .  .  XVIII 

http://www.juspoliticum.com/L-histoire-du-concept-de.html
http://www.juspoliticum.com/L-histoire-du-concept-de.html
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»   XVIII-XIX  .   

 

. 

 

1.     

 XVII-XVIII . 

 

  

  
37.    , 

, , , , ,  

.    XVII-   XVIII   

 
38.  constitutio  constituo 

, , ), ,  – 

, . , ,  

 

, ,  

.  XVIII  constitution, 

,  Unigenitus  XI,  

                                                                                                                                                                             
 // « »: .  2-  / . .: . 

. , . , . . . 1. . : , 2012. . 94-150. 
37   « , 

, , 
». .: . . . 

., 1993. 
38   

 (establissement), ,  
 ( , ). : «  

» (Il a pour cent mille livres de constitutions).  ,  
,  ( , : « ,  

» (Cette République était gouvernée par de bonnes Constitutions). 
,  (Bonne, forte constitution. Il est de 

bonne constitution, de mauvaise constitution),  
, ,  (constitution du 

monde). .: Dictionnaire de l’Académie Françoise. Paris, 1694. T. 1. P. 238. 
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,  

 « » (constitutionnaires)  « -

» (anti-constitutionnaires),  
39. 

:  «the  term  “constitution”  was  apparently  rather  a  

latecomer in early modern political discourse»40.  

  ,    .   

 XVII  

,  « »  

,   

.  

»,  ,  

 « ».  « »  

 politeia.  

 XVII-XVIII .  

 politeia  -  Res publica, Policy, Commonwealth,  

 - police  république 41.   XVIII  

  .  

 1733 .: 

By constitution, we mean, whenever we speak with propriety and exactness, that assemblage 
of laws, institutions and customs, derived from certain fixed principles of reason, directed to 
certain fixed objects of public good, that compose the general system, according to which the 
community hath agreed to be governed42. 

 
, ,  

   XVIII . ,  

                                                        
39 Beaud O. L’histoire du concept de constitution en France. . 8-9. 
40 Stourzh G. Constitution: Changing Meanings of the Term from the Early Seventeenth to the Late Eighteenth 
Century.  . 84. 
41 , ,  politeia 

:  «La police est l’ordre de la cité ès magistrats, mesmement au souverain de tous : consistant toute 
la république en son gouvernement». (Les Politiques d’Aristote. P., 1576, P. 164-165.).  

: «Policy  is  the  order  &  disposition  of  the  city  in  regard  of  Magistrats  &  specially  in  
regard of him that hath soveraine authority over all, in whose government the whole commonweale 
consisteth» (Aristotle’s Politiques, or discourse of government, translated out of the Greek into French… by Loys 
le  Roy  called  Regius.  Translated  out  of  French  into  English.  L.,  1598).   

»  (1776)  «form of government». 
42 Dissertation on Parties // Works of Bolingbroke. L., 1809. T. 3 P. 157. 
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  (societas, societas civilis, populus)  

 (civitas, res publica). ,  

,  
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.  politeia   XVIII  

 , .  

   

,    

 XVIII ):  

,  

,    
43.   XVIII   

 ( )    ,  

 XIX  . 

 « »  

. ,   

societas civilis , ,  
 XVII-XVIII . <…>  

,  
 ( ) : , , , 

, , « »  « »  <…>  
, .  

 –   « »  ( ,  ),   
, ,  

 « » .  <…>  (  
) , -

,   « »   
», 44. 

 
,  ,  

, ,  

 

                                                        
43 .: . ,  // .  

 2- . . .2. . 93-219. 
44 . .125-126, 127. 



 

151 

,    

.  ,  

,  

.  XVII-XVIII .   
45. 

 XVII  , 

 leges fundamentalis,  

. ,  lois 

fondamentales  1576  anciennes lois du Royaume,  

 fundamental law   

XVII .  Fundamentalgesetz  Regierungsform 

 1634  ,  ,   1591    ,   

,  Paragraphus solute potestas,  

 «lex fundamentalis florentissimi Galliae regni». ,  

 constitutions 

et leges fundamentalis,   

1356 , .46 ,  

 XVII–XVIII   

,  ,   

  

.47 

                                                        
45  « »  (1647):  «  

,  ,  ,  -  ,   
, "monarchia dominica et despotica". , , 

,  ,  ,   
, , , ,  

.  ,   
:  " ,  ,   

, ". ,  
,   

, ,  
». .: .  

. ., 1996. . 225. 
46 Oestreich G. From Contractual Monarchy to Constitutionalism //  Collins J.B., Taylor K.L. (Ed.) Early modern 
Europe: issues and interpretations. Oxford, 2006. P. 324. 
47 Schmale W. La France, l’Allemagne et la Constitution. P. 468 («En Allemagne, la notion de constitution faisait 
moins de problème qu’en France [...] La raison en est simple, parce que le signifié ne faisait pas de doute: un 
corpus de lois fondamentales comme la Bulle d’Or de 1356, la paix de la religion d’Augsbourg, la paix de 
Westphalie de 1648 [...] formaient, sans nul doute, la constitution de l’Empire»). 
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 XVIII   

.   

,   

 

 (ancient Custom, Coutume établie).  

 

,  .  ,   

. ,   De  Jure  Belli  ac  

Pacis (1625),  «  

, ».48  

 XVIII  

.   (1748) 

 ,  

 politeai , , .49 

  

,  .  ,   

, ,  

.  « »  

 XVIII .    

, ,  

. ,  

,   

 (1762).  Constitution de 

l’Angleterre (1770)   

                                                        
48 . . ., 1994. . 773 ( . III, . XX, § V).  
49 ,  XVIII   

, ,  «a élevé le mot de constitution à la dignité 
du concept, et il l’a fait en lui faisant endosser un sens désormais proche de l’ancienne politeai […] Assimilée à 
la politeia d’Aristote ou de Polybe, celle-ci acquiert un sens politique: elle désigne le mode d’agencement ou 
d’organisation des pouvoirs à l’intérieur de l’Etat. Montesquieu partage cette conception dans la mesure où, 
transposant la Cité à l’Etat, il use du mot de constitution pour qualifier la forme d’organisation de l’Etat» ( .: 
Beaud O. L’histoire du concept de constitution en France).   
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 (systems des Gouvernemens), ,  

 .50 

 XVIII  

 (Emer de Vattel (1714–1767),  ,  
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. : ,  
, ,  

, .   –  ,   
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, .51 
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, . 
. ,  

,  […] , 
   

.52 
 

,  

,  .  

,   « » 

, .  

 (1735–1820),   

, .   

, ,  

 

 :  «  

                                                        
50 [De Lolme J.L.] Constitution de l’Angleterre ou État du gouvernement anglais comparé avec la forme 
républicaine et avec les autres monarchies de l’Europe. Amsterdam, 1771. P. 246. 
51 Vattel . Droit des gens; ou, Principes de la loi naturelle appliqués à la conduite et aux affaires des nations et 
des souverains. Vol. 1. Londres, 1758. P. 31 (chapt. III, § 27).  
52 Ibid. P. 32. (chapt. III, § 29).  
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»53.   

  . ,  

, , , 

, .  

 ,  

: «  , ,  
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,   I».54  

 (1709–1785) 

 .  

 (1783)   

. , , ,  

,  ,   

»  – . , ,  

.55 

 1770–1790-  

.  

 – , ,  

, .  1787   

 

.56  ,  

,    

, 

                                                        
53 Dictionnaire universel des sciences morale, économique, politique et diplomatique, ou Bibliothèque de 
l’homme-d’état et du citoyen. . 14. Londres, 1780. . 56. 
54 Dictionnaire universel. . 28. Londres, 1783. . 24. 
55 De l’étude de l’histoire // Oeuvres complètes de l’abbé de Mably. T. 12. A Lyon, 1796. P. 296.  
56 ,  (1776)  «Constitution, or Form of Government»,  

 (1780) «Constitution, or Form of Government for the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts»,  – «Constitution of 
Government» ( .: http://www.modern-constitutions.de). 

http://www.modern-constitutions.de/
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,  

.57 

  

,  1788–1789  

 : ,  

,   ,  

,  ,  

.  

,  ,   

,  « »  

, ,  .   

 Ancien Régime  

.   

 .  

,   

 (1789),   : 

 […] :  

.  ,  ,  

».58  

» ,  

 

: 

 :  
, .  

 ,   
,  

.59 
 

                                                        
57 , . , : «A constitution is  a  thing  
antecedent to a government, and a government is only the creature of a constitution. The constitution of  a  
country is not the act of its government, but of the people constituting a government» (Rights of Man: Being an 
Answer to Mr. Burke’s Attack on the French Revolution. (2nd edition) by T. Paine. London, 1791. P. 56–57). 

,   1789 
.  

58 Exposition et défense de notre Constitution monarchique Françoise / Par M. Moreau. Vol. 2. Paris, 1789. P. 
190.  
59 De l’organisation d’un état monarchique, ou Considérations sur les vices de la monarchie Fransoise & sur la 
nécessité de lui donner une Constitution. Paris, 1789. P. 5–6. 



 

156 

 1788–1789  

  

 ,  

 1789 .  
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...  
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,  ,  ,   
, .  

  . . 
,  .60 

 
,  

.  

, , ,  ,  

 : 

,   
,  ,  ,   

, .   
, .  

.    
.  ,  

, ;   
.61  

 
,   

  

,  

. ,  –  

» , , ,  

, ,  .  

 «i»     

,  26  1789   

 . 

