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The article is devoted to the problems of historical study
of social role of the nobility and the state as collective
actors in the 18th century in Russia. As a rule, histori-
ans are constructing the collective actors on the basis
of presumably group belongings or on the basis of pre-
sumably shared group interests. The notion about
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fundamental for the most of explanatory models in polit-
ical history. Analyzing the basic concepts of the pre-
sent-day historiography, the author shows that the ref-
erences to the significant collective actors could not be
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in fact, as a set of fragmented territorial corporate
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practice by the narrow circle of the central elite or even
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political process, which means that the large collective
actors were in fact the rhetoric figures, who were consti-
tuted within the framework of political communication of
the relatively narrow groups of elite. The final conclu-
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KONNEKTUBHbIA AKTOP UNK
PUTOPUYECKAA ®UT'YPA? «ABOPAHCTBO»
N «rOCYOAPCTBO» B NONIUTUYECKOM
MPOLIECCE POCCUU XVIlI B.

B cratbe paccmatpuBaloTc npobnemMbl MCTOPUYECKOro
U3YyYeHUs couuanbHOW ponu OBOPSAHCTBA WM rocygapcrsa
KaK KonnektMBHbIX aktopoB B Poccum XVIII B. Kak npasuno,
UCTOPUKU KOHCTPYUPYIOT KOSSIEKTUBHOrO aKTopa Ha OCHO-
BaHUM TPYNMNOBON NPUHAANIEKHOCTU NIMOO Ha OCHOBaHUMU
rpynnoBbIX MHTepecoB. lNoHsiTue o 6opbLbe HTepecoB Kon-
NEeKTUBHbIX aKTOPOB JIeXWUT B OCHOBE GONbLUMHCTBa 0OBbSAC-
HUTENbHbIX MoAenen NoNMTUYECKOU UCTopUN. AHann3npys
KOHLIeNTyanbHble OCHOBaHWsI COBPEMEHHOW ucTopuoOrpa-
couK, aBTOp NOKa3bIBAET, YTO OTCbIMKU K KPYMHbLIM KOSeK-
TMBHbLIM aKTopamu B OONbLUMHCTBE Cly4yaeB HEBO3MOXHO
BepucmuMpoBaTh: «ABOPSIHCTBO» Ha Aefie CylecTBOBaro
KaKk Habop ¢parMeHTUPOBaHHLIX MO TeppuUTOpUanbHOMY
MPVHUMINY KOPMOPaTUBHLIX TPynn, a «rocygapcTBO» Ha
NpaKkTUKe CBOAMIIOCH K Y3KOMY KPYry 3nuUTbl MMMNEPCKOro
LieHTpa Unu Aaxe K ogvMHOKou ¢hurype umneparopa, npea-
MONOXUTENbLHO Brafelollen 3HaHNEM peanbHbIX UHTEPECOB
«rocypapctea». Kpome Toro, ABOPAHCTBO M rocyAapCTBeH-
Has GropoKpaTus HaknagbiBanucb ApYr Ha Apyra, NOCKonb-
Ky B OONbLUMHCTBE Criy4yaeB pykoBoAUTENsiMM Gropokpatu-
YeCKUX CTPYKTYp U 6binu ABOpsiHe, 0COGEHHO — Ha BepLUMHe
agMUHUCTPaTUBHON uepapxun. ABTOp yKasbiBaeT Ha KOM-
MYHMKaTUBHBIA XapaKTep MONIUTUYECKOro npoLecca, O3Ha-
YalLMA, YTO KPYMHbIE KOJIIIEKTMBHbIE aKTOpbl SIBASIIOTCA
Ha aene putopuyeckumu urypamum, KOHCTUTYUpPyeMbIMU B
paMKax NofIMTUYECKON KOMMYHUKaLMU OTHOCUTESTbHO Y3KUX
rPyNNUpPOBOK 3nuTbLlL. Ha 3TOM ocHOBaHMM aBTOp NpUXoauT
K BbIBOAY O TOM, YTO LEenecoobpa3HO cuuTaTb «OBOPSH-
CTBO» U «roCyAapcTBO» He aKTopaMu, HO PUTOPUYECKUMMU
courypamm, ¢ UICNonbL30BaHNEM KOTOPbIX T€ UIU UHbIE rpymn-
MUPOBKMX 3NUT peanu3oBany BrnacTHbIe NPaKTUKMK.

Knroyesble crnoea: Nonvutuka, pUTopuKa, MOHapxus, no-
nuTtuyeckas 6opbba, ABOPAHCTBO, aGCONOTU3M, NONUTU-
YeCKuM Knacc, rocygapcTeo, anura, XVl B., Poccus.

COLLECTIVE ACTOR OR RHETORIC FIGURE? “THE NOBILITY” AND “THE STATE”

IN POLITICAL PROCESS OF THE 18" CENTURY IN RUSSIA

One of the predominant narratives in the Russian history of the 18" century is the narrative of
struggle between the nobility and the state. For example, A.V. Shipilov notes as follows: «The gentle-
folk constituted the political class, the exclusive strata, which was sitting on civil and political rights.
Initiated as early as the 18" century, the nobility’s fight for freedom/supremacy had been enduring
process, but finally it was crowned with unconditional success: the Manifest Proclamation of 1762, and
then the Grant Charter of 1785, officially assigned the noble class with both privileges» [1, p. 134].
This note acts as a starting point for the present article, and the quotation «illuminates from beneath»
those particular key points, which | would like to discuss: characteristics of the nobility as collective
actor («political class»), which fights and wins from the other collective actor, from the state. Below, |
suggest to consider two major problems in details: characteristics of the nobility as the «political class»
and its presumptive struggle for own sectional interests, including «freedom».
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The nobility is characterized as collective actor in the large variety of current works on political
history. But is it possible to suppose it like this? A traditional piece of work by G.A. Gukovsky, having
equally great significance just as for political history of Russia in the 18" century, so for literary history,
is the best illustration of such a Marxist coupling of social, economic and political aspects together.
Economics designates political thinking, which means that in the most instances economic character-
istics are sufficient for understanding any political actions of a party. Speaking, for example, about
«Noble Fronde», Gukovsky has easily identified various political events as manifestation of group in-
terests by a collective actor — the nobility [2, p. 124-127].

Is there any way to identify this collective actor as the nobility? S.M. Troitsky, for instance, wrote
about Commission on noble liberty, founded by Catherine Il in 1762, as follows: «All its members, re-
gardless of origin and belonging to various ruling groups, which had been fighting for their power and
influence, were solid in defense and upholding of interests of that estate, to which they belonged».
However, Catherine Il declined proposals submitted by «noble ideologists», and this — Troitsky out-
lined — «bears the testimony about tremendous power of the absolute monarchy, which being sup-
ported by noble guard, bureaucracy, police, and other “levers of power”, could decline proposals of the
prelacy, and was able to make a decision upon the “noble matter” by taking into account interests and
values of the whole noble state. <...> While the Establishment Commission had been in operation,
Catherine 1l had got an opportunity to become more fundamentally aware of attitude and demand of
the broad strata among metropolitan and provincial nobility, following which step by step, she carried
into execution several of their demands, and in 1785 she issued the Charter to the Nobility» [3, p. 190-
192].

In an equivalent manner, 1.V. Faiyzova estimates the Manifest Proclamation of 1762 as an in-
strument liberating «the ruling class from obligatory public services», and placing it effectively into
equilibrium relations with the state [4, p. 3]2. Correspondingly, Faiyzova characterizes the members of
Commission on noble liberty as «the most powerful protectors of estate privileges for those landlords,
who were tightly connected to the metropolitan nobility», coming to a conclusion that: «The activities of
nobility representatives were evaluated as negative ones by the Empress» [4, p. 100-101]°.

