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PEINEHUA CBE3AA ITIPABOCAABHOTI'O BOEHHOTO AYXOBEHCTBA
IOT'O-3ATIAAHOTI'O ®POHTA B ITPOCKYPOBE B 1917 r.

3. B. CTAPOCTEHKOV

YMozunésckuii 20ocydapcmeeHHblli yHugepcumem um. A. A. Kyneuiosa,
ya. Kocmonasmos, 1, 212022, 2. Mozunés, benapyco

Penrenys cbe3,0B BOEHHOTO I MOPCKOT'O IyXOBEHCTBa, COCTOSIBIINXCS B Havasle XX B., 10 HACTOSILLETO BpeMeHM OCTal0TCs
MaJtou3yuyeHHbIMM. O6paliasch K 3TOi TeMe, MCCIeIOBATENM Yallle BCero COCPeoTOUMBAIOT BHUMAaHMe Ha paboTe co6paHmii
BCepoccuiickoro 3HaueHus — [lepsoro Becepoccuiickoro cbe3ga BOEHHOTO ¥ MOPCKOTO AyXOBeHCTBa (Mionb 1914 1., [leTporpan)
y Broporo Bcepoccuiickoro cbe3zia BOEHHOTO ¥ MOPCKOTO IyXOBeHCTBa (Miob 1917 r., Morunés). OnHaKO BasKHYIO POJIb B UICTO-
PUM MHCTUTYTa BOEHHBIX CBSIEHHMKOB B 1917 T. chirpanu u GpOHTOBBIE ChE3MbI, KOTOPbIE COCTOSUIMCH Ha FOT0-3anagHoM
(5-7 mast 1917 r.), 3anagHom (24-28 mast 1917 r.), Pymbinckom (25 utonst 1917 r.) u CeBepHoM (26—28 utonst 1917 r.) bpoHTax.
B ucciegoBaHuyu paccMoTpeHa paboTta mepBoro u3 Hux — Chesfa MpaBoCIaBHOTO BOEHHOTO IyxoBeHcTBa I0ro-3amagHoro
dponTa B IIpockypose (maii 1917 1.), mpoaHaIM3MPOBAHbI OCHOBHbBIE PellleHNsI, MPUHSIThIe Ha HeM. OTipefiesieHO OTHOIIeHMe
BOEHHOTO AYXOBEHCTBA K BOJHe, MO IeP>KKe IMOMUTUIYECKUX NapTHii, OpPraHM3alyy KyJIbTYyPHO-IIPOCBETUTEIbCKOV IesITelNb-
HOCTH. PacCMOTpEHBI MPeIIoKeHNS IeJIeraToOB M0 BBEIEHMIO BHIGOPHOTO HAYAIa M PEOPraHU3aIU CUCTEMbI YITPABIEHUS
CBSIIIEHHMKAMM, COCTOSILIVMMY B Be[JOMCTBe IIPOTOIIpecBUTepa. V3yueH BONPOC O COBNAJeHUM MHEHMS YYaCTHUKOB Che3/ia
B [IpockypoBe ¢ pemenusimu Broporo Becepoccuiickoro cbe3ia BOEHHOTO ¥ MOPCKOTO AyXOBeHCTBa B Morunése. B xope uc-
C/1emoBaHus ObLIM MCIIOb30BaHbl apXUBHBIE JOKYMEHTBI ¥ MaTepUasibl IePUOAVUECKOIi ITeUaTH, B YaCTHOCTU JOKYMEHTBI
13 GoHIOB Poccuitckoro rocyaapcTBEHHOTO MCTOpUUeckoro apxuBa B CaHKT-IleTep6Gypre: IpoTOKOIbI 3aceqaunii Chesma
MMPaBOCIABHOTO BOEHHOTO AyXoBeHCTBa l0ro-3amagHoro ¢hbpoHTa, pe3ooLuyy MpoToNpecBUTepa Ha pelleHus Cbe3a, Ipo-
TOKOJIBI 3acefanmnit Broporo Becepoccuiickoro cbe3ia BOEHHOTO M MOPCKOTO IyXOBEHCTBA.

