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INTRODUCTION


	 	 	 	 God's power is made perfect in weakness (2 Cor. 12:9). 

	 The Eastern Greek-Russian Orthodox Church, according to the teachings of the 
Holy Fathers, is a Divine-human institution and, in accordance with the word of its 
Founder, has always preserved its self-identity. The best proof of its divine institution has 
been its triumph in the trials it has endured from its very foundation to the present day. 
The Church is holy and blameless, and we know the words of the Savior that "the gates 
of hell shall not prevail against it" (Matt. 16:18).

	 Dwelling on earth, yet remaining a heavenly institution, the earthly Church strives in 
its activities toward its primary goal—the Christian transformation of all aspects of human 
life and the preparation of God's people for "heavenly citizenship" (Eph. 2:19). The 
Church's sacraments and rites are called to sanctify not only the spiritual world of human 
society, but also the physical life of the individual: birth, marriage, labor, public service, 
and everyday life.

	 Father Pavel Florensky writes about this: "The Church has the task of establishing 
the Kingdom of God in creation, that is, of uniting the finite and temporary with the infinite 
and timeless. As one who desires to bestow eternal and infinite life, the Church herself 
must possess it; as one who desires to bestow this life on finite and temporary creatures, 
she herself must be present among them, partaking of their finitude and temporality. 
Hence the duality of the Church: the absence of either of these aspects would render the 
Church inappropriate for its purpose." 
1

	 The Church acts within society and exerts a vital influence on its moral state, 
acting as a special regulatory body. Spiritual wisdom always enables her to develop 
adequate forms of her external ministry, no matter what aspects of her interaction with 
society this concerns. This applies equally to politics and law, culture and economics.

	 The projection of the Truth of Revelation into the practical sphere of life allows us 
to regulate human relations not on the basis of the sinful whims of human will, but on 

 Florensky P., priest. The concept of the Church in Holy Scripture // Works in 4 volumes. Vol. 1. P. 1
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	 The Church puts to shame those "wise men of this age" (1 Cor. 3:18-20) who 
challenge it with their human projects and foolishly attempt to organize life on earth 
without God. "The organization of humankind's material life can be successfully 
accomplished only under the condition of recognizing the absolute goal—the Kingdom of 
God, represented by the Church—and with the help of the legal means of state 
organization. Neither an individual nor a group of people can organize their material or 
natural life unless they realize the moral norm in their relationships, both religious and 
interpersonal." 
2

	 For the successful fulfillment of the Church's mission, various means can be used, 
ranging from words and worship services to the simplest, such as sacred objects of 
church use. The sum total of all the means and objects used by the Church for preaching 
constitutes the concept of church property. The process of its formation and development 
has a centuries-long history, which is highly instructive, for it reveals to us a new side of 
the mystery of good Providence, "who desires all men to be saved and to come to the 
knowledge of the truth" (1 Tim. 2:4).

	 At the same time, the Church's interest in matters of earthly well-being differs 
significantly from secular interest—it has an ontological, "sacred" character, conditioned 
by the tasks of the Church. The central focus here is on issues of Church property. The 
New Testament defines the attitude toward property among believers united in the 
Church. It is distributed, as stated in Acts (2:45), "among all, according to each one's 
need." Or, as the Apostle Paul said: "Now your abundance will supply their lack, and 
afterward their abundance will supply your lack, that there may be equality...—as it is 
written: 'He who gathered much had no excess, and he who gathered little had no 
lack'" (2 Cor. 8:14-15; Ex. 16:18).

	 The Church of Christ, as a divinely instituted union of believers for the purpose of 
achieving salvation, taken within the context of its earthly existence, is an undeniable 
conscious reality bound to material circumstances and therefore requires material means 
to achieve its transcendental goals. The Church is a living, conscious organism, which St. 
Paul likens to the human organism (1 Cor. 12).  3

 Soloviev V.S. Justification of the Good. // Works in 2 volumes. T. 1. P. 540.2
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	 Can a Christian imagine their earthly life without a magnificent temple of God, a 
holy image, or a lamp before it? Images of the saving Cross of the Lord, icons, books of 
Holy Scripture, and much else are an integral part of our Christian life. Truly great is the 
mercy of the Lord, who provides us with many and varied means of salvation.

	 The mystery of the Incarnation (John 1:14; 1 Tim. 3:16) brought us the realization 
that there is no aspect of our earthly life that is not sanctified by the Savior. The Holy 
Church, at its holy Councils, condemned false teachings that asserted that everything 
connected with the life of the body is sin and temptation. The earthly Church is the true 
"body of Christ" (1 Cor. 6:15) and cannot be subject to blasphemy. Saint Cyril of 
Alexandria, in his tenth explanation of the anathemas of the Third Ecumenical Council in 
Ephesus, explains: "Truly, human things are nothing to the Word, begotten of God the 
Father, yet not despised because of the dispensation." 
4

	 In the Orthodox trichotomy of spirit, soul, and body (1 Thessalonians 5:23), the 
body's significance is affirmed as a special instrument given to man to fulfill his destiny. 
Saint Paul the Apostle affirms that "our bodies are temples of the Holy Spirit" (1 
Corinthians 6:19), and the Holy Fathers command us to remember that we will be judged 
in the body. 
5

	 Thus, in ecclesiology, it is not the human body itself or its needs that are declared 
sinful, but its criminal use, contrary to Divine law, by those who are carried away by "the 
lust of the flesh, the lust of the eyes, and the pride of life" (John 2:16). The deplorable and 
grave consequences of sin arise only when the proper attitude toward bodily needs is 
violated, and the body's role in the Orthodox trichotomous unity is distorted: "When lust 
has conceived, it gives birth to sin; and sin, when it is full-grown, brings forth 
death" (James 1:15).