 1789 ,  « ,  

,  »   («XVI.  Toute société dans laquelle  la  

                                                        
60 [Sieyès E.J.]. Qu’est-ce que le Tiers-État. Paris, 1789. P. 74. 
61 Ibid. P. 76.  
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garantie des droits n’est pas assurée, ni la séparation des pouvoirs déterminée, n’a point de 

constitution»).62   

, ,  loi fondamentale  

. ,  

, 

.  ,   

,  

 1793-1794 ., : «Une constitution 

doit être le catéchisme du genre humain…», «… presque partout la Constitution remplace le 

culte... la Constitution nous conserve tout ce que les religions avaient de bon : la morale»63.  

 (  

 1789 .,  1791, 1793, 1795 .)    

 XIX .  

  

, , . 

,   

 XVII–XVIII :  

,   

,  . ,  

  

 ,  

 XVIII . ,  

 1780–1790-  

.  

  XVIII   

 ,  

,  .  ,  ,  

, ,  

  « »  

. 

                                                        
62 Constitutions des principaux états de l’Europe et des États-Unis. T. 3. Paris, 1791. P. 350. 
63 Schmale W. La France, l’Allemagne et la Constitution (1789–1815). . 467. 
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».64 , 

,  « »,  

,  

, , , .  

,  «  

»  « »65, ,  

 

 « »,  1722 . , 

,  « »  

 1722  « »  

»66. .  1724 ,  

»  Haupt Verordnung67,  

,   

 

 Grundgezetz   Fundamental-Gezetz68.    « »   

 « »,   1722  .   

,  lex fundamentalis . 

,  ( )  

                                                        
64 . , 1722. . 22. 
65 Erren L. Feofan Prokopovich’s Pravda voli monarshei as Fundamental Law of the Russian Empire // Kritika: 
Explorations in Russian and Eurasian History 17, 2 (Spring 2016): 333–360. 
66 Lentin A.  Peter  the  Great:  His  Law  on  the  Imperial  Succession  in  Russia,  1722  :  the  Official  Commentary.  
Oxford, 1996. . 17. 
67 Das Recht der Monarchen. S. 1.   .   . . , ,  

,  «la constitution fondamentale de l'empire» (Lentin A. Peter the 
Great.  P.  78).   1722 .,   (la 
constitution) .  
68  XVII  ,   

Fundamental Gesetz,  Grundgezetz . ,  

»: «indem er [der könig] sich nunmehr zum sterben fertig macht / vor recht und grundgesetz» 

(Gryphius A. Carolus Stuardus, trauerspiele // Andreae Gryphii Freuden-und Trauer-Spiele auch Oden und 

Sonnette.  Leipzig,  1663.  s.  366).   Grundgezetz,  gezetz,  

verordnung,  verordnung , , 

, .  « »,  

 Fundamental Gesetz  Grundgezetz,  
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70.   « » - , , 
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 « »), , 

 « »71.  « »,  

»  « ».  « »  «  

», ,  

.  

 (« ») . 

                                                        
69 . . 25. 
70 . . 32. 
71 ., . 19  - 25  1730 : , , . ., 2010. 

. 36. 
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 XVIII ,  

 II  « », 

 « » (monarchie tempérée) 

. ,  

 1760-1761 .,  « »  

,  

, .  

 

. , , 

,  

 1760- .  

, ,  1760  
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, . ,  

 , 

  22 , 

 « » .  

 III  

, ,  

,   

, : « , 

, ,  

,  

 

,   

».72  

 18  1762  ,  

                                                        
72 . . 1- . . 15. ., 1830. . 914,  11.444 (18  1762 .:  

).  22   
,   

 :  
» ( . . 

342. . 1. . 63. . II. . 381). 
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73.  

»  II, 

 11  1763 ,  

 « »  

,  « », 

 « ,  

, ».74 

 II  1762  

 

 6  1762 ,  

.75 , 

,  ,  «  

» , ,  

(monarque) ,  (despote): «  

,  ,   

,  

,  

 ,  

».76 , ,  

»   

: «...  

, ,  

                                                        
73 , . ,   1785 ., 

  1762 .  « ,   9   

». .: .  // . 

1871. . 4. . 5. .9 

74 .  :  . « » :  
. ., 1993. . 201. 

75  6  1762  // . , . . 
. 4. ., 1869. 

76 . . 218.  
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 .78   1762  .  ,   
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 [...].  

 ,   
, .79 

 
, ,  « » 

,  ,   

», , .  

, ó  :  

,  

                                                        
77 . . 222. , ,  

,  

 «raffermir les Constitutions fondamentales de cet Empire & de notre Souveraine Puissance 

ébranlées par les malheurs passés». .  : Pièces imprimées à 

Petersbourg au Senat, concernant la Révolution en Russie // Nouvelles extraordinaires de divers endroits 

(Gazette de Leyde). Livraison n° 69 du 27 août 1762. Supplément. 

78 .   (Haxthausen),    
 19  1762 ,  .  ,   «Monsieur de Panin 

l’a corrigé et y donné la dernière main» ( . : Ransel D. The Politics of Catherinian Russia. The Panin Party. 
New Haven; London. 1975. P. 71).  
79 . . 36. . 400. . 178 .–179. : . . 

 « »  (1762–1763 .) // .  
. . 12 (38). 2010.  6. 
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 ».81  
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 II, ,  
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».  6  1762 ,  
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,  II :   1785 

  XVIII , 

. ,  II  

, , 

                                                        
80  // . . .  2 . . 2. ., 1959. 

. 254–266. 
81 . . 265–266. 
82  ,     1780- .  .:  .  

. .  // . . VI. ., 1974. . 261-280.  
1788 . , ,  5  
1797 . ( . .24.  17.910). 
83  . .24.  17.906  17.910.   

,  «  » (  
. . 525) 
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, .  

,  

, ,  
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  (1767), , 

  (1774–1775),  (1779),  

 (1768, 1785),  (1787)84.  

 II  .85  

 

. ,  « »  « » 

(lois fondamentales) , . 

 « » (pouvoirs intermédiaires).    

 pouvoirs intermédiaires (« »)  II  « ,  

»,  « »  ( . 99 ). 

 «  (les lois fondamentales d’un Etat) 

 « ,  (des Tribunaux)  

» ( , . 20). ,  

, .   

 « »  

:  

«Dépôt des Lois» (« »): ,  

 (remontrance) ,   

 .  pouvoirs intermédiaires  Dépôt 

                                                        
84 : . . . 337-360; .  I  I:  XVIII 

. . ., 1999. . 454-460. 
85  II  : « : 
1) . 2) , 

. / ?  
, …»  ( . : .  
. . 338).   « »,  

» . ,  
   , ,  ( .: «  

» – «De tuitione constitutionum imperii» – «De la sûreté de la Constitution 
de l’Etat»).  . :  , 

. ., 1770. . 12–13. 
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.90  Ancien Régime,  
91,  

  ,  

,  . 

 1800-  

 .   

» , ,  

.  

 1801–1802  

 XVIII .  

,  

, ,  

. ,  

, , , 

 « » .  38-  

, ,  

» .  17  1802 .: 

La race des jeunes gens est mauvaise. Ceux qui prétendaient que les costumes indécents des 
jeunes gens de Paris avaient perverti les meurs n’avaient pas si grand tort dans un certain sens, et 
ici on trouve à chaque pas des gens d’une origine noble, dignes par leur accoutrement et leur 

                                                        
90  . 

.   (   1791–1792 , 
 1801 )   ,  

.  , , 
,  .  ,   

 1790  « ,  
,  XIII . 

, ? : ‘ , ; , , 
;  ,  ’  […]   –   

.  .  ,   
,  [...] , ,  

.  
;  ,  »  ( .  

 // . . .  2 . . 1 / ., . . . . .; 
., 1964. . 565–566, 592).   

91 ,   
  «De l’influence des événements sur la formation d’une 

Constitution»  (1790).  ,   «guerre  
continuelle entre le peuple et le souverain» ,  

 («D’un semblable ordre de choses il étoit impossible de voir naitre une constitution 
quelconque»).  .:  .   (1790).  .  .  .  .  

.   //   2010:   
 XVIII . . ., 2010. . 200. 
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langage d'être adoptés par Danton et Robespierre. Il faut espérer que Dieu veillera sur un pays où 
on l’a adoré depuis tant d’années et qu'il maintiendra et Son culte, et le pouvoir souverain. 

 
,  

 11  1801 ,  

,  I  
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 « ».   

,  ,   «  

 ,  ,   

, , ,  

, ».  

,  « ,  
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, .  

…».93 , , 

,  « »  

 , ,  

,  

.    

 1760 . 

 

 1801  

 «diminuer le pouvoir souverain»  «une Constitution qui borne 
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 .94  

: ,  

 «un amateur du despotisme»,  
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:  

…faire des changements si essentiels dans l'empire le plus vaste de l'univers, dans une 
population de plus de 30 millions, dans une nation non préparée, ignorante et corrompue, et cela 
dans un temps où la fermentation des esprits est universelle sur tout le continent: c'est, je ne dis 
pas risquer, mais amener immanquablement les troubles dans le pays, c'est amener la chute du 
trône et la dissolution de l'empire95 
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» à la Montesquieu. 
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 Principes de la réforme du Gouvernement, 

  (De l’état de notre Constitution). 