Kntouesste cnoea: IlepBast MMpoBast BOIHA; MPaBOCIaBHOE BOEHHOe AyX0BeHCTBO; FOro-3amnaaublii ppoHT; OeBpasibcKast
peBoIOIMS; GPOHTOBBIE Che3/IbI JYXOBEHCTBA.
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PamsnHi 3’e3may BaeHHara i Mapckora QyxaBeHCTBa, SIKisl ambbuiicst ¥ mavuaTky XX CT., a TaTara 4acy 3acTaoliia
MaJlaBbIByYaHbIMi. 3BSIPTAIOUbICS A IITait TOMBI, JacaeAublki yaciieil 3a Ycé 3acsponyKBalollp yBary Ha pallsHHSIX 3’e31ay
ycepaciiickara 3HausHHs — Ilepmiara Ycepaciiickara 3’e3ga BaeHHara i Mapckora OyxaBeHCTBa (rimeHb 1914 r., IMeTpa-
rpan) i JIpyrora Ycepaciiickara 3’e3/ia BaeHHara i Mapckora gyxaBeHCTBa (JlieHb 1917 r., Marinéy). AmHaK BaskKHYIO POJIIO
¥ ricTOpBIi iHCTHITYTA BaeHHBIX cBsTapoy y 1917 r. ampirpasi i dpaHTaBbis 3’e3/1bl, sKis afobuticst Ha [TaymHéBa-3ax0IHIM
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(5-7 mast 1917 r.), 3axonHim (24-28 mast 1917 1.), PymbiHcKiM (25 uapBeHs 1917 r.) i ITayHouHbIM (26-28 yspBeHst 1917 r.)
¢dpanTax. Y naciemaBaHHi pasrasigaelia mpaia nepiiara 3 ix — 3’e3ga npapaciayHara BaeHHara ayxaBeHCTBa [laynHéBa-
3axopHsra ¢poHTy ¥ IIpackypase (Mait 1917 r.), aHami3yIoma aCHOYHbBIS PallIdHHi, PBIHSTHIS Ha iM. BbI3Havaelia crayyieHHe
BaeHHara AyxaBeHCTBa [1a BaliHbl, MaATPbIMKI MaJiThIUHBIX MTAPThIii, apraHizalibli KyJIbTypHa-acBeTHilIKail A3eliHacii. Pas-
IJIe[)KaHbI TTPANaHOBRI I9jIeraTay ma YBsA3eHHi Bbibapuara mavyaTky i poapraHisaibli cicToaMbl KipaBaHHS CBSITapaMi, sIKist
3HAX0[3i/icsl ¥ BemaMcTBe MpoTanpacBiTapa. [aemia afka3 Ha MbITaHHe ab Cynmajg3eHHi MepKaBaHHS Ya3enbHikay 3’e3ma
¥ IIpackypase 3 pamaHHsIMi [Ipyrora Ycepaciiickara 3’e3ga BaeHHara i Mmapckora gyxaBeHcrsa ¥ Marinése. ITaguac gacnena-
BaHHSI ObUTI BBIKAPBICTAHBI APXiYHBISI JAKYMEHTBI i MATIPBISUIbI MTEPBISIIbIYHATA APYKY, Y IPbIBATHACI] ZAKyMEeHTHI 3 GoHIay
Paciiickara q3sip>kayHara ricrapbryHara apxisa ¥ CaHkT-Ilensip6ypry: mpaTaKkoibl acsKIHHSIY 3’e3/a mpaBac/iayHara BaeH-
Hara myxaBeHcTBa [laynHEBa-3axoqHsra GPOHTY, p33aIOIbIi ITPOTAMIPICBITIPA HA PAIISHHI 3’e3/1a, TPAaTaKOJIbI ACSIKIHHSTY
Ipyrora Ycepaciiickara 3’e3/ia BaeHHara i Mapckora JyxaBeHCTBa.

Kntouassia cnoest: Tlepiiasi cycBeTHas BajiHa; MpaBacyiayHae BaeHHae nyxaBeHCTBa; [TaynHéBa-3axoaHi GpoHT; JlroTay-
CKasl pIBaTIONbIST; hpaHTaBBIS 3’€3/Ibl TyXaBEeHCTRBaA.