	 The world cannot be changed by force; force can only destroy it. Only the Spirit 
slowly but surely changes views for the better, and therefore, the very foundations of 
existence. True faith does not require the renunciation of earthly life, but only of earthly 
sin; it points the way to transformation and renewal in the light of Truth. 
6

Holy Scripture is filled with living examples, teachings, and images in which God's 
righteous and chosen ones proclaimed God's will for the proper ordering of earthly life. 
This theme is imperceptibly present in all books, so much so that one modern author  

 Quoted from Andrievsky P. The Dogma of the Incarnation and its Implementation in Ancient and 4

Modern Times. P. 30.

 St. John of Damascus. An Exact Exposition of the Orthodox Faith. Pp. 191, 344.5
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places it second only to the theme of love in the number of passages devoted to it in Holy 
Scripture. 
7

	 From the very first chapters of Genesis, we can see in images of the Garden of 
Eden examples of the power given to man over the elements and creatures. "Then the 
Lord God took the man and placed him in the garden of Eden to cultivate it and keep 
it" (Genesis 2:15). We see how, seduced by some sensual-material temptation, Adam 
oversteps the bounds of his given power, and the dire consequences of this step. At the 
end, a devastating divine word resounds, addressed through Adam to all humanity: 
"Henceforth you shall eat bread in the sweat of your brow" (Genesis 3:19). From here 
begins an incredibly complex and vast realm of human relations, one pole of which is 
practical love and mercy, and the other, wars and revolutions. 

	 Good will, not only for man but for every creature, is accomplished through the 
obedience of Noah, who patiently built the Ark, which became a prototype of the Church, 
bringing salvation to the faithful. Abraham, whose name is glorified by God among the 
nations, was the greatest example of righteousness in the trials of life (Sir. 44:16-26). The 
righteous Job was tested by being deprived of earthly goods, including his health, which 
the Lord then multiplied many times over as a reward for his faithfulness. Finally, Moses, 
through the fulfillment of the Commandments received on Mount Sinai and the sacrifices 
offered to God, established the lawful path of earthly righteousness, which man must 
follow in order to gratefully serve the Glory of his Creator.

	 The path of salvation—the path of holiness and perfection amidst temptations—
was laid out by the earthly life of our Lord Jesus Christ. From the temptation in the desert 
to the blessing of the fishermen in the Gospel, He testified to His authority as Lord of 
heaven and earth. There is no area of ​​normal human life in which the Incarnate God has 
not revealed Himself (1 Tim. 3:16), but His attitude toward human needs was especially 
clearly defined in miracles. The list of these could be long: marriage, feeding, healing, 
consolation, taming the elements, blessing in labor, etc. The words of the daily prayer 
given to us are also imbued with His divine love for mankind: "...give us this day our daily 
bread" (Matt. 6:11; Luke 11:3).

	 There is no need to look for a hidden meaning in them. The obviousness of the 
aforementioned miraculous actions of the Savior requires no special explanation (James 
1:15), hence the scarcity 

 Burcett L. The word on finanses. 1994. P. 145.7
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of the descriptions of these passages by church authors. The facts of the Gospel form a 
complete picture of His Teaching, which invites us to rely on the Lord (Rom. 13:14), and 
warns us equally against a complete neglect of the body and the plane of existence 
corresponding to it, and against excessive preoccupation with caring for it or with the 
transient values ​​of the world, that is, it points to the golden mean. The holy disciples 
spread His divine teaching throughout the world, which does not condemn any things or 
phenomena of the world in themselves, as created by God (1 Tim. 4:3), but establishes a 
certain Divine measure in their use: “All things are lawful for me, but not all things are 
helpful; all things are lawful for me, but I will not be mastered by anything. Foods are for 
the belly, and the belly for foods; but God will destroy both. Now the body is not for 
fornication, but for the Lord, and the Lord for the body.” (1 Cor. 6:12-13). 

	 The Acts and Epistles of the Apostles, as well as canonical and apocryphal texts 
from the early centuries of Christianity, contain not only the first examples of moral 
exhortations but also strict prohibitions for Christians in their practical activities. True, all 
of them concern possible violations of the Divine measure of love for one's neighbors, but 
they also testify to the importance of this sphere of relationships for the work of salvation.

	 In the Eastern tradition, issues of economic organization are not of primary 
importance, which significantly distinguishes it from the Western tradition. Where the 
earthly power of the Church is placed at the forefront of church life, a different attitude 
toward the use of church property and finances developed. There, they come to the fore 
not only in regulating church-state relations but also become the cause of serious crises 
and schisms within the church itself. As soon as the spiritual tasks of the church are 
replaced by rational activity, it is consequently shaken by crises. This is clearly evident in 
the emergence of the Protestant movement, as well as in the history of modern sects, 
where religious emptiness and the lack of conciliarity are concealed by social activity.