As it is clear from the above mentioned quotations, some of researchers consider the Commis-
sion on noble liberty as de facto institution of nobility representatives. But, as O.A. Omelchenko fairly
distinguishes, the Commission in fact was «the government of Russia at that date» [5, p.14]*: the lead-
ing administrators of the empire had been cast into that body, and after its activity was over, all of
them (except for A.P. Bestouzhev-Ryumin in advanced years, and M.l. Vorontsov unfavorable for
Catherine) successfully continued their careers as the Court Nobility. How could it happen that a group
of prelacy (especially including persons of commoner’'s ancestry, like Razumovsky and Teplov) had
been considered as «noble ideologists», instead of being related to the part of that guardian-
bureaucratic-police system, which by its own desire provided «tremendous power» to the absolutism?
In what way at all is it possible to define the sectional identity of noblemen group participating in the
state administration? Was the policy, implemented by noblemen sitting in bureaucrat’'s armchairs, the
«nobley» politics or after all the «state» one? How could you know positively that we are really talking
about the nobility, exactly or generally?

Perchance, one or another entity should be referred to the pool of «noble ideologists» according
to the principle of «qui bono»: if any of given propositions were made in favor of noble privileges, then
those, who promoted such proposals, should be considered as exponents of the nobility, shouldn’t
they? Isn’t it correct, indeed, to deem «noble ideologists» kind of lobby members? This is for a good
reason; of course, the administrative vertical line conducted information from bottom to top, so, some

! I"d like to bring into focus: I'm speaking expressly about political history, since, beyond political
agenda, there are different ways to characterize nobility as collective actor. It is possible to
characterize nobility as economic actor, for instance, by realizing complex analysis of noble
economies in designated area. Value of indexes will provide insight into nobility understanding as the
collective economic actor; at least, any noble economy participates in economic functions, namely
produces, assembles, and trades.

? Faiyzova L.V. «The Manifest Proclamation on liberty» and nobility service in the 18" century. M.:
Science, 1999. P. 3.

® The same source, p. 100-101.

* Omelchenko O.A. The Imperial Assembly in 1763 (Commission on noble liberty): Historical sketch.
Documents. M.: MSHU, 2001. P. 14.
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actions entertained by the leaders of the court nobility and administrative aristocracy may be ap-
praised under the notion of government relations. However, in this context the questions that have to
be answered are: What is the sectional interest? What is, in particular, the state interest?

Thus, M. Raeff remarked that no signs of nobility group pressure against the government were
registered, and the Manifest of 1762 was arranged as the purposeful governmental measure, which
allowed to «get rid of inadequately educated, inexpedient, and over aged staff personnel» in the ser-
vice ranks of the state. In Raeff's opinion, who has been developing the concept of «well-disciplined
police-ridden state», the primary objective for the purposes of Russian absolutism, was «provision of
the maximal evolution for potential resources of the Empire and its population» [6, p. 1291-1294,
1302]" along the lines of modernization, secularization, bureaucratization, and growth of economic
activity.

But what evidences may bring assurance that we are objectively suggested the state message?
The representational criterion is subject to the same difficulties, as the definition of nobility. Dilemma is
stipulated with the fact that politically-motivated decisions are delivered by public officials, members of
the court nobility and administrative aristocracy; it is a complicated, if not to say impossible, problem to
draw a boundary between such diverse equivalences.

The question «qui bono?» does not produce less formidability. It is possible, if you like, to say
that usually (and more often rather instinctively than reflexively) historians represent the interests of
the state as sure as perspectives of «the entire» versus various kinds of social «the ego». As such,
B.N. Mironov specifies: «neither in the 18" century, nor in the 19" century, the emperors had become
ordinary speakers for the noble values. The autocracy demonstrated sufficient independence in its
own policy, which most commonly was governed by purposes of the policy itself and then the state
interests» [7, p. 136].

This quotation may be estimated as some kind of compliment addressed to the emperors of the
18™ and the 19™ centuries, who appeared on top of the «state interests», at least because they had
not become «speakers» of nobility interests, which, by definition, appear to be the values of minor no-
tion. Accordingly, in order to determine the state interests, it is necessary in one form or another, to
introduce sectional — class or estate — interests, and first of all — the interests of the nobility. For in-
stance, M. Raeff, trying to explain the collapse of Peter Ill, nevertheless, speaks about the nobility as
the collective actor (represented during coup d'Etat in 1762 by guards, as it appears to him) [6, p.
1309].

If the existence of sectional interests and supreme, state and public interests is recognized,
then the following question appears to be typical: in what way the same persons, having social binding
and participating in the state administration, do distribute their energy between the «state» and sec-
tional interests? On the other hand, subordinate estate and class interests are most commonly defined
— as | do my best to indicate above — like more or less understandable economic interests. Conse-
quently, the problem may be reformulated as follows: there are interests of a subordinate group versus
commitments of a person, authorized to make a decision. Alas, such an hierarchic definition gives
even less opportunities, because it deduces the whole «machine» of mighty autocratic monarchy to...
the figure of Caesar.

So, the state has its name, and this name is — Catherine Il. And, what an exceptional knowledge
did confide in the Princess from Anhalt-Zerbst at the moment, when the Crown touched her head? Did
she know something to write home about her Empire, which appeared to be secret for dozens of expe-
rienced administrators occupying the highest circles of the imperial bureaucracy?

It was directly stated, for example, by E.V. Tarle, while he was speaking about Catherine 1l and
about international «policy led by N.l. Panin» in his lectures, given in May of 1946: «Catherine gave
the orders, Panin made reports, listened and wrote down resolutions of his Monarchess, and dressed
them into the written form, in very smart, delicate, and talented manner... then these papers, read by
Catherine, were proceeded as it was intended <...> The foreign representatives, habitually, were con-
vinced pretty soon that the full deal had been accomplished by the Empress herself, and that in those
cases, when Panin did not agree with the verdict of his Monarchess he only could keep his mind pri-
vate, and that his own judgment might have no influence upon the action development» [8, p. 5-6]. In
Tarle’s narration, Her Majesty was omniscient and omnificent. Any parts of the «machine», and its in-
dividual representatives just had to keep either being on the high horse and complying with the out-
standing qualifications set by the monarch, or being gone out the window and blown to the four winds
of heaven. It is unnecessary to remind of that context, and in which kind of environment those Tarle’s

! Raeff M. The Domestic Policies of Peter I1I / The American Historical Review, Vol. 75, Ne 5 (Jun.,
1970). P. 1291-1294, 1302.
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lectures were given — but you may have to be surprised: Stalin’s personality cult was subjected to dis-
crediting long time ago, as for Catherine’s cult, nobody ever had an idea of her downgrading.

Meanwhile, the comparison to the 20" century has indeed some certain explanatory power. If
we take into account this broad analogy, it becomes possible to compare the delegation of the exclu-
sive status to Russian nobility with the Soviet policy in respect to proletariat. In the same Wa%/ that the
nobility held the central position within the debates concerning the national policy in the 18" century,
the proletariat permanently held the limelight of the party leaders in the Soviet Union. However, this
issue could hardly become the ground for considering L.M. Kaganovich or N.S. Khrushchev as «rep-
resentatives of proletariaty», in spite of their working class origin. So, you can fairly assume phraseolo-
gy like «leading ideologists of the proletariat met together in Political Bureau» as meaningless. The
extraordinary attention paid by the Soviet leaders to the proletariat, apparently, was associated with
the party and ideology consensus of opinions, which existed among the Soviet commanding elite for a
number of reasons. | believe that, the similar consensus — certainly, with all possible stipulations in
favor of bounds within explanatory power of analogies — also prevailed in the aristocracy environment
of the Russian Empire in the latest half of the 18" century.

The pattern will change, if the communicative character of the political process is considered to
be its crucial specification. It is not possible to participate in political performance «mutely», without
giving directions and without convincing some other process actors in the necessity of a particular per-
formance. That is why it is possible to presume some political developments as the process of com-
munication. Every other actor and group — no matter how many of them in number — participate in the
process indirectly. Their participation depends on what other participants of the communicative pro-
cess think about them — about their resources, about their ability to function, and about their anticipat-
ed reaction.