DECISIONS OF THE CONGRESS OF THE ORTHODOX MILITARY CLERGY
OF THE SOUTHWESTERN FRONT IN PROSKUROV IN 1917

E. V. STAROSTENKO?

aMogilev State A. Kuleshov University, 1 Kasmanatitaii Street, Mahilioti 212022, Belarus

The decisions of the congresses of the military and naval clergy, held at the beginning of the 20™ century, remain lit-
tle studied to this day. Turning to this topic, researchers most often focus on the decisions of congresses of all-Russian
significance which is the 1°* All-Russian congress of the military and naval clergy (July 1914, Petrograd), less often on the
decisions of the 2" All-Russian congress of the military and naval clergy (July 1917, Mogilev). However, front-line con-
gresses also played an important role in the history of the institute of military priests: they took place in the Southwestern
(5-7 May 1917), Western (24-28 May 1917), Romanian (25 June 1917) and Northern (26-28 June 1917) fronts. This article
discusses the work of the first of them which is the Congress of the Orthodox military clergy of the Southwestern front in
Proskurov in May 1917. The author of the article analyses the main decisions of this congress. The attitude of the military
clergy of the front to the war, participation in the political parties, organisation of cultural and educational activities are
shown. The proposals of the delegates on the reorganisation of the administration of the department and the introduction
of an elective principle are analysed. It is shown whether the opinion of the participants of the congress in Proskurov coinci-
ded with the decisions of the 2" All-Russian congress of the military and naval clergy in Mogilev. The article was pre-
pared on the basis of archival documents and materials of the periodical press. In particular, documents from the funds of the
Russian State Historical Archive (Saint Petersburg) such as protocols of the sessions of the Congress of the Orthodox military
clergy of the Southwestern front, the resolutions of the protopresbyter on the decisions of the congress, the protocols of the
sessions of the 2"¢ All-Russian congress of the military and naval clergy were used.

Keywords: World War I; Orthodox military clergy; Southwestern front; February revolution; front-line congresses of the
clergy.

Introduction

The February revolution made a profound impact on
the position of the Orthodox military clergy in the Rus-
sian army. The working conditions of military chaplains
and the attitude of soldiers to their activities changed.
Amid the manifestation of social problems, the rise in
political struggle, the intensification of decay in the
army, the military clergy faced the need to adjust their
work in conformity with the new realities. Indeed, the
Provisional government, just like the imperial power,
considered the institution of military clergy as one
of the tools to leverage the minds of soldiers, their
patriotic feelings, discipline, and subordination. In an
attempt to reconsider their activities in the army, their
own rights and liabilities, the military clergy began to

36

convene fraternal meetings at the level of garrisons,
divisions and armies. However, in order to draft deci-
sions concerning the entire institution, a higher level
was required. Therefore, in May — June 1917, front-line
congresses of military clergy were organised, and in July
1917 the 2" All-Russian congress of military and naval
clergy was held (after — 2" All-Russian congress).

The researchers focused primarily on the decisions of
the 1°" All-Russian congress of military and naval clergy
(July 1914, Petrograd, after — 1°* All-Russian congress),
less frequently they dwelled on the 2" All-Russian
congress (July 1917, Mogilev). Among the authors who
devoted their research to the history of these events,
the following ones are worth mentioning: V. M. Kotkov,
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S. V. Malyshko, E. V. Starostenko, E. V. Isakova [1-9]. In
the few studies of the military clergy congresses which
were held during World War I, the front congresses of
1917 went unnoticed. Yet they preceded the 2" All-Rus-
sian congress, contributed greatly to the formation of
its agenda and influenced the taken decisions. A close
scrutiny of the congresses makes it possible to deter-
mine what positions the front-line clergy stood on, what
differences there were in the views of the priests wor-
king on different fronts. On the eve of the 2" All-Rus-
sian congress, the clergy congresses of the Northern
(26-28 June 1917), Western (24-28 May 1917), South-
western (5-7 May 1917) and Romanian (25 June 1917)
fronts were held. Also on 9 June, a congress of the mi-
litary clergy of Petrograd and its environs was held. The
Caucasian front was provided with the information too
late, so it was not possible to organise the congress.
There is no doubt that the most significant among the
aforementioned ones is the Congress of the Orthodox
military clergy of the Southwestern front in Proskurov
(after - Congress in Proskurov). It became a kind of pre-
cursor of the 2" All-Russian congress because the pro-

posal to convene the congress was voiced in Proskurov.
Many issues discussed at the Congress in Proskurov en-
tered the agenda of the 2" All-Russian congress.

The purpose of this article is to establish the fea-
tures of the work of the Congress in Proskurov. For
the attainment of this goal, the following tasks were
set: to consider the main decisions of the Congress in
Proskurov, to correlate them with the decisions of the
2" All-Russian congress, to determine the implemen-
tation of decisions in practice if possible.