	 The Universal Church preserves the mystery of the Divine Word, which is "the way, 
the truth, and the life" (John 14:6). Through the holy fathers, she proclaimed to the world 
the truth about the most fundamental aspects of life—faith, salvation, and love—but also 
developed a teaching on the organization of its everyday forms, for Christianity is a way of 
life. Priest P. A. Florensky accurately and rightly noted that "an Orthodox person is 
Orthodox not only in dogma, but in that he lives in a certain way of life, that he belongs to 
Orthodox culture."  8

 Флоренский П. свящ. Указ. соч. С. 342.8
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	 The expression "God's power is made perfect in weakness" (2 Cor. 2:19) reveals, in 
our view, the principle of expediency as the essence of the Orthodox approach to the 
problem. It means that spiritual goals must be achieved primarily by spiritual means, while 
material means serve only a subsidiary, auxiliary function. It is impossible to achieve the 
Church's primary tasks primarily through material means. All human efforts aimed at 
regulating material relations must be based on the recognition of one's own human 
weakness as an internal limitation, which must be distinguished from poverty as an 
external limitation, the weakness of creation before the Almighty God, for "without Me you 
can do nothing" (John 15:5).

	 In the works of apologists and holy teachers of Universal Orthodoxy, the ethical 
and economic teaching of the Church received its theological development and 
formulation. We cite only a small portion of their statements in the relevant paragraph of 
the first chapter. The range of holy authors speaks for itself, and their thoughts allow us to 
define the content of the universal Church tradition from various perspectives (1 Tim. 6:6).

	 The holy Byzantine emperors ushered in a new era in Church-state relations, 
affirming the Church's legal property status, and then incorporating the corresponding 
Novels into the Code of Laws of the Byzantine Empire, including legally codifying the 
Church's property status and property rights. It is no coincidence that we recall this, as 
the overwhelming majority of developed countries in the Christian world still use this legal 
basis for their legislation, and it remains a tradition of secular society, albeit a half-
forgotten one.

	 The canonical consolidation of Church tradition and the Church's property rights in 
the Canons of the Holy Ecumenical Councils is mentioned in the next paragraph of 
Chapter One. Of course, matters did not end there, and, parallel to the vicissitudes of 
history, new regulations and legal provisions arose. In the second chapter of the work, we 
will continue their historical overview in the Russian Church, as the heir to Universal 
Orthodoxy, leaving the Western canonical tradition outside the scope of our tasks.

	 	 The first, theoretical chapter concludes with a turn to the works of Russian 
religious philosophers who, on the eve of the convening of the Local Council, conducted 
a broad public debate on the issues of property—its fair distribution and the Christian 
attitude toward its use. This unique material supplemented the traditional positions of 
theological, legal, and canonical understanding of the problem with a deep philosophical 
perspective,  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and completed the description of the points of view that could be taken into account by 
the fathers of the Council in developing its decisions.

	 The next, second chapter describes the practical forms in which the Russian 
Orthodox Church's economic structure developed from its founding to the tragic events 
of the early 20th century. Here we will demonstrate how spiritual and canonical traditions 
were transmitted, as well as the specifics of their independent development in new 
national and cultural conditions. Russia's unique destiny left its mark on the life of the 
Church, which, over the course of its ten centuries of existence, endured a variety of 
favorable and unfavorable external conditions. At the same time, each time, a necessary 
structure of relations with society was created, comprised of the most appropriate 
political and economic elements. Although difficulties arose in combining materials on the 
ecclesiastical and economic history of Russia, we have endeavored to formulate 
proposals for classifying these periods based on changes in the economic structure of 
the Russian Church.

	 A special chapter of the work is devoted to the Holy Council of the Russian 
Orthodox Church, or, as it is commonly called in modern sources, the Local Council of 
the Russian Orthodox Church of 1917–1918. Our focus was on the reports and other 
documents submitted for consideration at the Council's sessions by its 16th department, 
known as the "Department on Church Property and Economy." The study of the Council's 
materials can be roughly divided into three stages: first, the preparatory stage, during 
which the formulation of problems was discussed; then the working stage, during which 
reports and regulations were drafted for presentation to the Council; and finally, the final 
stage, during which the Resolutions, Definitions, and other documents of the Council 
were adopted. This section provides a description of all the materials received and 
presents the main conclusions of the work completed. The necessary body of factual 
documents substantiating our conclusions, after appropriate processing, have been 
placed in the appendices. These documents are of interest because they were long 
inaccessible even to researchers.

	 In this concluding section, we have allowed ourselves only a brief commentary on 
their relevance and the actual implementation of the general plan for church management 
and the individual ideas generated by the Council. Relevance is assessed in two ways: as 
potential and as actual. The first is that the General Plan for the Organization of Church 
Economy prepared by the Council will be in demand. It was drawn up not only with 
tradition in mind but also with regard for fundamental changes in the modern economic 
and political  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system of society. For obvious reasons, this plan was not implemented, but it was 
created. The second is to publish the documents and define their place in church 
tradition.

	 Our desire to participate in this pan-Church task was one of the motivations for this 
work. Furthermore, we were mindful of the practical interest that the materials we 
collected and systematized would present to students of the Theological Schools. After 
all, many of our graduates will soon become parish leaders not only in the spiritual but 
also in the legal sense. The interest expressed by students during their studies on this 
topic was taken into account here.