,  

 ,  

: 

A mon avis une Constitution est la reconnaissance légale des droits  d’une nation ou les formes 
dans lesquelles elle peut les exercer. Pour assurer ensuite la validité de ces droits, il doit exister 
une garantie à ce qu’un pouvoir étranger ne puisse pas empêcher l’effet de ces droits. Si cette 
garantie n’existe pas, le but de l’usage de ces droits, qui est d’empêcher qu’aucune mesure du 
gouvernement puisse être prise à l’encontre du véritable intérêt national, ce but, dis-je, serait 
manqué, & alors on pourrait dire qu’il n’y a point de Constitution.102 

 
 16   

 1789 .  

 ,  : «Le 

bonheur des hommes consiste dans la sûreté de leur propriété & la liberté d’en faire tout ce 

qui ne peut pas être nuisible à autrui». ,  

  , ,  

 

: «Les gardiens de ces règlements de l’administration sont les lois fondamentales de 
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l’État ou, autrement dit, la Constitution».103 ,  
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,  XIX  
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.  :  

...a written document clearly stating the sources and character of political sovereignty, 
guaranteeing the basic rights of all citizens, establishing the mechanism of a representative 
parliamentary government, and, most important, confining the executive to a position 
subordinate to that of the elected legislative power. 

 
,  

 I, . :  

What they called constitutions should perhaps be termed ‘fundamental principles of 
administrative organisation’. The term constitution conveyed to them the idea of an orderly 
system of government and administration, free from the caprices and demoralising tyranny of 
arbitrariness. To give Russia a constitution, therefore implied bringing clarity and order to the 
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administration and basing the relationship between the government and the individual subject 
on the rule of law.104 

 
, , , . 

, « »  

,   

.  

, ,   

: « , » («l’établissement  des 

droits, la manière d’en faire usage & la garantie»). .  

 « »  1801  

: 

…d’abord on devait se rendre compte de l’état actuel des choses, ensuite précéder a la reforme 
de ces diverses parties de l’administration et enfin couronner ces différentes institutions par une 
garantie offerte dans une constitution réglée d’après le véritable esprit de la nation.105 
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Viktor Taki 

Construction of Center and Periphery in the Reign of Alexander I. The Case of 

Bessarabia, 1812-1828 

 

According to the peace treaty of Bucharest that concluded the Russian-Ottoman war 

of 1806-1812, the Ottoman Empire ceded to Russia the lands between the rivers Dniester, 

Prut, Danube and the Black Sea. The history of the early Russian policies in this territory, 

which soon came to be known as Bessarabia, offers an interesting entry to the more general 

problem of  administrative-political reform in the Russian Empire during the reign of 

Alexander I. This paper demonstrates that Alexander I’s policy in the new province was 

conditioned by his attempts to accommodate the political aspirations of the elites of the 

Western borderlands and, at the time, elaborate an overall administrative-political 

framework for the entire empire. The tsar’s experiment with Bessarabian autonomy took 

place in the context of the discussion about the ministerial/functional and the 

viceroyal/territorial types of government, which contributed to the emergence of distinct 

administrative formats in the center and the borderland regions.  

The first measures on the administrative organization of Bessarabia were taken by 

the last commander of Russia’s “Moldavian” Army Admiral P.V. Chichagov and the secretary 

his diplomatic chancellery I.A. Kapodistrias. Their goal was to preserve the Russian influence 

over the Balkan peoples whose situation in the Ottoman Empire remained uncertain in the 

wake of the Russian-Ottoman war. Since the peace treaty of Bucharest hastily concluded on 

the eve of Napoleon’s invasion of Russia stipulated the return of Serbia, Wallachia and most 

of  Moldavia  to  the  Ottoman  Empire,  Bessarabia  had  to  serve  as  a  refuge  for  those  who  

compromised themselves in the eyes of the Ottoman authorities by their cooperation with 
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the Russians during the war. However, it was meant to be more than a compensation to the 

former Russian allies and clients. Like the Illyrian provinces of the French Empire on the 

opposite extreme of the Balkans, Bessarabia had to help project imperial influence in the 

region. In order to fulfill this function, the newly annexed province had to by a showcase of 

benevolent Russian rule.  

In his letter to Alexander I, Chichagov characterized Bessarabia as “a beautiful 

country” that offers all sorts of advantages, yet “should be given some respite.” Alongside 

the suspension of taxes for a period of three years and the relieve from the military draft, 

Chichagov and Kapodistrias insisted on preserving the local institutions: “One should not do 

or arrange anything that would not be in accordance with local needs and local means.”1 

Accordingly, “The Rules for the Temporary Government of Bessarabia” that were elaborated 

by Kapodistrias in summer 1812 did not pursue the goal of bringing “the local institutions in 

accordance with the Russian ones”; instead they based provincial government upon the local 

laws and made Romanian the language of administrative affairs and the courts.2 In parallel, 

the first civil governor of Bessarabia S.D. Sturdza was instructed to “draw the attention of 

the neighbouring peoples to this province.” “The last Russian-Ottoman war preoccupied the 

thoughts of Moldavians, Wallachians, Greeks, Bulgarians and Serbs,” noted the instructions, 

yet the conclusion of peace and the withdrawal of the Russian army to confront Napoleon in 

the north “could bring the spirit of these people down and allow our enemies to take over 

them.” It was therefore necessary to “preserve the attachment of these people to Russia 

and protect them from the influence of our enemies.”3  

                                                        
1 Chichagov to Alexander I, August 6, 1812, Sbornik Imperatorskogo Russkogo Istoricheskogo Obshchestva, vol. 
6 (1871), 28–29. 
2 “Pravila dlia veremnnogo upravleniia Bessarabiei,” A.N. Egunov (ed.), Zapiski Bessarabskogo statisticheskogo 
komiteta, vol. 3 (Kishinev: tipografia Oblastnogo Pravlenia, 1868), 109–110.  
3 Ibid., 111. 
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Bessarabia came to the attention of Alexander I again almost four years later. Upon 

the conclusion of the Congress of Vienna and his return from Europe, the emperor turned to 

the internal affairs that have long demanded his attention. According to Kapodistrias, who in 

the meantime became the Russian minister of foreign affairs, Alexander I devoted 

considerable time to the situation in Bessarabia, where administrative chaos and abuses of 

officials placed the ambitious vision of Chichagov and Kapodistrias on the verge total failure. 

Kapodistrias explained this by “the vices characteristic of this country that had so far 

received only Moldavian, i. e Turkish upbringing.”4 To  correct  the  situation,  the  emperor  

appointed the military governor of Podolia A.N. Bakhametiev as his viceroy in Bessarabia 

with the goal of “establishing a civil government in the province that would accord with its 

mores, customs and laws.” The viceroy was authorized to address the emperor directly on all 

the questions  pertaining to the administration of the region.5  

An accompanying memorandum contained instructions on the formation of the 

government of the province. The viceroy was supposed to form it out of able inhabitants 

whose  knowledge  of  the  local  traditions  could  contribute  to  the  final  definition  of  the  

provincial autonomy.  “Can one really hope” asked the author of the document, “that the 

happiness of a people be based on constraint and that a people change its character and 

adjust it to a completely foreign form of government?”6 The most important task of the 

viceroy was the elaboration of a new Bessarabian Statute that had to replace the “Rules for 

the Government of Bessarabia” of 1813. The project of the Statute had to define the rights 

and the duties of all the classes of the population, stipulate the mode of election to the 

                                                        
4 Kapodistrias to Bakhametiev, June 4, 1816, K.P. Krzhanovskaia and E.M. Russev (eds.) Istoria Moldavii, vol. 2 
(Kishinev: Gosizdat, 1957), 206. 
5 See Vysochaishee povelenie, ob’avlennoie Komitetu Ministrov grafom Arakcheevym. O naznachenii v 
Bessarabskoi oblasti polnomochnogo namestnika. May 26, 1816, Polnoie Sobranie Zakonov, 1st series, vol. 23, 
no. 26289. 
6 RGIA, F. 1286, op. 2, d. 70, l. 25. 
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provincial government and district administrators, provide for the dispensation of justice in 

Moldavian language and on the basis of local laws as well as contain provisions for the 

internal police and border guard service.7 

The appointment of the military governor of Podolia as the Bessarabian viceroy was 

highly significant. Annexed to the Russian Empire as a result of the second partition of 

Poland, Podolia was a region dominated by the Polish nobility. During the first two decades 

following the annexation, relations between the Russian Empire and the Polish elite 

remained undefined, particularly taking into consideration Russia’s confrontation with the 

Revolutionary and Napoleonic France. Alexander I responded to the creation of the Grand 

Duchy of Warsaw in 1807 by signalling to the Poles his intention to grant them wide 

autonomy.8 Despite the participation of the Poles in Napoleon’s campaign against Russia, 

the tsar proceeded to create a constitutional Kingdom of Poland that was bound to the 

Russian Empire only by means of personal union.9 He also considered the possibility of 

incorporating into this new kingdom the territories that Russia had annexed in the course of 

the second and third partition of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, which caused great 

discontent among the Russian nobility.10 In  1816,  the policy of  cooperation with the Polish 

elites in the Western borderlands was thus in full swing and the decision to confer the 

                                                        
7 Ibid., 30–33. 
8 On Napoleon’s policies in Poland, see Christopher Blackburn, Napoleon and Szlachta (Boulder, Colorado: East 
European Monographs, 1998. On St. Petersburg’s policies in the “Polish” gubernias, see M.D. Dolbilov and A.I. 
Miller (eds.), Zapadnye okrainy Rossiiskoi imperii (Moscow: Novoie literaturnoie obozrenie, 2006), 75–78. For a 
comparative study of the Russian, Austria and Prussian policies in the territories of the former Polish Lithuanian 
Commonwealth, see Pyotr Wadycz, The Lands of Partitioned Poland, 1795–1918 (Seattle:  University  of  
Washington, 1993). On Alexander I’s plans to offer the Poles an autonomy on the eve of Napoleon’s invasion of 
Russia, see Adam Czartoryski, Memuary kniazia Adama Chartoryzhskogo I ego perepiska s Aleksandrom I. vol. 2 
(Moscow: V.F. Nekrasov, 1913), 151-155.  
9 On the creation of the Kingdom of Poland and its existence in the Russian Empire, see Zapadnye okrainy 
Rossiiskoi imperii, 83–94; Frank W. Thackeray, Antecedents of Revolution: Alexander I and the Polish Kingdom, 
1815–1825 (Boulder, Colorado: East European Monographs, 1980).  
10 Zapadnye okrainy Rossiiskoi imperii, 90–91. 
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Bessarabian viceroyalty to the governor of Podolia meant that the emperor considered 

Bessarabia as part of Russia’s Western borderlands.  