This research has been prepared on the basis of ar-
chival materials. Most of the documents were obtained
in the event of working with the funds of the Russian
State Historical Archive in Saint Petersburg. It’s about
the fund 806 entitled «Spiritual government under the
protopresbyter of the military and naval clergy».
The protocols of the sessions of the Congress in
Proskurov, the correspondence regarding it’s organisa-
tion, the resolutions of the protopresbyter on the deci-
sions of the congress, the protocols of the sessions of
the 2" All-Russian congress were used. Also the author
of the article used materials of the periodical press.

Methodology

In the process of research, the author adhered to the
basic principles of scientific research (the principles of
historicism, objectivity, consistency, values-based and
comprehensive approaches, etc.). In the work, general

scientific and general logical methods, such as analysis,
synthesis, induction and deduction were used. Apart
from this, special historical methods (problem-chro-
nological, comparative-historical, etc.) were deployed.

Main part

The Southwestern front military clergy congress
took place in Proskurov (currently the city of Khmel-
nitsky, the regional centre in Ukraine) on 5-7 May 1917.
Representatives of the military clergy of the Western
and Romanian fronts also took part in it. In total,
43 military priests attended the congress. By rank, most
of them were archpriests and priests. By position, they
were army headquarters priests, rural deans, ordinary
military priests (regimental, hospital, brigade priests).
Five meetings were held.

The congress was initiated by the head priest of
the Southwestern front. This position was established
only during the war under the Regulations on the field
command of troops in wartime. All the military cler-
gy serving in the military units and institutions of the
Southwestern front were subordinate to the head priest.
It is important to note that the Southwestern front had
the largest number of military clergy: there were 830 of
them in May 1917'. During World War I, the position
of head priest was held by archpriest V. Griftsov. He
explained that there was a need for holding a session
due to the great historical events that gripped Russia
and the necessity to work out a solution to the most

'Rus. State Hist. Arch. (RSHA). F. 806. Inv. 5. F. 10392. P. 71.
Ibid. F. 10140 p. B. P. 62.

vital issues which emerged in the aftermath of the
new socio-political realities: «At present, we have, on
the one hand, a cruel enemy seeking our legacy, on the
other — a turbulent sea of human passions, striving for
new paths leading to a new life; there, on the battle-
fields — the thunder of guns that decides the outcome of
bloody fight, here inside the country we observe diffe-
rent opinions floating around and the struggle for class
and estate interests; outside looms the threat of defe-
at and enslavement, inside there is a threat of anarchy,
decay and destruction. Thus, danger is both ahead of us
and behind us. This is the reality we face»? (hereinafter
translated by us. - E. S.).

At the first session, a discussion on attitudes to-
wards war and peace took place. The relevance of the
issue was directly related to the ideological work carried
out by the military clergy in the military environment.
Indeed, it was in their sermons, teachings, and conver-
sations that they tried to form the «correct» attitude of
soldiers to the war. Both before 1917 in imperial Rus-
sia, and after February 1917 under the Provisional go-
vernment, the military clergy supported the policy of
the current government [10, p. 63]. The position of the
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Provisional government, in its turn, was well known:
waging the war to the victorious end. The protocol con-
tains discourses of individual military priests about the
state of the army: they noted a decline in fighting spirit,
anti-militaristic sentiments, and unwillingness to fight.
Despite that situation, a military priest had to promote
the idea of continuing the war. Meanwhile, the pro-
posed argumentation did not differ from the pre-revo-
lutionary one, the only difference being the fact that
the call to fight for the tsar was substituted for the call
to support the policy of the Provisional government.
The delegates claimed that giving up in the middle of
the war would be a shame for Russia (archpriest
K. Sukhiev), they justified wars from the standpoint of
Christianity (as archpriest I. Krylovsaid said, «...a war is
not considered a sin if it is fought in defense of the
weak and oppressed»)>. It is important to note that
interpretations in line with socialist ideas emerge in
the rhetoric of the military clergy concerning war and
peace. For example, priest I. Yastrubetsky put it this
way: «The coup that has occurred in our country should
not change the course of the war, for if capital threatens
to the principles of socialism, the threat stems from the
German capital. We have to fight it in the first place, but
the Germans themselves have to fight it as well... The
only way out of this kind of situation suggests itself is
awar to victory»®. In his speech, he also stated that the
war was commenced by «...the ruling classes in defense
of the bourgeoisie and capital»’. Such statements were
not typical of the military clergy. However, in 1917 they
became quite common.