	 Furthermore, as Ern points out: "The problem (of property) has only become more 
acute in recent centuries, since it did not arise consciously in previous centuries of 
Christianity. Therefore, the position of so-called historical Christianity regarding our 
question can be summarized as follows: although it has not yet developed final forms, it 
has not placed any positive obstacle to their creation—for there have been no church 
decisions or council resolutions on this matter. Thus, the question we have posed is 
completely open from a theoretical perspective. To this day, neither a Christian "yes" nor 
a Christian "no" has been answered. We are left to our own strength and our own 
understanding. With the Gospel in hand, we will attempt to find, perhaps a very narrow 
and winding, but certainly existing path." 
9

	 The purpose of this work is to demonstrate, using the special, little-studied material 
of the Local Council's documents, that the Church, as a Divine-human institution, always 
and in all historical circumstances maintains its self-sufficiency and self-identity in fulfilling 
its primary spiritual task—the preaching of the Word of God and the Christianization of all 
human life. In its earthly ministry, it utilizes the "material instruments" already present in 
human society, even such seemingly specific ones as money, property, and the like. It 
uses them in its creative work, but in a manner different from the world and for different 
purposes, since it is a supra-mundane institution. And this is the whole point—to 
determine the right measure in one's own economic behavior, correctly combining it with 
the expression of the Divine Will, which establishes the ontological boundaries of our 
earthly service, in eternal life and in this life (Rom. 1:16).

	 Based on our understanding of the overall goal, we attempted to address the 
following tasks. 

 Ern V.F. Christian attitude to property.//Russian philosophy of property. 1994. P. 213.9
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	 First, to trace the historical and theological aspects of the Church's internal and 
external economic activity based on Holy Scripture, patristic, and canonical literature—
that is, to define Church tradition and highlight patterns in the historical stages within 
which the forms of Church economic management changed.

	 Second, to demonstrate as clearly as possible that the materials of the Holy 
Council reflected and took into account both the canonical tradition and experience of the 
Church, as well as fundamentally new historical circumstances. The participants of the 
Council did not invent anything unusually new; they first identified the set of elements of 
Church policy in the area of ​​internal and economic life that already existed in the Church's 
historical experience, and then collectively defined a plan of action necessary for 
successful operation in the changed external conditions.

	 Third, to summarize and analyze the materials and final documents of the Council 
available to date in order to determine the true scope and forms of the measures 
proposed by the Council, as well as to assess their relevance and consistency with 
contemporary Church practice. 

	 Fourth, to systematize the latest materials from various sources on the topic we are 
studying, with the goal of tracing the historical development of this form of church life for 
possible subsequent use as a resource for students and future researchers. We hope that 
the publication of new, previously unknown materials will benefit not only church 
scholarship but also the entire church community, and will provide essential answers to 
pressing questions of our contemporary life.

	 The structure of the work is determined by the interconnectedness of its sections. 
In addition to an introduction and conclusion, it includes three main chapters, a 
bibliography, and a separate volume of appendices. The subsection structure is fully 
reflected in the table of contents.

	 To achieve this goal and address these objectives, we employed a combination of 
methods, applying them differentially to the various chapters. In the first, theoretical 
chapter, which contains an overview of historical materials, we employed a descriptive 
method. We primarily drew on exegetical and canonical literature.

	 In the second, practical chapter, the greatest result could have been achieved by 
employing a comparative historical method, which we employed to reveal the context 
(relief) of our question against the backdrop of historical material. We consulted  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publications by the most authoritative authors on both the ecclesiastical and economic 
history of Russia. This chapter examines events only from the history of the Russian 
Orthodox Church from the 10th to the 20th centuries, up to the time of the Local Council.	 

	 In the third, specialized chapter, the primary methodological approach was the 
search and identification of archival sources and relevant literature. The scope of interest 
was broad, encompassing all possible sources, from microfilm to contemporary journal 
articles, that illuminate the events of the Local Council and the unique historical 
atmosphere that accompanied it.

	 Finally, in preparing the summaries and conclusions, we employed an analytical 
method that underlay the systematic analysis of the final documents and working 
materials of the Council, presented in the conclusion and appendix.

	 Using all of these methods, we expect, within the scope of the proposed research 
topic, to obtain a complete picture of the events and actions that took place during the 
work of the Local Council of the Russian Orthodox Church of 1917–1918, taking into 
account its historical and canonical premises.
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1. THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE ETHICAL AND ECONOMIC TEACHING OF THE 

CHURCH


1.1 THE ETHICAL AND ECONOMIC TEACHING OF THE GOSPEL AND THE 

APOSTLES

	 Addressing both the rich and the poor inhabitants of Palestine, the Savior teaches 
that the acquisition of property can only be justified by the need to satisfy one's earthly 
needs. He repeatedly states that these are necessary for man as a means and method of 
maintaining his physical existence (Matthew 6:32). Man, therefore, has a certain degree of 
control over his property; however, he is not the absolute master of the earthly goods 
given to him, since he is obligated to render an account to God for their use (Luke 
12:42-48; 16:1-13). Being a friend of the poor, the Savior does not, however, promise 
them earthly goods.