In the present reference | can suppose that, upon studying the political history of Russia in the
18" century it makes sense to dismiss the notion about collective actors (and, in particular, about the
«state interests» or the «class/estate interests») in the capacity of the explanatory model. While ana-
lyzing the debates regarding interests of a social group, it is completely not necessary to emphasize
one of the parties commanding the monopoly against the representation of this group interests. This
monopoly is impossible to be determined, neither in the terms of the representation criterion (by rec-
ognizing one or another group of actors as representatives of the other more extended group), nor on
the basis of criterion regarding fitting of operations of one or another actor to the substantial collective
advantages (qui bono?). It makes sense to identify in the reverse sequence both advantages and rep-
resentations in the majority of cases: not like sources of normative action strength and motivation of a
participant in political developments, but as rhetoric strategies, practiced by the participants of the po-
litical developments for the purposes of their objectives achievement, and simultaneously — determin-
ing these goals themselves®.

The history of Peter Il deposition distinctively designates these contradictions: if we consider
the Manifest of 1762 as the trend indication of the collective actors — either the nobility, or the state, —
it is hard to explain, why then the Emperor was dethroned within the same year. Qui bono? Well, find-
ing the solution of this problem with the plain inevitability would point at extremely narrow group of
persons, behind which it is hardly possible to distinguish broad strata demands, and which has no cer-
tain ideology any different from that provided to prevail before the coup d'Etat. | believe so, the famous
propositions made by N.I. Panin regarding foundation of the Imperial Council and reorganization of the
Senate, which usually are considered to be an effort to put the Autocracy under restraint, and are logi-
cally resulting from the coup d'Etat [11, p. 443-463; 12, p. 74], in practice were developed from the
analogical suggestions made by other members of the court nobility and the administrative aristocracy
(such as D. V. Volkov or M. I. Vorontsov), which had been delivered since before the coup d'Etat and,
more importantly, — it had happened even in the time of Elizabeth of Russia. 1.V. Kurukin, who is the
author providing the most detailed analysis of the coup d'Etat grounds, comes to the conclusion about
the decisive role of «cadres musical chairs and slick solutions», which provoked into doing «the dis-
membering of the advanced bureaucratic structures, the court, and the army» [13, p. 381].

! Skinner means that, if the politics is understood as the process of communication, then the
contradictions between theory and practice disappear: a speech act determines limits of potential. In
this context, no matter how sincere the historical actor was during the process of committing one or
another communicative act, — it is important that each communicative act caused a reaction of certain
kind from the direction of other actors, who were involved into the process of communication [9,

p. 277-303; 10, p. 101-105].
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The analysis of the noble concept statements considered by the Catherine Establishment
Commission demonstrates clearly as follows: it is not efficient to discuss the consolidated noble inter-
est, because the mentioned social stratum was differentiated horizontally (geographically) and vertical-
ly (depending on proximity of any particular noble delegate to the circles of the administrative aristoc-
racy and the court nobility). And the conclusions made by A.N. Dolghikh are symptomatic, since he
had analyzed in details the array of noble projects regarding the law of serfdom in the periods of Pavel
I and Alexander | (in total number of 506 projects), and found out that, against 122 provided conserva-
tive projects there were 204 projects suggesting to mitigate the law of serfdom, and 180 ones standing
for its complete cancellation [14, p. 25-27]. Even with respect to the most important, and fundamental
issue about the law of serfdom, there was no consonance in the noble community, as for individual
attitudes from among separate noblemen and political writers, they surrender no integrating reasoning
logic!

As can be seen from the above, you may deny the nobility to the title of political actor in respect
to the corporate imperial level. And nevertheless, failing to be the collective actor, the nobility anyway
took the central position in the political developments of Russia in the century of the Enlightenment.
And yet it participated in this process, not in the capacity of the consolidated actor (because some par-
ticular noble corporations on the spot might appear as the actors of political developments!), but as the
rhetoric figure. Such a statement may seem as the methodological contrivance; and in practice it
means that the nobility itself did not remain in force in political space of the 18" century, just some var-
ious collective actors (groups of the administrative aristocracy and the court nobility) performed.

As | did my best to indicate above, none of these groups can be considered with good reason to
be the representatives of the whole nobility or, contrariwise, to be the carrier of the supreme state in-
terest. And still, each of such groups by one way or another designed its own understanding of the
nobility in the course of the routes of communication. As can be seen from the above, it is worth mak-
ing emphasis on communicative nature of the political developments. These circumstances created
extremely high elevated threshold of participation in the process under the conditions of monopoly for
the authority in Russia of the 18" century for the narrow layer of the court nobility and the administra-
tive aristocracy localized in Saint Petersburg: in order to «make» the politics, it was necessary — in the
majority of cases — to reside in the particular place and interact with the narrow group of people.

In such a case it is appropriate to attribute some particular historical public figures to the pool of
«noble ideologists» (in case if we use such a type of notion at all) only in case, if these public figures
operated with the comprehension of «nobility» in the lines of their political communications. In some
other words, noble ideology — is the ideology, which appears in the course of talking on behalf of the
nobility. But taking into consideration that there are several participants of the communication, it is im-
possible to repute only one manner of speaking about the nobility as the exclusive one, and meeting
the interests of the nobility in the capacity of the social stratum. Contrariwise, several manners at once
to talk on behalf of the nobility, coexisted and competed against each other in the surroundings of the
Russian administrative aristocracy and the court nobility in the 18" century; the victory of one of these
manners was the subject of particular imperious configuration.

The last but not the least consequence of the political specific character of Russia in the 18"
century, was the fact that the logic of action taken by the court nobility and the administrative aristoc-
racy meant as follows: each project had its own critic, for whom the fight for the access to the monarch
was real zero sum game. And indeed: the more, for example, N.l. Panin increased his power, by that
much Z.G. Chernyshev, G.G. Orlov, A.A. Vyazemsky and other powerful noblemen grew weak. The
politically-motivated decisions were made in the atmosphere of constant tension between the border
of permissible action (the political language, shared by all members of the court nobility and the ad-
ministrative aristocracy, which provided means for the dialogue) and particular configurations, which in
fact meant zero sum game for the members of creme de la creme. Without being elected, neither rep-
resenting broad social strata, nor possessing any exclusive status according to the blue blood princi-
ple, and even not being managers of enormous bureaucratic structures, the members of the court no-
bility and the administrative aristocracy within the frames of their political activities, first and foremost
had to look forward to the access to the monarch, instead of for support of their electorate, and relying
on the status or institutional «patrimony».

That is why, the apprehension stated by D. Griffiths and V. Kamendrowsky looks like motivated,
since they — while characterizing the economic policy implemented by Catherine 1l — prefer to talk
about «sovereign’s opinion», instead of «state interests»: Catherine Il «by no means submissively
assented to social and economic demands of the nobility, of what the Soviet historians try to convince
us; the Empress was always concerned about preservation of the balance between rights and duties
in the state <...> In the dispute about merchandising nobility the political stance of the governor, in-
stead of the economic interest of the nobility (rather than the same of the merchantmen, for that mat-
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ter) resolved the fate» [15, p. 220-221]. In this context it is constantly important to bring into focus the
word itself — opinion — to avoid the possibility, at some time, to identify the political stance of the Em-
press subject to any veer, with some certain supreme imperial benefit superseding any interests of
narrow stratification.

KONNEKTUBHBbIA AKTOP UNTN PUTOPUYECKAS ®UI'YPA? «BOPAHCTBO»
N «rOCYOAPCTBO» B NMONMMTUYECKOM NMPOLIECCE POCCUM XVIII B.