As a result of the discussion, the delegates agreed
that the war was necessary «a) to liberate the subju-
gated peoples (of Poland, Belgium, Serbia, Montenegro,
Romania, Galicia, Ugrian Rus, the occupied provinces
of Russia, etc.), b) to vanquish German militarism that
endangers the peace of all mankind, c¢) to consolidate
the new state system with the announced principles of
political freedom, social justice and the idea of demo-
cracy, d) however, war should not pursue annexations
and contributions, and e) as for losses, the issue must
be resolved at an international congress in conformi-
ty with the principle of fair distribution between bel-
ligerent and non-belligerent states»®. It is interesting
to note that it was the Soviets that were in favour of
a world without annexations and contributions, and
not the Provisional government which determined the
country’s foreign policy at that time [11, p. 374]. In brief,
the resolution was published in the newspaper «Russkie

SRSHA. F. 806. Inv. 5. F. 10392. P. 64.
“Ibid. P. 64 bp.

*Ibid.

%Ibid. P. 65.

vedomosti»: «Recognising the war as the greatest di-
saster, the congress finds that the war must be brought
to an end in order to liberate the enslaved peoples and
crush German militarism, which is a threat to the whole
world»’.

Looking ahead, we shall note that this issue was sub-
ject to discussion at other front-line congresses of the
military clergy. For instance, at the congress in Minsk
the clergy of the Western front agreed that the war
should be waged until an honorable peace is negotiated
and in agreement with the allies, therefore, inactivity is
unacceptable [8, p. 28].

Such an important issue as war and the attitude
to it was discussed at the 2™ All-Russian congress.
The following wording was put to the vote: «War is
a non-Christian phenomenon, but in the presence of
modern conditions, it is an inevitable evil, just like
a struggle for peace; it is necessary to fight against
the possibility of its recurrence, and to this end it
is necessary to change the moral nature of human
beings»®. However, this wording sparked a debate. In
particular, one of the delegates from the military clergy
of the Southwestern front, archpriest I. Krylov, sugges-
ted adding the following words: «...under certain con-
ditions, when war is a necessity, a military heroic feat
is a truly Christian virtue»’. The proposal was included
in the final version'®. We see that the decisions of the
Congress in Proskurov and the 2" All-Russian congress
differ. The participants of the first congress that was
mentioned considered it necessary to focus on the end
of World War I, whereas the participants of the latter
formulated their attitude to the war in a broader sense.

Investigating the history of the 1917 military clergy
congresses, one should admit that the most difficult,
sensitive and controversial issue was the one concer-
ning political parties. This relates to the support of
certain political forces in the context of the restruc-
turing of the political field in Russia and preparations
for the Constituent assembly. The author reckons that
the congresses, both front-line and all-Russian ones,
failed to reach a consensus on this issue. The problem
was rooted in the dual position of a priests, who were
both men of the church and a citizen having political
rights and civic duty. That complex issue turned into
a serious controversy.

The protocols of the Congress in Proskurov contain
only the most important of what was said at its sessions.
One of the speakers, priest K. Steshenko, stated the
need for the church and the clergy to be above parties

7C1>e3,u BOEHHOTO IyXOBeHCTBa // Pyc. Bemomoctn. 1917.N2 111. C. 5.

SRSHA. F. 806. Inv. 5. F. 10140 p. B. P. 171 bp.
°Ibid. P. 171 bp.
O1pid. P. 171 bp.—- 172.
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and political convictions, so that the road to the
church and the clergy would always be open for leaders
with different political views. At the same time, he re-
cognised that as a citizen, and given the prevailing cir-
cumstances, when the fate of the state was being deci-
ded, a priest had to clearly speak out about the current
political situation and fulfill his civic duty by joining
certain political groups or movements. When choo-
sing a party, a priest has to be guided by the gospel,
the principles of love, equality and goodwill. Arch-
priest A. Pogodin, the representative of the clergy of the
13™ Army corps, claimed that the clergy of the corps ex-
pressed their support for the socialist parties, but only
in their desire to influence the society morally, rejecting
the achievement of goals by violent methods!!. Arch-
priest I. Krylov, the representative of the clergy of the
1°' Guards corps, also supported the idea of joining one
or another party, fearing that otherwise a priest’s voice
would not be heared.