The instructions given to Bakhmetiev confirm this hypothesis noting that the policy 

with  respect  to  Bessarabia  “is  fully  in  accordance  with  the  one  that  his  Imperial  Majesty  

chose to adopt with respect to other territories acquired during His reign.”11 This was a clear 

reference to the Grand Duchy of Finland and the Kingdom of Poland, which implied the 

Bessarabian nobility was supposed to play the same role in the provincial government as the 

did the Polish and Finish elites in their respective regions. The appointment of the Podolian 

governor as the Bessarabian viceroy indicated the emperor’s willingness to respect the 

privileges of the Bessarabian nobility, as did his order to elaborate the Statute on the basis of 

the local laws, customs and traditions. It is thus possible to say that Bessarabian autonomy 

was in a certain sense conditioned by Alexander I’s policies with respect of the Polish elites, 

which themselves represented a response to the Polish policies of Napoleon. There was not 

only a generic similarity, but also a direct connection: Bakhmetiev brought with him to 

Bessarabia his Polish chancellery, whose head, N.A. Krinitskii was the actual author of the 

Bessarabian Statute of 1818.12  

The  Bessarabian  experiment  of  Alexander  I  was  part  of  the  broader  process  of  

institutional transformation of the Russian Empire in the early nineteenth century. The 

emperor paid attention to Bessarabia soon after his return from Europe, when he also 

signalled his intension to deal with the problems of internal organization of the empire. The 

appointment of the Bessarabian viceroy came at the time when the emperor considered the 

possibility of dividing entire empire into viceroyalties. This idea appears to be the exact 

                                                        
11 RGIA, F. 1286, op. 2, d. 70, l. 25–26. 
12 F.F. Vigel’, “Zamechania na nyneshnee sostoianie Bessarbii,” F. F. Vigel’, Vospominania. vol. 6 (St. Petersburg: 
Sytin, 1892), 4. 
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opposite of the reforms of the first part of his reign. Whereas the creation of ministries and 

of  the  State  Council  in  1802-1811  was  a  step  towards  greater  centralization  and  

bureaucratization, the division of empire into viceroyalties can be seen as a return to the 

“empire of the nobles” (dvorianskaia imperia)  of  Catherine  the  Great  as  it  created  the  

preconditions for the strengthening of the regional elites.  

“The Project of the Institution of Viceroyalties” drafted either the minister of Police 

A.D.  Balashev or  by the Imperial  Commissioner in  the Kingdom of  Poland N.N.  Novosil’tsev 

presupposed the division of Russia into ten or twelve viceroyalties. The project drastically 

redefined the administrative space of the Russian Empire inasmuch as it elevated the 

viceroys  to  the  rank  of  the  ministers,  empowered  them  to  make  changes  in  the  local  

administration in order to eliminate abuses and even to suspend in some cases the decisions 

of the Senate and of the central ministries.13 The creation of the viceroyal chancelleries and 

the councils of viceroyalties that replicated the structures of central ministries on a regional 

level would certainly have contributed to the consolidation of existing regional elites and to 

the formation in those parts of the empire where they were sill absent. The personal 

character of the viceroyal authority was potentially more conducive to the preservation of 

the local traditions. 

At the same time, administrative decentralization did not automatically guarantee 

the preservation of local peculiarity and sometimes could lead to greater uniformity of the 

administrative practices. This applied, in particular, to the gubernia reform of Catherine the 

Great of 1775, which shifted much of the administrative work from the center to the 

provinces and, at the same time, led to the abolition of the peculiar local institutions in some 

of the borderland regions. The same logic characterized the Constitutional Charter of the 

                                                        
13 “Proiekt uchrezhdenia namestnichestv,” arts. 32-33, 38, Materialy sobrannye dlia Vysochaishe uchrezhdennoi 
Komissii o preobrazovanii gubernskikh i uezdnykh uchrezhdenii (St. Petersburg: n/p, 1870), 17, 19, 33-34   
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Russian Empire that was elaborated in N.N. Novosiltsev’s chancellery in 1818-1820. The 

charter represented a manifestation of the constitutional aspirations of Alexander I and 

presupposed the creation of representative assemblies. It likewise divided the empire into 

viceroyalties including several gubernias each “according to the population, distance and size 

and taking into consideration that mores, customs and particular local laws that bring people 

together.”14  

The Charter presupposed the creation of the regional counterparts to the central 

executive, legislative and judicial bodies. The legislative assemblies of the viceroyalties 

(sejms) had to take part in the elaboration of the local laws, whose final approval, however, 

depended entirely upon the emperor.15 Although legal and cultural peculiarities had to serve 

as the basis for the formation of viceroyalties, the project presupposed the abolition of the 

Polish constitutional charter of 1815 on the ground that it was unreasonable to have two 

constitutions in one empire.16 The Kingdom of Poland itself had to turn into one of the 

viceroyalties. The project of the Constitutional Charter thus represented an attempt to 

expand to the rest of the empire the political-administrative arrangements that were being 

tested in the Western borderlands. However, its implementation would have eliminated the 

peculiar status of Poland, Finland and Bessarabia within the empire by elevating the other 

regions to their level.      

The Minister of Finance A.D. Guriev was the most active opponent of such 

experiments. An advocate of the separation of administrative and judicial authority, he 

opposed the idea of their unification in the hands of a viceroy. He was also against the idea 

of endowing the viceroys with both administrative and supervisory function. According to 
                                                        
14 Gosudarstvennaia ustavnaia gramota Rossiiskoi imperii 1820 goda. Edited by Theodore Schiemann (Berlin: 
Gottgeimer, 1903), 11. 
15 Ibid., 25. 
16 The draft of the corresponding decree was published in George Vernadsky, Gosudarstvennaia ustavnaia 
gramota Rossiiskoi imperii 1820 goda (Prague, 1925), 42–43. 
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Guriev, the appointment of viceroys with such wide prerogatives would destroy the existing 

ministerial system of government:  

“The unity of rules and action is the main foundation of the ministries. Each ministry 
must have its own sphere clearly defined, so that the radii could freely penetrate 
from the center to the very limits of the sphere and the minister could use each 
radius to translate his orders to the most distant limits of the state without the 
interference of any other authority (emphasis added).”17 

 
In Guriev’s representation, a ministry emerges as some ideal centrally located 

controller totally commanding the homogenous and perfectly transparent administrative 

space which is undisturbed by regional and local concentrations of power and administrative 

regimes that the division of empire into viceroyalties would create. “If local circumstances 

require any deviations from the general order, they should reflect the care and 

circumspection of the central government rather than  the insistence of the local 

administration.”18 According to Gur’ev, the latter would lead each territory to fight for its 

particular interests and each viceroyalty to present its own particular demands. Pointing to 

successful experience of administrative unification in England and France as well as the 

problems experienced by the heterogenous Spain and Austria, the Minister of Finance 

wondered whether it was worthwhile to “saw the seeds of divergent interests and introduce 

the elements of a federal system” in a country, which has always been unitary.19  

Upon his arrival to Chisinau, Bakhmetiev focused on the elaboration of the Statute. 