OavH 13 JOMUHUPYIOLWNX HappaTuMBOB poccuiickon nctopum XVIII B. — HappaTMe 60pb0bl MeX-
Oy OBOpSAHCTBOM M rocygapcteoMm. Hanpumep, A.B. Wvnunos otmevaeT: «bnaropogHoe cocnosue
npeacTaBnsano cobow NONMUTUYECKUI Knacc, eOMHCTBEHHYI CTpaTy, obnagaBluylo rpaxaaHCKumMmn u
nonuTudecknmn npasamu. HavaBwascs ewe B XVII B. 6bopbba ABopsiHCTBa 3a cBoGOAY/rocnoacTeo
Oblna onuTenbHOW, HO B KOHLE KOHLIOB YBeHYanach MosiHeiM ycnexom: MaHudecT 1762 r., a 3ateMm u
>KanosaHHas rpamoTa 1785 r. ocmumansHo 3akpenunu 3a 6r1aropogHbIM COCMIOBUEM U TO U OPYroe»
[1, c. 134]. 3TO 3ameyvaHne CNy>X1T OISl HAcTOosILLEN CTaTbl OTNPaBHOM TOYKOM — OHO «MOACBEYMBAET»
WMEHHO TEe KIOYeBblE MOMEHTLI, KOTOpblEe A XxOoTen Obl 06CcyanTb: XapaKTepUCTVKy OBOPSHCTBA Kak
KOJIIeKmueHo20 akmopa («MOoNMUTUYECKMIA Knaccy), KOTopbli BopeTca u nobexaaeT Apyroro Konnek-
TMBHOIMO aKTopa, rocyaapcTBo. Huxe st npegnarat paccmMoTpeTb NoapobHO ABe BaxHenwmre npobne-
Mbl: XapaKTEPUCTUKY OBOPSAHCTBA Kak «MONMTUYECKOro Kracca» W ero npegnornaraemyto 6opbby 3a
CBOW IpynnoBble UHTEPECHI, B TOM YNCE — 3a «CBOBOAY».

B uenom psge cerogHsiwHNX paboT No NonmMTUYECKOn VICTOpMMl OBOPSIHCTBO XapakTepuayeTcs
KaK KONMeKTUBHbIA akTop. MoXHO nu cuntaTtb ero takoBbiM? Knaccuyeckasi pabota IN.A. 'ykoBCKoOro,
nmetowas ans nonuTtudeckon nctopum Poccmum XVII B. cTonb ke 6onblUIoe 3HAaYeHne, Kak U ans uc-
TOpPUKN NUTEPATYpPhI, ABMASETCS SApYalluMM NPUMEPOM TaKoro MapKCUCTCKOrO CBSI3biBaHMS CoLMarnbHO-
ro, 3KOHOMNYECKOro U NOSIMTUYECKOrO BOEAMHO. QKOHOMMKA ONpeaenseT NofMTU4Yeckoe MbllNeHne, a
3HauunT, B OOMbLUMHCTBE CIydaeB XO3ANCTBEHHOW XapakKTEPUCTMKN AOCTATOYHO, YTOObI NOHATH Nonu-
Tuyeckne gencrteus cybvekta. FoBops, Hanpumep, 0 «ABOPSIHCKOW hpoHae», 'yKOBCKMIA nerko onpe-
Oensin Te UMW MHble NONUTUYECKMe COoBbITUSA Kak NPOSsIBNEHMS TPYMMNOBOro UHTepeca KOMMeKTUBHOIO
aKTopa — ABOpsiHCTBA [2, ¢. 124-127].

Kak e ynoBuTb 3TOro KOMNMEKTUBHOro aktopa — ABopsAHcTBo? C.M. Tpouukuin, Hanpumep, nu-
can o Komuccun o BONbHOCTU LBOPSIHCKOW, co3fgaHHou EkatepuHomn Il B 1762 rr.. «Bce ee uneHbl
HEe3aBMCKMMO OT MPOUCXOXKAEHWUS U NPUHAOTIEXHOCTU K pasnuyHbIM MpaBsALMM rpynnmpoBkam, 6opoB-
LUMMCS 3a BnacTb U BRVsSIHWE, ObiNM eQMHOAYLUHBI B 3alUTE M OTCTaMBaHUU MHTEPECOB TOrO COCIIO-
BMSI, K KOTOPOMY OHU NpuHagnexanu». OgHako EkatepuHa |l oTKNoHMNIa NpeanoXeHns «4BOPSHCKNX
nOeonoroB», YTo — nogyepkusan TpPOULKUMIA — «CBUOETENbCTBYET 00 OrpOMHOM MoryLiecTBe abco-
MIOTHOW MOHapXxuu, KoTopasi, Onupasicb Ha OBOPSIHCKYKO rBapamto, GopokpaTuto, Nonvumnio 1n apyrue
“pblyarun Bnactu’, Mormna OTKIOHUTb NPEeASIOKEHNS BbICLUMX CAHOBHMKOB M pellaTb “OBOPSAHCKUI BO-
npoc” ¢ y4eTOM MHTEPECOB BCEro ABOPSIHCKOroO rocyaapcTea. <...> Bo Bpems paboTbl YNOXeHHOM Ko-
muccumn EkaTtepuHa Il nonyymna Bo3MOXHOCTL G6ornee ocHoBaTeNbHO y3HaTb HACTPOEHUst U TpeboBa-
HUSI LUMPOKMX CIIOEB CTOMIMYHOIO M NMPOBUHLMANBLHOIO ABOPSHCTBA, NOCIe Yero NocTeneHHo ocylle-
CTBWNa HekoTopble 13 ux TpebosaHuii, a B 1785 r. nagana XKanosaHHyto rpamoTy ABOPSHCTBY» [3, C.
190-192].

PaBHbIM obpa3om n .B. ®ansoBa pacueHuBaeT MaHudect 1762 r. kak ocBo6oANBLUNIA «rOC-
MOACTBYHOLLMIA Knacc OT 06s3aTeNnbHOM rocy4apCTBEHHON CNyXObl» U NOCTaBUBLUWIA €r0 TEM CaMbIM B
OTHOLLEHMS paBeHCTBa C rocygapcTeom [4, c. 3]2. CooTBETCTBEHHO, YnieHoB Komuccum o BONbHOCTU
OBopsiHCkon ®an3oBa xapakTepuayeT Kak «Hanbornee BNUATENbHbLIX 3aLUUTHUKOB COCMOBHbLIX NMPUBU-

! Hoz[qepKHy: A TOBOPHO UMEHHO O MOJTATHIECKOUN HUCTOPHHU, ITOCKOJIBKY 3a MPEaAciIaMu MOJUTHYECKOM
HpOGHeMaTI/IKI/I €CTb Pa3JINYHbIC CIOCOOBI 0XapaKTEpHU30BaTh ABOPSAHCTBO KAaK KOJUJICKTUBHOT'O aKTOpAa.
OxapaKTepI/I30BaTB JABOPSAHCTBO KaK 9KOHOMHYECKOI'0 aKTOpa BO3MOXKXHO, HAIIPUMED, IIPOBEAA
KOMIUIEKCHBIN aHAIM3 TBOPSHCKHUX XO3SHCTB Ha ompeaenieHHou teppuropun. CyMma moka3aTenei
JIACT TIPEJICTaBICHUE O ABOPSIHCTBE KaK O KOJUIEKTHBHOM 3KOHOMHYECKOM aKTOpe; Mo KpaiftHei mMepe,
M000€ ABOPSTHCKOE XO3AWCTBO YIaCTBYET B AKOHOMHUYECKOM TPOIIecce — MPOU3BOANT, HAKATUTUBAET,
MTOKYTIaeT.

? damsopa U.B. «Manupect o BoTsHOCTH» 1 cityx06a asoparcTsa B XVIII cTonetnu. M.: Hayka,
1999. C. 3.
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nervii NOMELUNKOB, TECHO CBA3AHHbIX CO CTOSMMYHBIM ABOPSAHCTBOMY, MPUXOAS K 3aknodveHuo: «[ea-
TeNbHOCTb MpeacTaBuTeNen OBOPSHCTBA Obifa oueHeHa vMmnepaTpuvuen otpuuaTtensHo» [4, c. 100-
101]*.