The result of the discussion was the following deci-
sion: «a) the church of Christ, as a preacher of eternal
truths, must stand above any political parties, as they
tend to waver and change their platforms and pro-
grammes; b) hence, the clergy, as the preacher of these
truths, should not be engaged in social and political
movements and parties, but c) as citizens expected to
participate in state building, in order to fulfill their duty
better, they should join (in Russian npucoedunumuocs)
the party the banner of which is illuminated by great
slogans such as love, brotherhood, equality, social jus-
tice and democracy»!2. The decision of the congress was
presented differently in the periodical press. The pages
of the newspaper «Russkie vedomosti» reported that the
Congress in Proskurov decided that priests should stand
outside political parties'>. It is precisely this position
that representatives of the clergy of the front will per-
sistently defend at the 2" All-Russian congress of the
military and naval clergy.

When one analyses the materials of the 2"¢ All-Rus-
sian congress, it becomes obvious that the clergy of the
Southwestern front eventually assumed the position of
non-participation in the work of political parties despite
the use of the word «joining» in the decision of the Con-
gress in Proskurov. In the result of heated discussions
at the sessions of the 2" All-Russian congress, the ma-
jority decided that «... a priest, as a citizen who wants to
participate in the construction of state and public life, is
free to join (in Russian npumsikams) any of the existing
political parties, guided by the pastoral conscience»!?.
However, despite the fact that the majority voted in

'IRSHA. F. 806. Inv. 5. F. 10140 p. B. P. 67 bp.
21pid,

3Cpesy BoenHoro ayxosercrsa // Pyc. Besr. 1917.N2 111. C. 5.

4RSHA. F. 806. Inv. 5. F. 10140 p. B. P. 172 bp.
YIbid. P. 173.
1%Ihid. V. P. 213.

favour, later some of the congress participants, inclu-
ding representatives of the clergy of the Southwestern
front, demanded that the decision should be submit-
ted for re-vote. In particular, R. Prozorovsky, a delegate
from the clergy of the Southwestern front, pointed out
to the rest of the participants that the adopted resolu-
tions are not actually supported by the majority: «We
must not allow a priest to join any political party. On
all fronts, the congresses passed resolutions implying
that a pastor should not belong to a political party. The
resolution of our session is a defamation of the military
clergy who do not want partisanship in their work, and
a betrayal of those orders that were definitely given to
us by the front-line congresses»'°. The controversy re-
volved around the interpretation of the word «join». The
speaker explained that this word does not mean «be part
of» (in Russian npumsikams He 3HAUUM NPUHADTIENAMND),
although at the same time participation in political life
is a human civil right, which the congress cannot take
away. R. Prozorovsky was joined by another participant
of the congress, archpriest A. Pogodin, who declared
that a military pastor should be non-partisan, and the
congress of the Southwestern front instructed the de-
legates to support the idea of non-partisanship at the
congress. From his point of view, all that is permissible is
the fulfillment of civic duty by voting. Archpriest I. Kry-
lov also delegated from the clergy of the Southwestern
front spoke out in a similar way: «The congress cannot
give a military pastor a blessing to participate in any
political party on its own behalf» [6, p. 73]. The result
of the debate was the decision to leave the resolution
in the form in which it had been voted for. In response,
R. Prozorovsky announced a «dissenting opinion» on
behalf of a group of delegates (at the 14" session it was
handed to the chair of the congress) [6, p. 73].

It is interesting that at the congress the decision on
the attitude towards political parties was not classi-
fied as one of the decisions to be implemented imme-
diately'®. Despite this the revised text of the decision
was placed on the pages of the institution’s journal
«Church and social thought: a progressive organ of the
military and naval clergy»: «...the clergy, as servants of
the church, preaching eternal truths must stand above
changing politics and any political parties; but being
at the same time citizens called upon at the moment
to exercise their civil rights, clergymen can join (in
Russian npucoedunsmscs) political parties and support
(for example, in the Constituent assembly) those rep-
resentatives who are fighting for the implementation
of Christian principles and the ideas of democracy»'".