	 The Lord says that he who uses his wealth not in accordance with the will of God 
incurs eternal condemnation. Someone who has accumulated much wealth but does not 
know how to use it wisely is not rich before God (Luke 12:21). Conversely, the poor who 
humbly endures poverty will receive blessedness in the future life (Luke 16:19-31).

	 The parable of the Prodigal Son condemns an example of extreme extravagance 
that leads to utter poverty (Luke 15:11-32). On the other hand, the Savior condemns 
cases where the acquisition of money turns into idolatry, and pride and self-confidence 
are drawn from the possession of wealth (Matt. 6:24; Luke 12:15-20; 16:13). He likewise 
rebukes people for their exaggerated concern for material goods, pointing out that this is 
least befitting of God's chosen people (Matt. 6:32; Luke 12:30).

	 The Savior never prohibited private property; on the contrary, He always placed it 
under the protection of the law, and never demanded the universal equalization of 
property (Mark 10:19). Finally, according to Jesus' teaching, earthly riches, along with 
satisfying one's own immediate needs and the needs of the poor, should also serve the 
benefit of the Church and society. In this sense, He recognized the justice of contributing 
to the temple and paying tribute to Caesar (Matt. 17:27; 22:21).

	 However, in His Divinity, the Lord exercised His supreme authority over nature and 
human property. When He drove the merchants out of the temple, He overturned the 
tables and also commanded the fig tree, on which there was no fruit, to wither (Matt. 
21:12, 19; Mark 11:15-17, 21; John 2:13-18). 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	 The Savior himself spent most of his earthly life as a poor man, but by no means 
completely destitute. He himself engaged in ordinary labor. He is called not only the son 
of a carpenter, but a carpenter in the truest sense of the word (Matthew 13:55; Mark 6:3), 
but when He began His public ministry, He completely abandoned labor for sustenance. 
His entire activity was consumed by His messianic ministry.

	 Jesus's participation in the working world and His pursuit of a craft demonstrate 
that He considered labor obligatory, making exceptions only for those specifically called 
to serve the salvation of mankind (Matthew 10:5-10; 19:21; Mark 6:7-9; Luke 9:1-3; 
10:1-9; 12:33). He thereby established their right to live off the earnings of the 
economically active population. The Savior freed Himself from care for necessities only to 
the extent that He allowed others to care for Him, or found it possible to alleviate need 
and hunger through miracles.

	 The Teacher laid aside care for earthly affairs and left the apostles to provide for all 
necessities, and some pious women assisted them in this. One of the apostles carried a 
bag in which alms were placed (Luke 8:1-3; John 4:8; 12:6; 13:29).

	 Thus, Jesus resolutely renounced the possession of any property or material 
goods. But this renunciation did not stem from a pharisaical fear of tainting himself with 
the goods of this world or from condemnation of the pleasure they afforded. On the 
contrary, He freely used earthly goods on occasion. He accepted invitations to wedding 
feasts; He readily compared heavenly bliss to a joyful wedding feast. According to the 
Pharisees, He observed the fasts so little that they even reproached Him (Matthew 11:19; 
Luke 7:34; John 2:2).

	 As for the property of the early Christians, it is known that members of the 
Jerusalem community sold their houses and lands so that the proceeds could be 
distributed among the community's needy members (Acts 2:44, 45; 4:34, 35). Thus, in 
their attitude toward earthly wealth, they strove to emulate Christ and at the same time 
demonstrated a highly active love for their neighbors. While accepting a new life through 
baptism, distinct from the pagan and Jewish, they simultaneously sacrificed their 
possessions, which had been so highly valued in their previous lives. 

	 The fair distribution of the benefits received by the community was entrusted to 
deacons—special clergymen, who were then responsible for distributing the benefits 
collected for the poor. Thus arose the foundations of church charity (Acts 6:1–6). An 
outstanding example of charitable activity in the early days of Christianity 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Also present is Tabitha, whom the Apostle Peter raised from her deathbed at the request 
of the poor (Acts 9:36-41).

	 According to the holy apostles, there should be no distinction between rich and 
poor in the Church, and it is not right to give the rich a place of honor and treat the poor 
with contempt (James 2:2). The Apostle James highly valued almsgiving (James 1:27). 
Almsgiving serves as proof that the one who does it remains above the passions of this 
world. Those who do not show mercy will be judged without mercy; even faith will not 
help them, for faith without works is dead.  Love is not in words, but in real help to one's 
neighbor (James 2:13-26). 

	 The Apostle Paul's clear mind discerned in the economic structure of his time 
symptoms of the alienation from God into which the pagan world was plunged due to its 
sinfulness. In particular, he condemned people's pursuit of profit, noting that they 
neglected the rights and needs of their neighbors and acquired wealth through dishonest 
means, thereby diminishing their love for their neighbors. Conversely, sharing in one's 
neighbor's suffering contributes to the enrichment of the soul and "every need" (Rom. 
1:29, 31; Philippians 4:15-19).

	 The Apostle Paul points out that avarice is associated with a whole host of 
negative phenomena, such as envy, mutual hostility, strife, stinginess, deception, cruelty 
and dryness of heart, pride, and sensual pleasures (Rom. 1:29-31; Galatians 5:19-21; 
Eph. 5:5). He calls for even this word, which he equates with idolatry, to never be 
mentioned among Christians (1 Cor. 5:11; Ephesians 4:22; Col. 3:5).