Kak BMOHO 13 NpvBeAeHHbIX BbIle unUTaT, psag uccnegosatenen cumtaioT KOMUCCUMIO O BOSbHO-
CTW OBOPSIHCKOW Ae-hakTo opraHoM npeacTtaBuTenen ABOpsHCTBa. Ho, Kak cnpaBeanvMeBo oTMevaeT
O.A. OmenbyeHko, Komuceumst dpaktnyecku bbina «npaButenbcTtBoM Poccum Ton nopsbi» [5, c.14]2: B ee
COCTaB BOLWWM BeyliMe agMUHUCTPaTOpbl MMMEPUN, U NOCMEe OKOHYaHus paboTbl BCe OHM (Kpome
npectapenoro A.ll. BectyxeBa-PtommHa n Henwbumoro EkatepuHon M.M. BopoHuoOBa) yChneLwHo
NPOAOIMKUIIM CBOKO Kapbepy npu nmnepatpuue. Kak xe nonyyaercs, 4To rpynna BbICLLUMX CAHOBHUKOB
(ma elwe n nmeBLIas B COCTaBe PasHOYMHLEB MO NMPOUCXOXAEHUIO, Kak PasymoBckuii u Tennos) cuu-
TaeTcsd «OBOPSAHCKUMUW WAEONIoramMm», a He 4acTbid TOro rBapAenicKoro-6lopokpaTuyeckoro-
nonuUenckoro annapara, KoTopbin obecneyvBan abCoMOTU3My «OrpoMHOe MorywlectBo»? Kakum
BoOGLLEe 06pa3omM MOXHO ONpedenuTb PYMnoBy MAEHTUYHOCTb ABOPSIH, y4acTBYHOLMUX B rocyaap-
CTBEHHOM ynpasneHun? lNonutuka, peanuayemasi ABOPsSiHAMU, CUOALLMMUN B Kpecnax OpoKkpaToB —
3TO MOMUTUKa «OBOPSIHCKAs» MMM BCE Xe «rocyaapcTtBeHHas»? Kak MOXHO ObiTb yBEPEHHbLIM B TOM,
YTO Mbl AEACTBUTENBHO BEAEM PEYb MMEHHO O ABOPSIHCTBE B LIENIOM?

BbiTb MOXeT, cnegyeT OTHOCUTb Te€X WIM WUHbIX MWL K YUCIY «ABOPSAHCKUX UOEOMOoroB» Mo
NpyHUMNY «qui bonox»: ecnu Te UnNu MHble NpeasioXkeHns ObINK B NONb3Yy ABOPSAHCKUX MPUBUMETUA, TO
N Tex, KTO Takue npeaniokeHus BbigBWran, criegyeT cuutath Bblpasutenamm asopsaHcTea? OTyero 6Obl,
B KOHLIE KOHLIOB, HE CUUTaTb «ABOPSIHCKUX MOEONOroB» CBOEro poga nodomcramm? 310 060CHOBAHHO;
KOHEYHO, agMUHUCTpaTUBHasS BepTUKanbe nposoamnna MHopmauuio CHU3Y — BBEPX, U AeNCTBUA nuae-
pOB NPVABOPHO-aAMWHUCTPATMBHOW 3MUTbl MOXHO paclieHuBaTb B KaTeropusix nobbmusma. OgHako B
AaHHOM crny4ae BO3HMKaeT BOMPOC: YTO Takoe rpynnoBble nHTepeckl? YTo Takoe, B YaCTHOCTU, rocy-
[apCTBEHHbIN MHTEpPEC?

Tak, M. PaeB oTmeyvan, 4To HUKaKux criefjoB rpynrnoBoro AaBrieHnsa BOPSHCTBA Ha NpaBuTernb-
CTBO He BMAHO, a MaHudecT 1762 r. 6bin LeneHanpaBneHHOW NPaBUTENbLCTBEHHOW MEpPOW, MO3BO-
NMBLLEN «OTAenaTbCcs OT HeagekBaTHO obpa3oBaHHOro, HeadEKTUBHOIO, NPECTAPErioro NepcoHa-
na» Ha cnyx06e. Mo MHeHuto PaeBa, pa3pabaTbiBaBLUErO KOHLEMLMIO «XOPOLLIO OPraHNM30BaHHOTO Mo-
NMLENCKOro rocyaapcTea», rMMaBHOW LEnbl Ans poccuickoro abcomnotuama Obino «obecneyeHve
MaKCMMarnbHOro pasBuUTUS MOTeHUuanbHblX pecypcoB Mmnepum n ee HaceneHus» [6, c. 1291-1294,
1302)° B HanpaBneHUM MoAEepHW3aLK, cekynsipusauum, OropokpaTMsauum 1 pocta 3KOHOMUYECKOM
aKTUBHOCTM.

Ho B Kakux criyyasix MOXHO ObITb YBEPEHHBLIMU, YTO Mbl delicmeumesibHO BEAEM pPeYb O rocy-
aapctee? Kputepuin penpeseHTaTMBHOCTU NOABEPXKEH TEM e TPYOHOCTAM, YTO U B Cnyyae c onpe-
aeneHnem aBopsHcTBa. luneMmma B TOM, YTO NOMUTUYECKNE PELLEHUS NPUHUMAIOT rocygapCTBEHHbIe
AedaTenu, YneHbl NpUABOPHO-aAMUHUCTPATUBHOW SMUThI; NPOBECTU rPpaHb MeXAy pasHbIMU UOEHTUY-
HOCTSIMM — CITOXHO, YTOObI HE cka3aTb — HEBO3MOXHO.

He meHblUMe TpyaHOCTM co3gaeT u Bonpoc «qui bono?» MoxHo, noxarnym, cka3aTtb, YTO 00bIY-
HO (M 3a4yacTyl cKopee UHTYUMTUBHO, YeM pedirieKCMBHO) UCTOPUKMU NpeacTaBnsioT MHTEepechl rocy-
JapcTBa Kak MHTepechbl «Lenoro» B MPOTMBOBEC Pa3HOro pofa COCMOBHbIX «3rom3moB». Tak, B.H.
MwupoHoB oTmeuaeT: «Mmnepatopbl HU B XVIII B., H1 B XIX B. He cTanu NpocTbiM pynopoM OBOPSIH-
CKkux uHTepecoB. CamoaepxaBume NposiBNSANO AOCTaTOYHYI0 CaMOCTOATENbHOCTbL B CBOEW MOMUTUKE,
KOTOpas valle Bcero onpeaensnacb 3agadamMmu camon MNOMUTUKU U roCyAapCTBEHHbIMU MHTEpecaMmmn»
[7, c. 136].

3Ty unTaty MOXHO pacueHMBaTb Kak CBOEro poga roxsasy no agpecy umnepatopos XVII n
XIX BB., KOTOpble OKa3anucCb Ha BbICOTE «rOCYAApCTBEHHbIX MHTEPECOB» XOTA Obl NOTOMY, YTO He
cTanu «pynopomMm» ABOPSIHCKUX MHTEPEecoB, KOTOpble MO onpedeneHuto npeactalT uHrepecaMmy Hu3-
wero nopsigka. CooTBETCTBEHHO, ANS TOro YTobbl ONpeaAenvTb rocyaapCTBEHHbIE NHTEPECH!, HYKHO B
TOM UNN MHOW (bOpMe BBECTU rPynnoBble — KMacCoBblE€ UMW COCMNOBHbIE — UHTEPECHI, MPeXae BCero —
WHTepechbl ABopsiHcTBa. Hanpumep, M. PaeB, ctapasicb 06bsacHUTbL nageHune lMetpa lll, Bce xe roso-

! Tam xe, c. 100-101.