The fruit of these efforts was the “Project of the Main Foundations for the Formation of the 

Bessarabian Province” that eventually became the Bessarabian Statute of 1818.20 The 

Statute presupposed the creation of the Supreme Council consisting of the viceroy, the civil 

                                                        
17 A.D. Gur’ev, “Mnenie ministra finansov o proiekte uchrezhdenia o namestnikakh, soobshchennom emu po 
Vysochaishemu poveleniiu,” Materialy sobrannye dlia Vysochaishe uchrezhdennoi Komissii o preobrazovanii 
gubernskikh i uezdnykh uchrezhdenii 48. 
18 Ibid., 49. 
19 Ibid., 50. 
20 Zapiski Bessarabskogo statisticheskogo komiteta, 147 
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governor of the province, the vice-governor, the presidents of the criminal and civil courts 

and four deputies from of Bessarabian nobility elected every three years. The Council 

represented both the highest administrative body and the court of the last appeal. Decisions 

that did not involve transgressing the existing laws were executed immediately although 

they could be appealed in the State Council or through the Minister of Justice.  Most of the 

members of the criminal and civil courts of the province were to be likewise elected by the 

nobility as were members of the district administrative boards (ispravinchestva) and of the 

district courts.21 

The project of the Statute thus built upon the “Rules” of 1813 and represented 

another step in the affirmation of the Bessarabian autonomy on the basis of local 

peculiarities. Following preliminary approval in St. Petersburg in 1817, the Statute was put 

into force in late April 1818, by Alexander I himself following his meeting with the 

representatives of the Bessarabian nobility. This made it akin to a contract between the 

emperor and the local elite. The latter secured wide participation in local administration on 

the basis of indigenous legal tradition and administrative practices. In return, the emperor 

expected that the representatives of the Bessarabian nobility not to consider “the national 

character” of the province and “the special form of its government” as a narrow estate 

privilege. In his official letter to Bakhametiev, Alexander I stressed that “this enormous gift 

and all related benefits should it be limited to only one group of inhabitants. All should 

partake of that it in a just measure.”22  

Remarkably, the Statute was approved soon after the first session of the Polish Sejm 

at which Alexander I declared his intention to extend “the legal and liberal institutions” 

(zakonno-svobodnye uchrezhdenia) to all his domains. The Bessarabian Statute was thus the 

                                                        
21 Ibid., 150, 152. 
22 “Reskript Aleksandra I A.N. Bakhmetievu,” April 29, 1818, PSZ, 1st. series, no. 27357, vol. 35, 222.  
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first instance of realization of this plan, which makes it possible to consider it as a 

manifestation of the emperor’s constitutionalism. The Statute was not formally a 

Constitutional Charter, but this was hardly a deviation from the local traditions and customs: 

despite strong Polish influences in Moldavia, relations between Moldavian princes 

(hospodars) and the boyars were not governed by formal legal documents comparable to 

Polish Pacta Conventa of  1572.   Alexander I’s  own conflict  with the Polish Sejm in the first  

half of the 1820s demonstrated that the emperor did not consider the Constitutional Charter 

that he had granted to the Kingdom of Poland to be equally binding upon him and the 

szlachta. The emperor tended to consider as products of his personal benevolence all 

legislative acts that stipulated forms of government in the borderland regions and defined 

the relations with the regional elites regardless of their formal legal status. This peculiarity of 

Alexander I’s constitutionalism was well expressed by Speranskii who wrote that, in contrast 

to the constitution of other states “that emerge by fits and starts in deferent epochs and are 

often the products of violent perturbations, the Russian constitution will owe its existence to 

the benevolent inspiration of the central authority.”23 

Alexander I did not have the chance to see the fruits of his Bessarabian experiment. 

This assessment was made by a different person - M.S. Vorontsov, who was appointed the 

governor-general  of  new  Russia  and  Viceroy  of  Bessarabia  in  May  1823.  The  son  of  S.R.  

Vorontsov, the Russian ambassador to London and one of the most famous Russian 

anglophiles, M.S. Vorontsov was brought up in the sprit of respect from the British 

parliamentary freedoms. The attitude of the Vorontsovs towards the Polish question is 

illustrated by S.R. Vortontov’s advice to his son not to buy lands in the “Polish” gubernias 

                                                        
23 M.M. Speranskii, “Plan vseobshchego gosudarstvennogo obrazovania,” in M.M. Speranskii, Rukovodstvo k 
poznaiiiu zakonov (St. Petersburg: Nauka, 2002), 342. 



 

205 

because he believed that they should one day regain their independence.24 Vorontsov junior 

must  have  treated  the  Polish  aristocracy  with  respect  since  at  the  time  of  the  Napoleonic  

wars he expressed the desire to serve in Podolia or Volynia and eventually, like Bkhamatiev, 

married a Polish aristocrat. After a series of clashes between Bakhmeteiv and his immediate 

successor in 1820-23 I.N. Inzov and the Bessarabian nobility, Vorotntsov’s appointment 

brought the latter into a state of euphoria and made it expect “complete freedom.” And yet, 

it was Vorontsov who played the principal role in the drastic curtailment of the Bessarabian 

autonomy at the end of the 1820s.25 

In order to understand this somewhat paradoxical outcome one has to take into 

consideration the difference between the first and the third Bessarabian viceroys. Whereas 

Bakhametiev was the governor of a province which was traditionally dominated by the 

Polish nobility on the basis of historical privilege and a peculiar legal tradition, Vorontsov 

combined Bessarabian viceroyalty with a government of a region that for half a century 

constituted a space of colonization policies. Whereas the placement of Bessarabia together 

with the Western borderlands went together with an emphasis on “historical privileges” and 

local  customs,  its  reclassification  as  part  of  New  Russia  during  the  1820s  put  forward  the  

discourse of the civilizing mission.26 Vorontsov’s predecessors in Odessa, Duke of Richelieu 

and A.F. Lanzheron were rather typical “enlightened administrators” who operated within 

framework of “the civilizing mission.” Neither of them was directly involved in the 

                                                        
24 M.I. Mikeshin, Mikhail Vorontsov. A Metaphysical Portrait in a Landscape (St. Petersburg: n.p. 1998), 42. 
http://ideashistory.org.ru/pdfs/mikvoreng.pdf.  Last accessed: 02.20.17. 
25 See Anthony Rhinelander, Prince Michael Vorontsov. Vice-Roy to the Tsar (Montreal: McGill University, 1990) 
67–93. 
26 This is a nice illustration of the difference between governor-general of Western borderlands and those of 
the steppe regions. Whereas the primary task of the former consisted in securing the loyalty of the local elites, 
the latter focused on colonization. In a similar way, Kimitaka Mazuzato finds to speak about “ethnobonapartist” 
and “economic” governors-general with reference to the second half of the nineteenth century. See Kimitaka 
Mazuzato, “General-gubernatorstva Rossiiskoi imperii. Ot etnicheskogo k prostranstvennomu podkhodu,” I. 
Gersimov et. als. (eds.), Novaia imperskaia istoria postsovetskogo prostranstva (Kazan: Tsentr isslodovania 
natsionalisma i imperii, 2004), 427–458. 

http://ideashistory.org.ru/pdfs/mikvoreng.pdf
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administration of Bessarabia. However, Richelieu played an important role in the 

resettlement of the Nogais from the Budzhak steppe (the southernmost part of Bessarbia) in 

1807 which opened this space for Bulgarian, German and Russian colonists.27 As  for  

Lanzheron, his memoirs of the Russian-Ottoman wars of 1787-1791 and 1806-1812 

represented a characteristic portrayal of Moldavia and Wallachia as “barbarian”,  “despotic” 

and liable to improvement only through rational and enlightened rule.28  One also cannot fail 

to  notice  that  Vorontsov’s  Polish  wife,  E.K  Branitskaia,  was  G.A.  Potemkin’s  niece.  In  the  

words of F.F. Vigel’, the appointment of Vorontsov as the governor-general of New Russia 

and viceroy of Bessarabia thereby looked like his “coming into possession of his rightful 

inheritance.” This helps to explain why Vorontsov continued Potemkin’s approach and 

ultimately came to view Bessarabia as a space of colonization rather than of nobility-based 

self-rule.  

Vorontsov did not curtail the Bessarabian autonomy single-handedly. He quickly 

found support in the person of the deputy minister of Interior D.M. Bludov. The latter 

became convinced that “crying abuses” in the Bessarabian administration reported by 

Vorontsov’s subordinates reflected not so much the pitfalls of particular individuals, as “the 

beautiful customs, and noble ways of this dear country” and that it was a big mistake to turn 

them into the “fundamental laws.”29 As a ministerial official, Bludov particularly did not like 

Bessarabian Supreme Council, which “concentrated all kinds of authorities and branches of 

administration and could thus be used to paralyze the course of government.” Bludov was 

                                                        
27 On the resettlement of the Nogais from Bessarabia, see Willard Sunderland, Taming the Wild Field: 
Colonization and Empire on Russian Steppe (Ithaca: Cornell University, 2004), 112. 
28 . Langeron A.F.  Journal des campagnes faites en service de Russie // Documente privitoare la istoria 
rominilor. Bucure ti: Academia Româna i Ministerul Cultelor i Instruc iunii Publice, 1889. Supplement I. vol. 3. 
160-392.  Russian edition: “Zapiski grafa Lanzherona. Voina s Turtsiei, 1806–1812 gg. Russkia starina, no. 6 
(1907), and subsequent  
29 D.M.  Bludov  to  M.S.  Vorotsov,  December  29,  1823,  Arkhiv kn. Vorontsova, vol. 38, 295. Bludov essentially 
repeated the idea from Vorontsov’s own letter to him from December 4, 1823, ibid., 291. 
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also skeptical of the project of codification of the Bessarabian laws that was initiated by 

Kapodistrias.30 Fortunately, the provisional character of Alexander I’s approval of the 

Bessarabian Statute in 1818 left the possibility to implement reforms that would “bring the 

province closer to the institutions that exist in the interior of the empire in order to gradually 

eliminate the differences between provinces and achieve the uniformity of laws and 

administration that would ultimately bring about the unity of mores and interests that 

desirable everywhere and especially in Russia given her unprecedented expanse.”31 

Supported by Bludov, Vorontsov appointed a committee for the elaboration of a new 

Statute. This project was received and approved by the Committee of Ministers in November 

1824 and in 1826 the draft of the new Statute was submitted to the consideration of State 

Council. During his extended stay in St. Petersburg in 1826-28 Vorontsov did not spare time 

and effort in order to convince the emperor and the members of the Council of the 

advantages of the new document.32 The Bessarabian Supreme Council was replaced by the 

Council of the Province with only one elected member (the Bessarabian marshal of nobility). 