17Bcepocc1/u71c1<1/1171 Che3]T BOBHHOTO M MOPCKOTO TyXOBeHCTBa // I[epKOBHO-06111eCTB. MbICTb. 1917. N2 1. C. 35.
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Apparently, as a compromise, the word «join» was used,
which was contained in the decision of the session of
the Southwestern front.

In the new socio-political realities, the issues of cul-
tural and educational activities acquired special sig-
nificance. Recognising the importance of information
campaigns in the new conditions, delegates from the
clergy of the Southwestern front discussed methods of
working with soldiers. The speaker (priest K. Steshen-
ko) noted the relevance of conducting conversations
and readings, in which the events taking place in Russia
would be explained from a Christian point of view. It
was suggested not to be limited to conversations, but
to take care of providing military units with libraries
with up-to-date literature. For better organisation of
librarianship, it was recommended to organise aware-
ness-raising activities for soldiers. Those proposals
were not new: such a practice of the Orthodox military
clergy existed even before the revolution. The delegates
to the congress supported the report of K. Steshenko,
and voted for the military clergy to conduct conversa-
tions and readings, giving political education to sol-
diers (from a Christian point of view)'®, The materials
prepared by the publishing commission of the clergy of
the Southwestern front had to become an aid in aware-
ness-raising activities. The commission used to publish
editions of military-historical content, and from then
on began to print works of political content.

The participants of the Congress in Proskurov
could not ignore the issue of the electoral process,
which was urgent in Russia after the revolution. They
agreed that all administrative positions in the institu-
tion, from the dean to the protopresbyter, should be
occupied by elected candidates. However, the persons
who occupy these positions at the moment had to keep
them until the end of the war'®. Separately, the congress
discussed having protopresbyter G. Shavelsky remain in
office. The participants of the congress asked him not to
leave his post, and urged the clergy of the front to vote
for the current protopresbyter if the election principle
was applied. The 2" All-Russian congress adopted si-
milar decisions, however, at the request of G. Shavelsky,
a re-election of the protopresbyter took place in Mogi-
lev, and the post was reserved for him for life [7, p. 144].

The attempt of the congress participants to accept
draft instructions for corps, army and front-line cler-
gy committees seems to be of interest. These projects
were presented at the 4™ session. The corps spiritual
committee was to include one representative from each
division of this corps, as well as one representative from
the clergy of the sanitary units. The tasks of the com-

18RSHA. F. 806. Inv. 5. F. 10140 p. B. P. 68 bp.
Ibid. P. 69 bp.

O1hid. P. 74.

211hid. P. 71.

21bid. P. 70.
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mittee included working out measures for the develop-
ment of all aspects of pastoral activity of the clergy, the
promotion of organisation, unification and close cohe-
sion of the clergy, and taking care of maintaining their
prestige. To attain this, the committee was supposed to
organise spiritual and awareness-raising activities in all
units of the corps, take care of supplying the clergy with
the necessary literature, discuss and solve emerging
problems. A special function of the corps committee
would be to conduct courts of honor.

According to the project, the structure of the army
clergy committee included one representative from
each corps committee and one from the committee
of institutions and army units that are not part of the
corps. The task of this committee was to coordinate
the actions of the army clergy. It was to become an ad-
visory body under the priest of the army headquarters.

The front-line clergy committee was to include
one elected member from each army committee and one
from units and institutions that were not part of
the front armies.

The protopresbyter’s resolution on the proposed
projects was brief: «The matter of corps, army and front-
line clergy committees should be considered once again
with all caution»?’. At the 2™ All-Russian congress, pro-
visions on new positions and councils would be adop-
ted. However, these would be positions and councils for
peacetime states (district priests and district presbyter’s
councils; corps deanery and corps presbyter’s councils).
The projects proposed by the congress of the clergy of
the Southwestern front were not considered in Mogilev.

In addition to organising their own committees,
the participants of the congress recognised the need
to participate in the work of military committees and
councils. The priests of the front were asked to attend
the meetings of regimental committees, to delve into
their lives and to exert their pastoral influence on the
character and direction of their activities in the spirit
of the Gospel?!.