2 Omenbuerko O.A. Vmmeparopekoe CoGpanre 1763 roga (KOMECCHS 0 BOIBHOCTH JBOPSIHCKOIA):
Hcropuueckuii ouepk. JJokymentsl. M.: MI'Y, 2001. C. 14.

® Raeff M. The Domestic Policies of Peter 111 // The American Historical Review, Vol. 75, Ne 5 (Jun.,
1970). P. 1291-1294, 1302.
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pUT O OBOPSIHCTBE KaK KOMMNEKTMBHOM akTope (MpeacTaBrneHHOM B nepeBopoTe 1762 r., no ero MHe-
Huto, reapamen) [6, c. 1309].

Ecnu npnsHaeTcs cylecTBOBaHWE rPynMnoBbIX MHTEPECOB W BbICLLErO, roCy4apCTBEHHOIo MHTe-
peca, TO 3aKOHOMEPHbLIM BbIFMAANUT BOMPOC: Kaknm obpasoM ogHu U Te xe nuua, obnagatowme coum-
anbHOWM NPUBA3KON M y4aCTBYIOLUME B FOCYAapCTBEHHOM yrNpaBreHuun, pacnpenenstoT CBOK SHEPru
MexXay «rocyaapCTBEHHbIMU» W rPynnoBbiMK nHTepecamn. C Apyron CTOPOHbI, HU3LINE COCMOBHbIE U
KrnaccoBble UHTEPECHl Yalle BCero OnpeaensioTcs — Kak s noctapancs nokasatb Bbiwe — 6onee nnu
MeHee NMOHATHbIMWU SKOHOMUYECKUMUN MHTEpecamun. 3Ha4nT, MOXHO nepedopMynupoBaTtb nNpobremy:
WHTEpecChbl rpynnbl NOAYMHEHHbIX NPOTUB B3rMSA4OB NULA, YNOMHOMOYEHHOro NPUYHUMAaTh peLueHue.
YBbl, TAKOe nepapxmyeckoe onpeaeneHne aeT ele MeHblle BO3MOXHOCTEN, NOCKOMNbKY CBOAUT BECh
«annapaT» MOryLwecTBeHHON caMmoep>XaBHON MOHapXMK A0... PUrypbl camogepua.

3HauuT, y rocyaapcTtea ecTb uMsi, 1 uMs 9To — EkaTtepuHa Il. Kakoe e ocoboe 3HaHue OTKpbI-
nocbk npuHuecce M3 AHranbT-Llep6cTa B TOT MOMEHT, KOrga KOpoHa KOCHYrach ee rofnoBbl? 3Hana nu
OHa O CBOEeW MMMEPUN HEYTO Takoe, Yero He 3Han HUKTO M3 OECATKOB OMbITHbIX aAMWHUCTPAaTOpPOB,
3aHMMaBLLMX BbICLUNE APYCbl MMNEepCcKon BropokpaTnm?

06 atom npsimo 3asensan, Hanpumep, E.B. Tapne, roBopsa o EkatepuHe |l n o mexagyHapogHon
«nonutuke H.W. MaHnHay B nekuunsax, npoumTaHHbix B Mae 1946 r.: «EkatepvHa npukasbeiBana, [NaHuH
AokrnagpiBan, BbICMyLIMBan M 3anucbiBan pesoniouun rocygapbiHn, obnekan ux o4eHb YMHO, TOHKO,
TanaHTnMBO, B MUCbMEHHYI opMy... 1 3Tn Bymarn, npodnTaHHble EkaTtepuHon, OTNpaBnsanmcb no
HasHayeHuto <...> NHOCTpaHHble npeacTaBUTENN OYeHb CKOPO, OBLIKHOBEHHO, ybexxganucb B TOM,
4YTO BCe Aena BepLuunT cama nMmneparpuua n 4To B Tex criydasx, korga [aHuH He corraceH ¢ MHeHVEM
rocygapblHW, TO Tak OH MPU CBOEM MHEHWUW N OCTAETCS, U €r0 MHEHWE HUKaKOro BIINSHUSA HA NMPOXOX-
OeHve gena He okasbiBaeT» [8, ¢. 5-6]. B nanoxexnn Tapne Ee BenudecTtso BceBeayLa u BceMory-
wa. Yactam «annapaTa», ero otaenbHbIM NpeacTaBuTensaM octaeTcsd nmMbo BbiTb Ha BbICOTE U COOT-
BETCTBOBATb BblAAOLWMMCS KayeCTBaMm MOHapxa, Unn ObiTb OTOPOLLEHHBIMU U pa3rpoOMieHHbIMU. A3-
MMLWHE HanoMmHaTb O TOM KOHTEKCTe, B KOTOPOM Obinu NpoYnTaHbl 3TN fekumm Tapne — HO MOXHO U
YAUBUTLCS: CTANMHCKNI KyNbT y)XXe AaBHO NMOABEPrcsi pa3BeHYaHuno, a BOT eKaTePUHUHCKUI KyrbT HU-
KTO HMKOT4a U He gyman pa3BeHuuBaThb.

Mexay Tem aHanorns u3 XX B. 1 BNpsAMb obnagaeTt onpegeneHHon o6bACHUTENBLHON CUMON.
Ecnu npoBecTu LWMPOKYD aHanoruio, MOXHO CpaBHUTb HageneHue POCCUMCKOro ABOPSHCTBA UCKITHO-
YUTENbHbIM CTaTyCOM C COBETCKOWM NOMNMUTMKOW B OTHOLLEHWUM nponeTtapuarta. [NogobHo Tomy, Kak ABO-
PSHCTBO 3aHMMano LeHTpanbHoe MecTo B gebaTtax no Bonpocam rocyaapctBeHHon nonutukm B XVIII
B., MponeTapmaT NOCTOSIHHO OCTaBariCs B LEHTpPe BHUMaHWS NapTuiHbIX pykoBogutenen COBETCKOro
Coto3a. Bpsag nu, ogHako, Ha 3TOM OCHOBaHMM MOXHO cuutaTth J1.M. KaraHosuya mnu H.C. XpyLlieBa
«npegcTaBMTeENs MK NporieTapuarar», HeB3mpas Ha ux paboyee npoucxoxgeHne. PopMynmnpoBKy Bpo-
ae «B Nonutblopo cobpanuch BedyLlmMe MAEONorn nponeTapmMaTa» cnpasegIMBoO MOXHO cyecTb bec-
CMbICMEeHHON. WcknioumTensHoe BHMMaHue COBETCKUX pyKoBoOAMTEnewn K nponetapuarty 6bino, no-
BMAMMOMY, OOYCNOBMEHO CyLLeCTBOBABLUMM MO PS4y MNPUYMH cpeau COBETCKOW BNAaCcTHOW 3nuTbl nap-
TUNHBIM, NOEONOrMYEeCKUM KOHCEHCYcoM. lonarat, CXoOHbI KOHCEHCYC — KOHEYHO, CO BCEMU OroBO-
paMu Ha cuyeT npeaernoB O6bACHUTENBHOW CUIbl aHanorMn — CyLLLecTBOBan n B cpege anutbl Poccun-
CKOW umnepun BTopon nonosuHel XVIII B.

KapTvHa n3meHunTCs, ecnm cuMTaThb KIoYeBOW XapaKTePUCTUKOM NOMMTUYECKOro npolecca ero
KOMMYHUKamueHbIU xapakmep. HeBO3MOXHO y4acTBOBaTb B NMOMUTMKE «MOSYa», He oTAaBas pacrno-
pSKeHU 1 He ybexxagas OpyrMx y4acTHMKOB Mpouecca B HeoOXOoOUMOCTU TeX WU MHbIX OeACTBUN.
MOXXHO NO3TOMyY cYMTaTb NONUTUYECKUIA MPOLECC NPOLIECCOM KOMMYHMKaumMmn. Bce octanbHble akTopsbl
M rpynnbl — CKOJNbKO Obl MX HM BbINO — y4yacTBYIOT B Npouecce onocpedoBaHHo. Vx yyactue 3aBucut
OT TOro, 4YTO O HUX — 06 KX pecypcax, 06 ux cnocobHOCTM OEeNCTBOBaTb, 00 MX Npegnonaraemon pe-
aKkuMm — gymaloT y4acTHUKM KOMMYHMKATMBHOMO npouecca.