All the rest were members ex officio or  appointed  by  the  Senate  on  the  suggestion  (po 

predstavleniiu) of the governor-general. In comparison to the Statute of 1818, the new 

settlement reduced by more than a half the number of elected officials in the provincial 

administration. The elected positions were distributed in such a ways as eliminate any 

pockets within the local administration that would be beyond the effective control of the 

viceroy. With the exception of the provincial and district marshals of the nobility, all elected 

positions were concentrated in the provincial and district courts. By contrast, all 

administrative positions were to be filled by appointment. A special section of the new 

                                                        
30 Ibid., 296-297. 
31 Bludov to Vorontsov, October 8, 1823, Ibid., 289. 
32 Rhinelander, Prince Michael Vorontsov, 70. 
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statute stipulated the relations between different parts of the provincial administration as 

well as its overall subordination to the Russian Senate, the ministries and the viceroy in the 

administrative, fiscal and judicial affairs.33 Within five years, Russian replaced Romanian as 

the language of official correspondence (deloproizvodstvo).  

The drastic curtailment of Bessarabia autonomy at the end of the 1820s was often 

interpreted as the result of centralization and bureaucratization of the imperial government 

in the second quarter of the nineteenth century. Undoubtedly, Bludov’s words about the 

necessity to bring institutions and laws of different parts of the Russian Empire closer to 

each other illustrate the logic of administrative uniformization. However, it has been 

demonstrated that the decisive role in the curtailment of the Bessarabian autonomy 

belonged to the viceroy rather than to the deputy minister of Internal Affairs. Nicholas I’s 

reign was certainly marked by bureaucratization and the reduction of the role of the 

provincial nobility in local administration. However, the principle measures in this respect 

followed and not preceded the decision to reduce Bessarabian autonomy. At best, this 

nascent tendency could facilitate Vorontsov’s project which reflected his own desire to 

establish firm control over local administration.  

At the same time, it is important to stress that Vorontsov did not turn Bessarabia into 

a Russian gubernia. During the period under consideration and in the decades that followed, 

it continued to a borderland province. However, the period of 1812-1828 is important 

inasmuch as it defined what kind of borderland Bessarabia was going to be. Whereas 

Kapodistrias envisioned Bessarabia as a showcase of the Russian Empire in the Balkans and 

Alexander I viewed it as part of Russia’s Western borderlands and an element of an attempt 

to reorganize imperial governance on new principles, for Vorontsov Bessarabia was part of 

                                                        
33 “Vysochaishe utverzhdennoie mnenie Gosurastvennogo Soveta,” March 11, 1828, PSZ, 2nd series, no. 1864.   
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New  Russia.  As  a  successor  of  the  grand  project  of  Catherine  the  Great  and  Potemkin,  

Vorontsov viewed Bessarabia as part of the space of colonization.  

In a more general sense, the history of Bessarabian autonomy and its curtailment 

makes it necessary to reconsider the conceptual duality “autonomy – centralization,” which 

is often used in the description of imperial absorption of a new province. One should not 

perceive the history of Russian empire-building through the prism of eternal centralism that 

inevitably prevails over local peculiarities and circumstances. The process of assimilation 

does not always follow the linear logic of replacement of the local institutions and 

administrative practices by those that exist at the center. The imperial center itself is not a 

pre-existing core that gradually absorbs the borderlands. Instead, both the center and the 

peripheries emerge simultaneously alongside each through the application of distinct 

administrative formulas.  

Until the end of the 1820s there were no irreversible difference between the 

administration of the borderland regions and what would eventually become known as 

“internal gubernias.” Catherine’s reform of 1775, which delegated much of the authority to 

the viceroys and the provincial nobility, left few differences between the Mogilev and the 

Riazan gubernias from a purely administrative point of view. Although Alexander I combined 

the establishment of central ministries with the grants of wide autonomy to the newly 

annexed territories, the second part of his reign passed in the attempts to extend viceroyal 

government and “the legal and liberal institutions” to the entire Russian Empire, which 

would have necessarily trivialized the privileges of the Polish, Finish and Bessarabian elites. 

Only the failure of this attempt and a comprehensive revision of Alexander I’s administrative 

legacy by the Committee of December 6, 1826, established by Nicholas I, produced a familiar 
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combination of the ministerial government in the historical core of the Russian Empire and 

the viceroyal/governor-general one in the borderland regions that would persist until 1917.  



 

Konstantin Troianovsky 

„A Volhynian Revolution": an episode from the history of relations between 

the Polish Nobility and Imperial Government in the Age of Alexander I 

 

In 1883 Kievskaia Starina1 published a 122 pages-long text under the title “Volhynian 

Revolution”.  It  was  presented  as  a  series  of  authentic  letters  written  in  1818  by  a  certain  

Opytov, a Russian official with the rank of statskiy sovetnik, which were addressed to his 

acquaintance – a certain countess Starozhilova2. Opytov while traveling from St. Petersburg 

to Vienna to Rome passed through the province of Volhynia where on request of the 

countess he made inquiries about the  events of 1815-1816 in a result of which the 

Volhynian governor Mikhail Komburley (the alleged the relative of Starozhilova) was 

removed from his office. In Volhynia he met a Russian official who recounted the story of a 

Polish conspiracy that brought down Komburley. The main theme of the letters is the 

development of the plot organized by Vohlynian Polish landlords under the leadership of 

gubernia’s marshal of nobility B. Gi ycki and his brother-in-law senator A. Ili ski. The 

objective of the plotters was to remove Russian gubernial and district administrators and 

substitute them with Polish officials. As the main weapon the plotters chose slander and 

compilation of unjust complaints to St. Petersburg about abuses of power by local 

authorities. As a result of this grand intrigue Volhynian governor Komburley lost his office 

and went to trial without any guilt. The letters’s apparent purpose was an apology of 

Komburley whom the author presents as innocently suffering from vile Poles. Historians of 

the past and the present treated this source as an authentic document dated as indicated in 

the letters. N.P. Chulkov, author of the article entry on Gizycki in the Russian Biographical 

Dictionary called it “a contemporary pamphlet”3. Daniel Beauvois writes that “the 

testimonial of this traveler is interesting in that that it is more openly than official reports 

represents stereotypes” held by the Russian conservatives4.  

                                                        
1 Kievan Past (in Russian: ) was a historical, ethnographic and literary magazine. It was 
published in Kiev between 1882-1907. 
2 . 1883. . 121-144, 319-365, 774-828. 
3 . ., 1916. . 5, . 175-177. 
4 . : ,  (1793 – 
1914). ., 2011, . 213. 
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However, the absence of first names of addressee, artificially sounding surnames of 

the author and his correspondent ( ,  ) and other details 

throw a shadow of doubt on the authenticity of these letters. Ksenia Egorova thinks that the 

letters are a literary work that reflects real events in a grotesque form5.  I  would agree with 

this statement. Yet the exceptional richness of detail and good knowledge of events 

demonstrated by the author of the text make me think that it was based on the authentic 

sources, probably a diary, letters or oral narrative of Komburley or someone close to him. 

Yet one of the main questions about this text that will remain unresolved until the original 

manuscript will be found is whether it was written before or after the Polish uprising of 

1830-1831. The rhetoric used in the text very closely follows patterns of semi-official and 

unofficial Russian discources on the Polish issues dominant after 1831. 

The events of 1814-1815 that took place in Volhynia are not well known in historio-

grpaphy. The episode with“Volhynian revolution” can be viewed as a case study to examine 

power relations between the tsar as the supreme authority, central and local imperial 

administration, and local noble corporation in the lands of former Rzecz Pospolita. 

Mikhail Komburley ( , 1761-1821) was a son of a Greek 

officer who made a career under prince G.A. Potemkin in Novorossiya. Before being 

appointed as a governor of Volhynua in 1806 M.I. Komburley served as a marshal of nobility 

in Ekaterinoslav gubernia and a short stint (1,5 years) as a governor of Kursk. Having proved 

himself as energetic and effective administrator, in April 1811 Komburley was made a 

senator and in January 1813 was endowed with the authority of a governor general in 

Volhynia. In the first years of his governorship Komberley established amicable relations 

with local aristocrats who as a sign of their gratitude for his care of gubernia presented him 

with a golden snuff-box with gems. 

With the start of Napoleonic wars borderland Volhynia became an arena of large-

scale logistical operations of the Russian army. 1812 was a pinnacle of wartime strain for the 

province. The troops of the 2nd army of Bagration, the 3d (“observation”) army of Tormosov, 

the Danubian army of Chichagov and the 30 000 strong Malorossiyan militia operated in 
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Volhynia. In the same year a quarter of gubernia was occupied by the troops of the Grande 

Armée’s Austrian corps under prince Schwarzenberg. In October 1814 the 100 000-strong 

Russian army passed through the province on its way back home from France. The burden of 

supplying these armies fell onto the peasants and their landlords. Soldiers of the stationed 

or passing armies quartered in villages. For their provision the troops needed enormous 

amount of food supplies, vodka and firewood for the personnel, oats, hay, forage for the 

horses.  Local  landowners  were  obliged  to  supply  the  transport  horses  and  oxes  as  well  as  

their drivers recruited from serf peasants (who very often did not return home). To prise 

supplies or services from the landowners the local police often organized various forms of 

. To make disobedient landlords more pliable additional soldiers were stationed in 

their peasant houses and their number doubled each day until the demands were satisfied. 