Speaking about the representation of the military
clergy in various assemblies, one cannot fail to point out
the fact that the delegates from the clergy of the South-
western front considered it necessary to have their own
representative in the Synod, especially in conditions
when issues concerning church reorganisation were
being raised. The candidacy of protopresbyter G. Shavel-
sky was proposed for such representation (which he was
not happy about, leaving the following comment on the
margins of the meeting minutes: «There wouldn’t be big
damage to spiritual affairs in the army if I had to be torn
away from them by making trips to the Synod»*%). We
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have identified a draft telegram (or report) on behalf of
the 2" All-Russian congress with a petition to the Sy-
nod to summon the protopresbyter of the military and
naval clergy to the Synod for the presence and partici-
pation in its meetings?>. At the same time, we note that
in the protocols of the 2" All-Russian congress there is
no mention of a discussion of this issue.

In addition to said above, the work of the journal
«Bulletin of the military and naval clergy» was discussed
at the congress (the press organ of the department was
negatively assessed); the work of the publishing com-
mission operating on the Southwestern front received
high acclaim. Issues of charity were discussed (in par-
ticular, the facilities of the sanatorium for military cler-
gy in Essentuki), texts of greetings to the government,
the Synod, the protopresbyter, the supreme commander
and commander of the armies of the Southwestern front
were adopted and compiled.

As for the role of the session of the military clergy
of the Southwestern front, it is important to note that it
was the session that came up with the idea of convening
the all-Russian congress of military and naval clergy.
The delegates considered it necessary for the better
organisation of military and naval clergy, as well as for
the streamlining of church and social life. The chair
of the congress was asked to appeal to the chief priests of
other fronts with a call for speaking out on this issue
and supporting the idea of holding the congress. In case
of a positive decision on the congress, Petrograd was
named as its venue. Nevertheless, as we know, Mogilev
became the venue [5, p. 197-198].

A quota for the number of representatives from the
clergy of the fronts was formed: it was proposed to elect
delegates from all units, both frontline and logistics,
including two representatives from the frontline and
one representative from every other unit (one from the
headquarters, one from the medical unit and one from
the reserve regiments, benchmark and supply units).
Priest K. Steshenko, archpriest I. Krylov, priest I. Yas-
trubetsky, archpriest R. Prozorovsky and archpriest
A. Pogodin were elected as representatives of the mi-
litary clergy of the Southwestern front, and archpriest
V. Tselitso and archpriest V. Fedorov became reserve
candidates®*. The chief priest of the front was also to
be present at the congress. The delegates from the con-
gress were instructed to abide by the decisions of the
Congress in Proskurov and corps committees. In the list
of delegates to the 2" All-Russian congress, we have
discovered a discrepancy with the decision of the front:
archpriest G. Kastorsky and priest A. Mateyuk were also
indicated among the delegates from the Southwestern
front (both did not participate in the work of the front-
line congress, G. Kastorsky arrived in Mogilev as a rep-
resentative of the corps and was admitted as a plenipo-
tentiary delegate on an exceptional basis)®.

The protopresbyter agreed to the norm of the
Congress in Proskurov and, in order to accelerate the
election of delegates, recommended it to the clergy of
other fronts. He suggested sending one representative
from the fleet, and three from Petro§rad and the sur-
rounding area. The start date of the 2" All-Russian con-
gress was also announced then - 1 July 1917.

Conclusion

The Congress in Proskurov is a significant event in
the history of the military clergy during World War 1.
It became the reaction of the military clergy to the so-
cio-political changes that swept the society and the
army after the February Revolution of 1917. The clergy
of the Southwestern front came up with a proposal to
hold an all-Russian congress of military and naval cler-
gy, developed a quota for the number of participants
from each front. The decisions made in Proskurov influ-
enced the agenda of the 2" All-Russian congress. The
priests of the Southwestern front discussed the issues
that they considered the most important in the inter-
revolutionary conditions. These include the attitude
towards war and peace, political parties, the introduc-
tion of the elective principle and the reorganisation of
the management system, educational work with sol-

diers. The congress participants agreed that the war
must be fought to the bitter end. The decision of the
congress about political parties differed from the deci-
sion of the 2™ All-Russian congress, that led to a com-
plex discussion in which representatives of the clergy
of the Southwestern front advocated for the decisi-
on of the front-line congress. The decision to introduce
an elective principle in all administrative positions in
the institution of the military and naval clergy fully
coincided with the general opinion of the military and
naval clergy. Proposals for the creation of corps, army
and front-line spiritual committees were not developed.
In general, the congress played its role in consolidating
the military clergy in a difficult post-revolutionary si-
tuation, but most of the decisions of the 2™ All-Russian
congress that followed it were not implemented.
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