	 The Apostle Paul exhorts Christians, in view of the shortness of their earthly time, 
to renounce attachment to worldly goods (1 Cor. 7:29-31). They should be characterized 
by moderation. The desire to accumulate is dangerous and unwise, since it is impossible 
to benefit from earthly riches in the future life (1 Tim. 6:6-11; Heb. 13:5). The rich should 
trust in God, not in their riches, and use them to achieve bliss in the future life (1 Tim. 
6:17). 

	 The Apostle Paul chose the life of a poor man, but he was not afraid to accept the 
hospitality of wealthy Christians, imitating Christ in this (Phil. 4:12-14). However, it is very 
important that the Apostle Paul did not allow himself to live permanently on the funds of 
those to whom he preached the Gospel, but preferred to earn everything necessary for 
life through his own labor. Through his diligence, he wanted, as is evident from his own 
words, to earn respect for work in general among the believers. He wants them to earn 
their daily bread  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through work, and not through business fussiness (Acts 20:33-35; 1 Cor. 4:12; 1 Thess. 
2:9; 2 Thess. 3:8, 9).

	 He presents equality and agreement between rich and poor solely as an act of love 
for one's neighbor. Believers should equally show hospitality, feeding the hungry and 
giving drink to the thirsty, making no distinction between friend and foe (Rom. 12:13-17; 
Eph. 4:28; 1 ​​Tim. 5:10). These acts of mercy should be performed not only by the rich, but 
by anyone who earns more than their living through their labor. He bases the obligation of 
Christians to help one another in need on the fact that they all together constitute a single 
organic whole. He considers the alms he collected for the poor Jerusalem community a 
gift of love, collected voluntarily by the believers and proportionate to each one's means.

	 The Apostle Paul advises slaves to serve conscientiously and thereby earn the 
highest heavenly mercy. Masters are reminded that God makes no distinction between 
slave and free, and that there should be no respect of persons whatsoever (Eph. 6:5-9). 
The Apostle Paul is an unconditional supporter of the principle that everyone can be 
saved in their own calling; therefore, let everyone remain in their own class. He exhorts 
slaves to patiently bear the burden of slavery, for before God they are all free (1 Cor. 
7:21-24).

	 Apostle Paul believes that everything acquired honestly constitutes private 
property. Everyone has the right to dispose of their property, and if they so desire, they 
can increase it through purchase. This shows that the Apostle Paul was not an opponent 
of private property. To defend it, he, like the Savior, refers to the Ten Commandments and 
declares all who infringe upon the right of property unworthy of the kingdom of God 
(Rom. 13:9; 1 Cor. 6:10; Eph. 4:28). 

	 Apostle Paul emphasizes that contributions must be made completely freely, 
without coercion or reluctance. Each person should set aside something throughout the 
week and thus gradually accumulate as much as they can (1 Cor. 16:1, 2; 2 Cor. 9:7). It is 
known that widows, who could not be helped, received support from the community. 
However, those who were well-off were expected to provide for their relatives (1 Tim. 
5:16).

	 A special set of obligations associated with property ownership includes 
obligations to secular and spiritual authorities, to whom taxes and duties must be paid 
(Rom. 13:7). Apostle Paul repeatedly reiterates that spiritual authorities have the right to 
support from the community. He bases this right on the words of the Savior, who 
recognized this right  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for the apostles. On the one hand, apostolic preaching is labor, and very big labor at that. 
On the other hand, believers, by supporting the apostles and their disciples according to 
their means, reward them for the benefits they receive from apostolic preaching (1 Cor. 
9:4, 7-14; Thess. 2:7; 2 Tim. 2:4).

	 Wanting to teach believers to manage their property wisely, the Apostle Paul often 
reminds them that all their goods are from God. And if earthly goods are a gift from God, 
then they should be used for good, not sinful, purposes (2 Cor. 9:8; 1 Tim. 6:17).


1.2 DEVELOPMENT OF THE TEACHING IN THE WORKS OF THE HOLY FATHERS 

AND COUNCILS 

1.2.1 The Church Fathers' Teaching on Property. 
	 The first Christian community arose in Roman territory, in the capital of Judea, a 
small province subject to the imperial procurator. Soon, followers of the new teaching 
were found in almost every city and in all countries under Roman rule. Outside of Judea, 
Christian communities were already flourishing during the time of the apostles in the cities 
of Syria and Phoenicia, in Asia Minor, and on the eastern islands of the Mediterranean; 
the most significant community was in Antioch, the capital of Syria.

	 In their attitude toward property, Christians of the first centuries did not deviate 
from the usual framework. Thus, Hermas, the author of the book "The Shepherd," speaks 
of his land ownership as something entirely natural. 
10

	 All forms of economic life, all its varieties, local and class, were embraced by 
Christianity. Therefore, the difference between Christians and non-Christians, since it 
existed not only in religion but also in life, must have stemmed not from external 
conditions, but from the very attitude of Christians to everything around them; It had to be 
reflected in views on economic life as well.