The system of purchasing supplies from landowners was not always effective. Often 

the military recurred to requisitions. To build hospitals and soldier barracks military and 

gubernia’s authorities was also drew on local resources. The detrimental side-effect of army 

quartering and concentration of masses of people was outbreaks of plague that affected 

peasant population as well. As a result the relative economic prosperity of Volhynia was 

seriously undermined. Many landlords who received no money but only receipts from army 

quartermasters for the grain supplies were nearly bankrupt. Moreover, to the gentry’s 

chagrin, overzealous Komburley did not accept any excuses in sequestering land estates of 

those nobles who went into tax arrears. Many of such landowners felt bitter irony about this 

situation because they held quartermasters’ receipts that far exceeded the sum of their tax 

arrears. The governor was also the main driving force behind sequestration of estates owned 

by nobles who went abroad even with official permissions. Form now on tensions between 

Komburley and local nobility began to mount. 

In 1814 nobilities of each imperial province were allowed to elect delegates to 

congratulate the tsar with the victory over Napoleon and the establishment of peace in 

Europe. In June 1814 Volhynian nobility elected delegates to St. Petersburg and in August of 

the same year the head of delegation, senator count Józef August Ili ski (  

, 1766-1844), submitted a memorandum to Alexander I with a 

description of the current deplorable state of Volhynia. Most importantly Ili ski complained 

about abuses and rampant corruption of local police. His main point was that nobility of the 
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province suffered not so much from the burden of taxes and wartime expenses but from the 

manner they are collected. Extortions of local police nearly double the amount of taxes and 

services required by the state.  Nobles are so terrified by the threats  of  vengeance that  do 

not dare to petition higher authorities about “abuses” of administration at the district level. 

In  the name of  all  nobility  of  the province Ili ski   asked the tsar  to redress grievances and 

send to Volhynia an inspector selected from senators originating from the former Polish-

Lithuanian lands. He prince Czartoryski, counts Oginski, Worcell, Stroynowski. The latter two 

senators along with Ili ski were natives of Volhynia and possessed large land estates there. 

Alexander passed the memorandum to the Committee of ministers which in 

September 1814 delegated the investigation of nobility’s grievance to the Volhynian 

gubernia’s authorities that is Komberley. However such bureaucratic move did not satisfy 

the petitioners. In January 1815 senator Ili ski addressed the Committee’s chairman count 

Nicholas Saltykov with a letter. He complained that Komburley demanded that all those 

landowners who had grievances should present them personally at Zhitomir, gubernia’s 

capital town. Otherwise they had to sign a remission of claims and hand it over to the district 

police at home. Governor’s ruse was clear – Komburley hoped that landowners would be 

reluctant  to  undertake  a  journey  to  the  capital  city  located  at  the  far  eastern  corner  of  

gubernia. 

Another important signal that drew St. Petersburg official’s attention to Volhynia 

came from the military quarters. Field marshal M. Barclay de Tolly sent to the tsar reports of 

general A. Langeron about large scale smuggling of goods in Volhynia and corruption at the 

infamous Radzivillov customs house. 

On 9 January 1815 the Committee of ministers decided to send to Vohlynia a senator 

on an inspection mission. Initial choice was A.U. Bolotnikov but because of his illness, 

Friedrich Wilhelm von Sievers ( , 1748-1823) – former governor of 

Courland and a senator of the 4th department, was appointed. Gubernias’ inspections by two 

or, usually, one senator was an established practice in the Russian empire perceived by the 

ruling elite as an instrument to repair wrongs of local administration6. For instance, in 1815 
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four other provinces (Kazan, Kostroma, Penza, Tula) of the empire were inspected by the 

senators. 

The initial stage of inspection did not forebode anything bad to the Volhynian 

gubernial administration. In April 1815 Sievers reported to St. Petersburg that upon 

inspecting most of the government agencies in Zhitomir he found file-keeping and carrying 

on of business well in order. In governor Komburley he found a person “just, energetic, 

diligent and loyal to the Emperor and the Fatherland”. To support this statement the 

inspector indicated that out of 1247 landowners who were questioned by the police, 921 

acknowledged  that  they  had  no  claims  to  the  state  treasury.  Many  of  the  most  esteemed  

aristocrats told Sievers that they received protection at the hands of the governor. Sievers 

summarised main points of nobles’ grievances as indignation at the local police that extort 

bribes from the landowners. 

In the end of April Sievers left the gubernia’s capital to travel to Radzivillov – a town 

with the customs house on the Austrian border, to investigate whether reports of smuggling 

operations were true. On his way to Radzivillov the senator inspected several district town. 

In each location where he stopped Sievers encountered a local marshal accompanied by a 

crowd of petitioners complaining about oppressions of the police and gubernia’s crown 

authorities. Bart omiej Gi ycki ( , 1775-1826), 

gubernia’s marshal of nobility, claimed that before Sievers arrived in Zhitomir, land captains 

( ) and sheriffs ( ) pushed many landowners to write letters 

to the governor that they had no claims on the treasury. Now in the presence of the top 

governmental inspector nobles were more comfortable to express their grievances. 

As the complaints of the local nobles piled up the inspector’s opinion of Komburley 

changed. At the end of May1815 Sievers wrote to the minister of justice that he completely 

altered his attitude towards Komburley. Sievers reported to the tsar that the nobles have 

“great dissatisfation” with the governor. They believed that Komburley unfoundedly doubts 

their loyalty to Russia. This attitude of the governor is the cause of “undeserved censure” 

from the government and oppression by local administration. 

In mid-July after Sievers returned to Zhitomir from the inspection tour of district towns, 

Gizycki handed over to him a general petition on behalf of all Volhynian nobility. It 
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summarized the previous written complaints and contained 84 points. The majority of 

concerns mentioned in the petition were devoted to compensation of wartime expenses and 

losses, easing of tax burden and improving landowners’ economic well-being, restraining of 

imperial officials and ensuring wider participation of nobility in administration of the 

gubernia. Most importantly petitioners demanded that Komburley, vice-governor A.D. 

Khrushchov and other crown officials be discharged of their offices. 

Earlier Bart omiej Gi ycki asked Komburley to allow nobles to assemble in district 

towns and submit their complaints. The governor did not openly refuse to this proposal but 

responded that every noble could address him personally with any grievances. Yet when 

Gizycki repeated his appeal and stated that Volhynian nobles definitely want to assemble in 

district towns to discuss their soslovie needs, Komburley rejected it and turned to the 

ministers’ Committee for endorsement. Reporting to St. Petersburg that he was not sure of 

disctrict marshals’ and their deputies’ (chor owie)  commitment  to  Russia,  the  governor  

craftly played up a card of Polish nobles’ disloyalty to Russia demonstrated in 1812. Before 

and during Napoleonic invasion several dozens of Volhynian landowners defected and joined 

the armies of the enemy. On 12 June 1815 the government supported Komburley’s decision 

and instructed him to monitor marshal’s activities. 

Komburley got again a good pretext to report about Gizycki’s suspicious activities 

when the marshal asked the nobles to collect money for the needs not known by the 

imperial authorities. The Committee of ministers not only forbade nobles to raise money, 

but ordered the governor to remove Gizycky form office unless he explains the purpose of 

the fund-raising. It appears that Komburley managed to stir cunningly the top government 

officials against Gizycki.  

Komburley continued to demonize the leader of Volhynian nobility as the prime 

agent of subversive activities. He informed the government that in July Gizycki organized 

marshals’ 

assembly in Zhitomir, where he persuaded them to sign already prepared unjust complaints 

and instigated them against the gubernia’s administration. Touching the delicate chords the 

top-officials’ insecurity fears, Komburley warned that things may be gone out of control in 

his gubernia. 



 

217 

However the growing conflict between the marshal and the governor ended abruptly 

after  Gizycki  was  summoned  in  June  1815  by  the  emperor’s  order  to  the  army  of  Field  

marshal Barclay de Tolli. Relieved governor asked the government to confirm in the 

marshal’s office count Jan Choloniewski who was not particularly known for his involvement 

in Volhynia’s public life and who preferred to spend much time abroad. Choloniewski was 

the most comfortable candidate to Komburley. In his favour the governor passed over two 

district marshals - Henryk Ili ski (son of senator Ili ski) and Malynski who were elected back 

in 1814 by the nobility  to be the 1st and 2nd candidates to the office of gubernia’s marshal 

after Gizycki. Agreeing with the main motive expressed by Komburley - to avoid further 

disrespect on behalf of nobility towards authorities, the government confirmed 

Choloniewski on the 13th of July. 

After this decision local nobility’s demonstrated open indignation at Komburley. 

General major Gi ycki was a highly honoured leader of the Volhynian nobility. In August 

1814 he was elected as gubernia’s marshal at the regular nobles’ assembly. Shortly before 

this he was elected along with senator Ili ski and several other notables of Volhynia to be a 

member of delegation to St. Petersburg. After the audience with Alexander I he was 

summoned back to military service. However, in January 1815 in response to the petition of 

Volhynian nobles the tsar allowed him to resume the office of the nobility’s marshal. 

The presence of the senator-inspector in gubernia added to noble’s spirit of self-

esteem. When in May 1815 Komburley banned the communications practice employed by 

the marshals it caused an uproar. Marshals got accustomed of sending circular letters 

(kursorji) on issues of public interest either directly to the landowners or through lower 

police officers with the envelopes sealed. From now on district marshals were obliged to 

send off all circulars by means of local police that should have been informed of their 

content. Considering this prescription as the intrusion into the local affairs of the nobility 

and a sign of  distrust,  seven districts  marshals  handed in a  protest  to Sievers  a  petition of  

resignation. Yet, the ministerial committee supported Komburley’s decision, but did not 

accept marshal’s resignation. 