B paHHOM CBA3WM A MOry NpPeanonoXuTb, YTO MPU U3YYEeHUWU NonuUTUYEcKon mctopum Poccum
XVIII cTtonetvs umeeT CMbICN OTKa3aTbCA OT MOHATMSA O KOMMEKTUBHbLIX akTopax (U, B YacTHOCTM, O
«rOCYAapCTBEHHbIX MHTEPECax» UMK «KMNacCoOBbIX/COCMNOBHbIX MHTEpecax») Kak 06 bACHUTENLHON MO-
aenuv. MNpn aHanu3de gebatoB 06 uMHTEpecax couuanbHOW rpymnnbl BOBCE He 0bs3aTenbHO BblensTb
OfHYy CTOpOHY, 0bradatoLLyo MOHOMonuel Ha NpeAcTaBneHne MHTEPEeCcoB 3TON rpynnbl. ATy MOHOMO-
NN HEBO3MOXHO OMpeAennTb HU Ha OCHOBaHWUW KpUTEPUS PEnpe3eHTaTMBHOCTU (Npu3HaBas Ty WUIu
WHYIO rpynny akTopoB npeacTaBuTensMm bonee WMPOKOW rpynnbl), HAW HA OCHOBAHUW KpUTEpUs COOT-
BETCTBMSA OENCTBMIN TOr0 UM MHOTO akTopa OeNCTBUTENbHBIM KOMNEKTMBHBLIM Bblirogam (qui bono?). U
BbIFOAY, U penpe3eHTaTMBHOCTb B BOMbLUMHCTBE CNyvaeB MMEeT CMbICH paccMaTtpvBaTtb B 06paTHOM
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nopsigke: He Kak MCTOMHUKM HOPMAaTMBHOMN CUIMbl U MOTUBaLMKN OEACTBUA yYaCTHUKOB NONUTUYECKOrO
npouecca, a Kak pumopuyeckue cmpameauu, NPUMEHsAeMble y4acTHUKaMKN NONUTUYECKOro npolecca
ANst AOCTWKEHUS CBOWX LieNeit M OAHOBPEMEHHO — onpeaensiolye camu 3Tn Lenu’.

Uctopusi ceepxxeHus lNetpa Il otyeTnMBO 0603Ha4YaeT 3TM NPOTMBOPEYUS: ecnn paccmaTpu-
BaTb MaHudect 1762 r. kak BblpaXXeHne MHTEPECOB KOMMEKTUBHbLIX akTOPOB — ABOPSIHCTBA U, rOCy-
AapcTBa N ,— TPYAHO OOBACHUTL, MOYEMY Xe uMmnepaTop Obin CBEprHyT B TOM Xe rogy. Qui bono?
Mownck oTBEeTa Ha 3TOT BOMPOC CO BCEWN HeM3BEeXHOCTLIO yKa3blBaeT Ha KpaWnHe y3Kyto rpynny nuvu, 3a
KOTOPOW BPSA NN MOXHO pasrnsaeTb TpeboBaHWA LUMPOKUX CROEB M Yy KOTOPOW HE HaWTW Kakow-TO
naeonorMn, OTANYHOM OT TOW, YTO BblTOBana Ao nepeBopoTa. Tak, 3HameHuTble npeanoxeHnsa H.A.
MaHnHa no cosganuo MimnepaTtopckoro coseta u pedopme CeHarta, KOTOpble OObLIYHO CYMTAKOTCH
NonbITKOW OrpaHnYMTbL CamMoAepKaBue, NOorMyHoO BbiTeKatowen ns nepesoporta [11, c. 443-463; 12, c.
74], Ha gene pasBuMBann aHanorM4yHble NPeanoXeHus Apyrux YrneHoB NpuaBoOpPHO-agMUHUCTPaTUBHOWN
anuTbl (Takmx kak [1. B. Bonkos nnn M. . BopoHUO0B), caenaHHble elle Ao nepesopoTa u, bonee Toro,
— ewe npu Enusasete lNetpoBHe. W.B. KypykuH, koTopomy npuHagnexuT Hambonee aeTtanbHblv
aHanva NpUYnH NepeBopoTa, NPUXOOUT K BbIBOOY O peLlalolen ponmn «nepeTacoBky KagpoB 1 Henpo-
AYMaHHbIX peLleHW», CNpOBOLMPOBAaBLUMX «OTTOPXKEHWE TFOMNOBHbIX BOPOKPaTUYECKNX CTPYKTYP,
asopa n apmuny» [13, c. 381].

AHanus ABOPSAHCKUX NPEANIOXKEeHUA B eKaTEPUHNHCKON YNOXEHHOW KOMUCCUU SAPKO AEMOHCTPU-
pyeT: roBoputb 0 e0UHOM ABOPSIHCKOM WMHTEpPECEe HEBO3MOXHO, MOCKONbKY 3TOT COUMarbHbIA Crow
6bIn anddepeHUpoBaH ropusoHTanbHO (reorpadmyeckn) n BepTuKanbHO (B 3aBMCUMOCTU OT 65m3o-
CTW KOHKPETHOro ABOPSIHCKOrO AenyTarta K Kpyram agMUHWCTPaTMBHO-NPUABOPHON anuThl). Mokasa-
TenbHbl U BbiBOAbLI A.H. [lonrux, getanbHO npoaHannavpoBasLLEro MaccuB ABOPSHCKUX NPOEKTOB O
KpenocTtHoM npase anoxu Naena | n Anekcangpa | (06wwym yncrniom 506 NpoekToB) U OBHAPYXMBLLETO,
YTO Ha 122 KoHCepBaTMBHLIX NpoekTa npuxogunocb 204 npoekrta, npegnonaraBlLNX CMArYeHne Kpe-
MOCTHOrO npasa, 1 180 — BbICTyNaBLUMX 3a MOSIHYI0 ero oTMeHy [14, c. 25-27]. [axe no BaxHenLemy,
dyHOaMeHTanbHOMY BOMPOCY O KPENOCTHOM npase B ABOPSHCKON cpeae He Obino eanHcTBa, a NHAW-
ByAYyanbHble NO3ULMN OTAENbHBIX CAaHOBHUKOB U NyBNULMCTOB He nogdalTcs HuKakow obobaroLen
noruke!

Takum 0bpasom, ABOPSAHCTBY MOXHO OTKasaTb B 3BaHUM NONIMTUYECKOrO akTopa NpYMeHuTeb-
HO K obLenmMnepckoMy ypoBHI0. W, ogHako, He Byay4n KONMEeKTMBHLIM akTOpOM, ABOPSHCTBO BCE Xe
3aHMMarno UeHTpanbHoe MecTO B nonuTuyeckoM npouecce Poccun Beka [lpocselleHnsa. OgHako
y4acTBOBAaro OHO B 3TOM MpoLEecce He KakK eAuHbIA akTop (akTopamu MonNUTUYECKoro npolecca Mormnm
BbICTYNaTb KOHKPETHbIE ABOPSHCKME Kopropauun Ha mecTtax!), HO Kak pumopuyeckas ¢uaypa. Takoe
YyTBEPXKAEHNE MOXET MoKas3aTbCsd METOOOMNOrMYECKUM KyHLUTIOKOM; Ha Aerie ke OHO O3HavaeT, 4To
camo [BOPSAHCTBO B nonutnyeckom npoctpaHctee XVIII B. He gencTeosarno, AencTBOBanu Nuilb pas-
NWYHbIE KOMNMEKTUBHbIE aKTOpb! (FPYMNMMPOBKN aAMUHUCTPATUBHO-NPUOBOPHOW SMNNThI).