	 The Church Fathers see the potential for both wealth and poverty to have their 
good and bad sides: for them, neither poverty nor wealth is an absolute good and is 
fraught with danger and harm to man. Clement of Alexandria draws a striking contrast 
between the thirst for eternal truth and base greed: the former strives  

 Hermas, Pastor. 3, 1, 2; hereafter, all references are given to: Zeipel I. Economic and Ethical 10

Views of the Church Fathers. Moscow, 1913.
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for the highest and most worthy wealth, for poverty of desires, while the latter harbors all 
human weaknesses and vices.  However, not every poor person is rich in this sense. One 
can give away all one's possessions and still retain love for them in one's heart. Such a 
hasty renunciation of one's possessions makes one doubly unhappy: on the one hand, 
one is plagued by unaccustomed poverty; on the other, one is gnawed by remorse, 
tormented by the thought that one has wasted one's goods in vain. 
11

	 Herm considers poverty, reaching the point of insufficient means for life, a great 
misfortune for man. Moreover, the soul is also exposed to great danger: one who is too 
oppressed by need will not bear abundant and good fruit in the Lord's garden. Poverty 
can even drive a person to suicide. It follows from this that the wealthy must help the 
poor, otherwise they risk becoming murderers. Thus, the possession of temporary goods 
is a precious gift from God. 

	 The Apostolic Fathers considered property to be self-evident and even beneficial, 
given the dangerous moral consequences that stem from extreme poverty.  Therefore, 12

they unhesitatingly call prosperity a gift from God.  True, they caution against overvaluing 
earthly goods and point out the dangers of wealth for Christians. Due to the close 
connection between wealth and power established in the Roman state, the struggle 
against the accumulation of wealth was simultaneously a struggle against the desire for 
honor and power. By renouncing property, Christians who lacked a property qualification 
consciously deprived themselves of access to public and government positions.

	 Thus, the understanding became established that the possession of earthly goods 
also has its dangers. Concern for one's possessions can so absorb a person that they 
forget their duty. Hermas had a vision in which the cause of the misfortune that had 
befallen him and his household was revealed: too preoccupied with his financial affairs, 
he cared little for the morality of his household. "The rich often lack time for pious deeds; 
and even if he does pray, it is powerless and deprived of its most important virtue, since 
his thoughts and soul are entirely at the mercy of his wealth. Therefore, the rich man 
appears beggar before God,  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while the prayer and piety of the poor make him rich; the prayer of the poor has great 
power before the Lord." 
13

	 However, one should not rely solely on the charity of the rich. Everyone, to the best 
of their ability, should earn their living through honest labor, and no one should needlessly 
become a burden to others. Work is a duty for everyone.

	 The best use of property is to devote it to charitable causes. The reward for this is 
great, for in this way the soul is freed from the shackles of sin. However, this must be 
done wisely, and alms should be given only to the worthy. Clement of Rome and Ignatius 
the God-Bearer especially recommend caring for widows and orphans; on occasion, the 
ransoming of slaves is also mentioned, which is entirely in the spirit of the Apostle Paul. In 
places where there were no Christian authorities, offerings were given to the poor 
themselves. 
14

	 How a Christian should regard the loss of property follows from the teachings of 
the Gospel and the apostolic epistles regarding the value of earthly treasures. In times of 
severe persecution, Christians could constantly expect sudden loss of property and ruin. 
Hermas therefore advises joyfully enduring the loss of property, especially since it is often 
retribution for past sins. 
15

	 In the writings called the works of the apostolic fathers, two are attributed to the 
apostles or to one of their contemporaries in order to grant them special authority. These 
are the "Teaching" and "The Shepherd" of Hermas.

	 The other two—the so-called Second Epistle of Clement and the Epistle of 
Barnabas—were erroneously considered the works of the apostolic fathers. Although 
these writings do not belong to either the apostles or their disciples, there is nothing in 
them, at least in their ethical and economic views, that would constitute a deviation from 
correct doctrine. The same can be said of a number of apocrypha.

	 Among the individual sayings of the Savior, preserved as non-canonical, we twice 
encounter the following: "It is more blessed to give than to receive."  The Hebrew 16

Gospel supplements  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the parable of the rich young man with one detail. Christ says here: "How can you claim 
to follow the Law and the Prophets, when it is written in the Law: 'You shall love your 
neighbor as yourself?' And how many of your brothers, the sons of Abraham, live in 
poverty and languish from hunger, while your house is full of all good things, and you give 
them nothing." 
17

	 Peter's teaching calls one rich who compassionates many and, imitating Christ, 
willingly gives of what he has. After all, God has provided humanity with all He has 
created for the benefit of all His children. Therefore, the rich must serve others, for they 
have more than they need. If they imitated Christ in justice, there would be no poor 
among Christians. 
18

	 In polemical disputes with heretical authors, particularly the Gnostics, who 
considered matter evil and preached an exaggerated asceticism, it was impossible not to 
touch on the ethical and economic realm.   In opposing them, the Church Fathers select 19

moderate teachings from the Gospel and the Epistles. They see the enduring value of the 
Old Testament tithe in that it motivates Christians to be generous.