Komburley has also received moral support from the Senate. Already after Gizycki 

moved to the army, the Senate having considered Komburley’s report on Gizycki’s activities, 
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resolved that (by now the former) marshal should had been relieved of his office and 

committed to trial for “insolence” against the governor. 

Feeling a threat not only from the local Polish elite, but from the diligent inspector, 

Komburley cunningly managed to stir the Committee of ministers against Sievers himself. He 

reported several times that the inspection causes disturbances that could lead to general 

unrest. Citing refusal of several Polish nobles to provide quarters, food and horse carts to the 

military, the governor wanted to prove that ‘the grievances campaign’ under Sievers’ 

patronage undermines imperial power in the province. It is true that Sievers routinely 

recurred to heavy-hand measures. When inspecting the town of Berdichev he ordered in a 

company of soldiers to round up Jews involved in the sale of smuggled goods and omitted 

from tax rolls. As vice-governor Khrushchov reported that the inspector ordered to post in 

Jewish schools announcement to the effect that those who did not comply with the 

requirements of authorities would be shot down. 

Sievers positioned himself as quite independent from the ministers in St. Petersburg. 

After sending a report of 21 April about the development of inspection the Committee for 

more than two months did not receive anything from him. Sievers  felt  responsible only to 

inform the tsar himself. In contrast Komburley frequently reported to the ministers about 

what Sievers deed in critical light. 

One incident caused ministers’ particular indignation with arbitrariness of the 

senator-inspector. Sievers restored count Iakov Bulgari as the chief of the Radzivillov 

customs district without even notifying the minister of finance. Then he allowed Bulgari to 

take a leave and dispatched him to Alexander I in Vienna.  

Komburley asked the permission to travel to St. Petersburg presumably to defend 

himself, yet he had to stay in his gubernia until the completion of the Sievers inspection. 

At the end of July in order to resolve the growing tensions in Volhynia the Committee 

of ministers recommended to Sievers to finish inspection and return to St. Petersburg. 

Simoultaneously Sievers himself wrote to Saltykov that his inspection is almost finished. He 

admitted that his previous opinion about Komburley completely altered. Describing “abuses” 

in gubernia, Sievers dispatched to St. Petersburg the original complaint of the nobility with 

the demand to remove the governor and other crown officials. Sievers reported that 
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Komburley makes an effort to hinder his current investigation in Berdichev of the 

smugglers’s organisation. He suggested that Komburley and Khrushchow be discharged even 

before the completion of the investigation. 

Sievers defied the Committee and stayed in Volhynia to continue his inquiry in 

Berdichev. He had a pretext that the Committee could not ignore. The senator informed the 

ministers that he received secret papers from the emperor on the smuggling affair and was 

awaiting resolutions on his reports. The ministers had to swallow the pill. They had nothing 

to do but grudgingly acknowledge Sievers‘ secret task delegated to him by the emperor, but 

warned him not to interfere into current administration of gubernia and expressed concern 

that the inspector’s judgements about officials’ guilt are often unfounded. 

Meanwhile Komburley bombarded the Committee with reports of Sievers 

arbitrariness and biased approach. He wrote that several officials were discharged on the 

basis of complaints not supported by any documentary evidence. The governor insisted that 

nobility’s complaints in his respect contain nothing but slander and defamation. He tried to 

convey  to  St.  Petersburg  an  idea  that  Gizycki  and  ”a  party  of  intriguers”  who  cobble  up  

hundreds of complaint, taking advantage of Sievers benevolence, create a dangerous 

atmosphere of disobedience. 

Loosing  patience  the  Committee  on  21  August  1815  passed  a  resolution  that  

appeared to be in favor of Komburley. Sievers was reminded to wrap up his inspection of 

Volhynia and to hurry up to the capital in order to present personally findings of his 

investigation.  At  the  same  time  Komburley  was  allowed  to  take  a  leave  and  travel  to  St.  

Petersburg as soon as the government would appoint an official to act as the civil governor. 

The Committee acknowledged that in view of the Sievers findings, vice-governor Khrushchov 

could not fill this position. On 18 September the Committee appointed the governor of the 

neighboring gubernia of Podolia count Armand Charles Emmanuel de Saint-Priest to act as 

the temporary head of Volhynia for the time Komburley would be on leave in St. Petersburg. 

It seems that the Committee took into account the wishes of the nobility which in its petition 

referred to an example of prudent and just governorship in the neighbouring Podolia. Yet 

this decision was not unanimous and was taken in accordance with the majority opinion. 

Three members of the Committee: N.S. Mordvinov, A.K. Razumovsky and A.S. Shishkov 

thought that Komburley should stay in Zhitomir for two reasons: to keep control over the 
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administration of the province in the current difficult circumstances and to avoid rumors 

that his leave was the result of the Sievers’ inspection. 

Being busy with settling the affairs of Europe the tsar did not interfere into the 

Volhynian problem until November 1815. He regularly received reports from Sievers and 

met with the people who were dispatched from Volhynia – Henryk Ili ski, Bart omiej Gi ycki, 

count Bulgari. After signing in Warsaw the constitution of the Kingdom of Poland, Alexander 

I  reacted to the on-going wrangling between Sievers  and the ministers’  Committee.  On 28 

November 1815 the emperor signed a decree to the Senate. Taking side with Sievers the tsar 

rebuked the ministers for an intention to revoke the inspector who had not finished his 

investigation. Komburley and Khrushchov were relieved of their offices and were to be 

considered under investigation. 

In the final stage of his mission Sievers carried out an investigation of the illegal fund 

organized by Jewish merchants in the town of Berdichev to pay off local police and customs 

authorities for letting into Russia the smuggled goods. Sievers charged Komburley and 

Khrushchov for not only knowing and taking no action but for patronazing this illegal 

operation. According the inspector’s findings, a range of middle and top-level gubernial 

officials regularly received money form the fund and profited from selling off the smuggled 

goods. 

Investigation led Sievers to compile a list of charges against Komburley which 

implicitly indicated his corruption and graft. Aside from mismanagement and negligence of 

police “abuses” the inspector accused him of complicity in the Berdichev smugglers’ fund. In 

Berdichev and Radzivillov the inspector uncovered 2500 Jews (about half of the total 

population of this towns) not included in the tax rolls. Further investigations in 5 districts 

found  that  over  70  thousand  male  souls  of  Jews  and  peasants  were  omitted  from  the  tax  

rolls. 

On 21 January 1816 the emperor charged the Senate to examine the case of “abuses 

in Volhynia gubernia”. By now Alexander perceived Komburley as a corrupt official and 

treated his critique of Sievers’ activities as an effort to cover up his crimes. The tsar 

expressed his trust to the inspector and forbade to accept complaints from Komburley. His 

case  was  heard  first  in  the  5th department of the Senate and then in the State Council. 
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Because of the of dissent of opinions in these institutions the trial over the former governor 

dragged on until his death in October 1821. 

It seems that Volhynian nobility that delivered three senators of the empire was very 

acute to the changes in the Russian political situation and in the tsar’s sentiments. They 

chose a fortunate time to approach the imperial throne with their appeals when Alexander I 

was about to start fulfilling his long-time pro-Polish intentions. After the creation of Kingdom 

of Poland the tsar was willing to do favour for his Polish subjects within the empire. In April 

1816  B.  Gizycki  was  appointed  as  a  Volhyninan  governor.  Yet  he  was  not  the  first  Pole  to  

attain such a high administrative position. In January 1816 prince Franciszek Ksawery Drucki-

Lubecki was appointed a governor of Grodno. The new pattern was quickly followed in other 

Polish gubernias of Vilno, Minsk and Podolia. It is well known that the Russian emperor was 

deliberating on the idea of joining the Polish provinces of the empire with the Congress 

kingdom. Yet Alexander understood that this ardent wish of the Polish nobility would be 

seriously opposed by the Russian imperial nobility. In these circumstances the tsar through 

practical and symbolic actions tried to demonstrate that he gradually will fulfill the wishes of 

his Polish subjects. 

Alexander addressed the concerns of the Volhynian noble and appeared to be 

sympathetic to their needs and requests. He restored their right to elect the member of the 

police and made some other changes in administrative regulations. Special “liquidation” 

commissions were to set up in each province with the task to take store of requisitions made 

by the troops and to compensate the landowners’ wartime expenses. To redress the 

grievance of the Volhynian nobles and to elaborate measures to improve the economic 

status of gubernia the tsar set up s special committee headed by Sievers. 

Drawing on the analysis of the documentation of senatorial revisions and 

administration of the Kazan gubernia in the first decades of the 19th century prof. A.N. 

Biktasheva concludes that the situation in this province could be characterized as the duality 

of power7. A governor as a representative of the central authorities ex officio pursued the 

state interest that have  not always correspond to the soslovie concerns of provincial nobility 

led by the marshal. Certainly a similar situation we see in Volhynia. However its geographical 

location as a strategic western borderland added significant specifics. The conflict of two 
                                                        
7 . . C. 169, 255. 
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senators – the inspector and the governor general was closely monitored in St. Petersburg 

and was only resolved with the intervention of the tasr himself who decisively took side of 

them. Massive removal of gubernial officials, including governors and vice-governors as a 

result of senatorial inspection was not rare. However in Volhynian gubernia such a move 

(with the subsequent appointment of a Pole as a governor) could also be seen as a symbolic 

gesture in a politically sensitive region. 
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