Kak s noctapancsa nokasaTb Bbille, HX OAHA U3 3TUX rPYMNNMPOBOK HE MOXET C NOSHbIM OCHOBA-
HMeM cumTaTbCH NpeacTaBuMTENbHULEN BCEro ABOPSHCTBA MMM, HAMpPOTUB, HOCUTENbHULEN BbICLLErO
rocygapcrBeHHOro nHtepeca. OgHako Kaxgas U3 Takux rpynnvMpoBOK TEM MMM UHbIM O0BpPa3oM KOH-
CTpyvpoBana cBoe MOHWMaHWe ABOPSHCTBa B X04e KOMMYHWKauuu. AKLEHT, Takum obpasom, cTtouT
cAenaTtb Ha KOMMYHMKaTMBHOM XapakTepe MofMTUYecKoro npouecca. 3T0 0COOEHHO BbICOKO MOAHU-
Marno nopor yyactusi B Npouecce B YCrOoBMUSX MOHOMOMMM Ha BriacTb B Poccumn XVIII B. y3koro cros
nokanunsoBaHHown B CaHkT-lMNeTepOypre npuaBoOpHO-aAMUHUCTPATUBHOW 3NUThI: YTOObLI «genatby Mno-
NNTKKY, HYXXHO Oblfio — B BGOMbLUMHCTBE CMy4YaeB — HAXOAMTbCA B KOHKPETHOM MecTe M obwaTtbesi ¢
Y3KOW rpynnow nogen.

B Takom crnyyae OTHOCUMTb KOHKPETHBIX MCTOPUYECKMX OEATENen K YNcrny «ABOPSHCKUX uaeorno-
roB» (€Crnn yX MCMonb30BaTb Takoe MOHSATUE) YMECTHO MULb B Criyyae, ecnuv aTm AedATeny onepupo-
Banu NOHATMEM «BOPSHCTBO» B CBOEW NMONUTUYECKON KOMMYHMKaLMK. NHbIMK cnoBamn, dgopsiHCKasi
udeorioausi — 3TO NOEONOrns, BO3HUKalOLWas B X0A4e pasroBopa o ABOPSAHCTBE. Ho MOCKONbKy yvacT-
HWUKOB KOMMYHUKaLMN HECKOSbKO, HEBO3MOXHO CUMTaTb Kakylo-TO OOHY MaHepy roBopuTb O ABOPSH-
CTBE €[QMHCTBEHHON, OTBEeYalLlen nHTepecaM ABOPSHCTBA Kak couumarnbHoro cnosi. Hanpotus, cpasy
HECKO/IbKO MaHep roBOpMTb O ABOPSHCTBE COCYLLECTBOBANU M KOHKYpupoBanu mexagy cobon B cpege

! CKkMHHEp TOBOPHT O TOM, UTO, €CIIA IOHHUMATH HOIUTHKY KaK IPOLEce KOMMYHHKALUH,
HPOTUBOPEYUS MEXKIY TCOPUCH U MPAKTHKOM NCUE3al0T: PEYCBOH aKT ONMPEACIISICT IPaHUIIbI
BO3MOJKHOTO0. B 3TOM CMBICIIe HE BaKHO, HACKOJIBKO UCKPEHHHM OBLIT HCTOPHYECKHUIT aKTOP, COBEpIIast
TOT WJIM HHOW KOMMYHHUKATHBHBII aKT, — BKHO, YTO KaXK/Iblii KOMMYHHKATUBHBIN aKT BBI3bIBAII
OIIPECICHHOTO POJIa PEaKIMIO CO CTOPOHBI APYTUX aKTOPOB, BOBJICUYCHHBIX B IPOIIECC
KoMMyHHKauH [9, ¢. 277-303; 10, c. 101-105].
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POCCUICKON aAMWHUCTpaTMBHO-NpuaBopHon anutel XVIII B.; nobega ogHon 13 aTux maHep Obina Bo-
NPOCOM KOHKPETHOW BaCTHOW KOHGUrypauuu.

He mMeHee BaXHbIM crieAcTBMEM nonutmnyeckon crneundmnkm Poccum XVIII B. 66110 1 TO, 4TO NO-
rKka gencTBust agMUHUCTPATUBHO-NPUABOPHON 3NUThl O3HAYana: y Kaxaoro npoekta Haxoauncs Kpu-
TUK, Ona koToporo 6opbba 3a AocTyn K MOHapxy Oblna HacTosLen Urpor ¢ Hyneeson cymmon. B ca-
MOM [ene: HacKoNbKo ycunuearncs, Hanpumep, H.U. MNaHuH, HacTonbko e ocnabesanu 3.7, YepHbl-
wes, I.[". Opros, A.A. Bazemckun n apyrne BnuaTenbHble CAHOBHUKW. [lonuTuyeckme pelueHus npu-
HMManNUCb B MPOCTPaAHCTBE MOCTOSIHHOMO HaMpsiKeHUs MeXAy rpaHuuen BO3MOXHOMO (MONMUTUYECKUM
A3bIKOM, PasfgensBLMMCH BCEMW YneHaMy agMUHUCTPaATUBHO-NPUABOPHON 3anuTbl U obecneynBas-
LIMM BO3MOXXHOCTb Auarnora) U KOHKPETHbIMU KOHpUrypaunsmm, Kotopble A9 YeHOB 3NnTbl O3HaYa-
1 Urpy ¢ Hyneeon cymmon. He 6yayymn n3bpaHHbIMM 1 HE NPEACTaBNSAS LWMPOKNE CoLmnanbHble Crou,
He pacnonaras 0cobbiM CTaTyCOM MO apUCTOKPaTUYECKOMY MPOUCXOXAEHMIO, HE SIBNSASCH PYKOBOAM-
TenAMmM rpoMagHbIX OOPOKpPaTUYECKUX CTPYKTYP, YMeHbl aAMWHUCTPaTUBHO-MPUOBOPHOW 3NUTHI
OOIMKHbI ObINM B CBOEN MONMMTUYECKOW OeATENbHOCTU paccyMTbiBaTh B MEPBYIO odepenb Ha AOCTyn K
MOHapXxy, a He Ha usbupartenen, cTaTyc Unn BEAOMCTBEHHYIO «BOTUMHY».

O6ocHoBaHHbIM NO3TOMY BbIrNaAMT MHeHne [. Mpudpdutca n B. KameHgposckoro, koTopble —
XapakTepusysa 9KOHOMUYECKYH NonuTuky EkatepuHbl |l — npegnoymTaloT roBopuTb 0 «B3rfsigax npa-
BUTENSI», @ HE O «rOCYOAPCTBEHHbLIX UHTEpecax»: EkatepuHa |l «OTHIOAbE He ycTynana CMUPEHHO CO-
LManbHO-3KOHOMMYECKUM TpeboBaHNSAM OBOPSHCTBA, B YeM MblTaloTCs Hac ybeautb COBETCKME UCTO-
pviKun; umnepaTpuua Bcerga 3aboTunacb 0 COXpaHeHuM B rocygapcTBe paBHOBECUS npaB n 06s3aHHO-
cTen <...> B cnope o TopryowemM ABOPAHCTBE MCXO[ peLuany nonutudeckme B3rnsaabl npaBuTens, a
He 3KOHOMWYECKMNE MHTEPECHI ABOPSHCTBA (MK KyNeyecTBa, eCnun YK Ha To mowwino)» [15, c. 220-221].
B paHHOM cnyyae Bcerga BaXXHO NOAYEPKHYTb CaMO CrOBO — 83271906/ — YTODObI B KAKOW-TO MOMEHT He
OTOXOECTBUTb NOABEPXKEHHbIE NepeMeHaM NonuTuYeckne B3rnsaabl MMNepaTpulbl C HEKUM BbICLUNM
rocygapcTBeHHbIM 6naroM, npeBanupylownM Hag y3KOCOCTOBHBIMWN MHTEPECAMMU.
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