	 The Montanists themselves were not immune to suspicion of pursuing selfish ends. 
The anti-Montanist Apollonius, from the fact that the Montanist leaders demanded gifts 
for themselves, concludes that they cannot be counted among the true prophets. He 
agrees in this with the "Teaching," which sets forth the same criterion for distinguishing a 
true prophet from a false one. Apollonius is among the first to condemn the charging of 
interest, for which he also reproaches the Montanists. 
20

	 The apologists admonish people not to strive excessively for material possessions, 
citing the successes of the Gospel and the experience of the early Christians. St. Justin 
praises Christians for their willingness to donate money for the common good, while 
Tamianus advises refusing many earthly goods, as it is easy to do without them. 	 	21

	 The Alexandrians made significant contributions to ethical and economic views, 
which is explained by Alexandria's important role as a trade and business center.  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Clement of Alexandria explains our right to property in an interesting way: it stems from 
man's friendship with God.  Just as friends on earth share their goods, so too does a 
person have a right to everything that belongs to their Divine Friend. And since one can 
become a true friend of God only through the agency of the Logos, only Christians should 
be considered truly rich.  However, a Christian should view their possessions as a gift 22

from God.

	 The following thought of Saint Clement is also interesting. He advises the pious 
Christian: if you want to help your brother, do not ask God for wealth for this purpose; 
rather, ask the Lord to help the needy. 
23

	 Having earthly goods, a person should not use them selfishly, but should share 
them with their neighbors. If these goods are not available, or if they suddenly disappear, 
then one should accept this calmly. Property justifies its existence only when the rich 
share their wealth with the poor. The main task is to renounce the attachment to property 
in the soul and spiritually reject its power. Only generosity that springs from love deserves 
praise, not the senseless or popularity-seeking squandering of one's wealth. 
24

	 Origen's teaching has much in common with the thoughts of his teacher, but it is 
not without some distinctiveness. He views wealth as in itself indifferent, neither good nor 
bad. Everything depends on the rich person's lifestyle; bad people exist among both the 
rich and the poor. 
25

	 Origen distinguishes two kinds of wealth: "blind" and "sighted." True wealth opens 
our eyes, enriching our mental vision, while its opposite, pernicious poverty, which is 
vainly called wealth, blinds us. True wealth can be given to both the rich and the poor; the 
same can be said of false wealth. Therefore, we must more precisely define which kind of 
rich people will not enter the Kingdom of Heaven: those who are captivated by their 
wealth, and those who are rich in false teachings. 
26
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	 Like St. Clement, Origen calls God the source of earthly goods and speaks of true 
and false wealth. However, he also makes a distinction: not all goods possessed by 
people are received from God, but only those acquired honestly. He asserts that subjects 
have their own independent rights to property, and do not receive them from the emperor 
or king. Origen views almsgiving as a means of obtaining forgiveness of sins. 
27

	 St. John Chrysostom and other Cappadocian Fathers and teachers of the Church 
believe that in the ideal, primitive state of mankind, there existed equality of rights and 
common ownership of earthly goods, while economic inequality arose as a result of 
human sinfulness. Wealth should not be sought by any means; its inconstancy and the 
danger of arousing a thirst for pleasure deprive it of its value. A Christian knows the best 
riches, the pursuit of which is entirely justified. 
28

	 While our property is, in one way or another, from God, we must not forget that 
God has not given us full ownership rights: the Lord has reserved the supreme right for 
Himself. "You have nothing of your own," says Chrysostom, "neither property nor 
language—even your soul belongs to God. By taking away your property, God only takes 
back His own; by taking away your honor and glory, body and soul, He takes only what is 
His own." 
29

	 St. John Chrysostom draws a strict distinction between goods acquired fairly 
versus dishonestly. On the other hand, he also opposes the exaggerated assessment of 
poverty, discovering here, as in wealth, two opposing forms: good poverty and bad 
poverty.

	 Poverty and wealth, says Chrysostom, are not in money, but in our thoughts and 
motives: he is the poorest of all whose eyes are the most envious, the most insatiable. 
Poor isn't the one who has nothing, but the one who desires too much. Rich isn't the one 
who has much, but the one who needs nothing. It's not about property, but about one's 
outlook on life; wealth and poverty are a matter of worldview. 
30
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	 John Chrysostom condemns the ostentatious restriction of needs as something 
contrary to Christian teaching, and compares the lifestyles of Diogenes and the Apostle 
Paul. He treats inequality not one-sidedly, as the cause of many economic evils, but sees 
it as a force that motivates people, firstly, to perform tasks they are always ready to avoid, 
and secondly, to understand their dependence on one another. At the same time, 
Chrysostom expresses a beautiful thought: according to God's wise plan, no one can 
achieve anything for themselves through their own labor without also doing something for 
others. 
31

	 According to Chrysostom's teaching, no one should leave charitable works to the 
Church alone and rely entirely on it. One cannot expect a reward for the good the Church 
does. However, the reward earned through almsgiving is worth the effort. After all, 
almsgiving, linked to repentance, cleanses from sins, and the significance of almsgiving is 
greater than that of sacrifice. All heavenly blessings can be acquired through almsgiving. 
Thus, not only do the rich benefit the poor, but also, conversely, the poor benefit the rich.

	 Thus, the means to mitigate the contradiction in society lies in generous assistance 
to the poor. A rich person who does not give alms is the same as a thief. Monastic life 
also emulates this ideal of the earliest times. Its advantage, according to St. Basil the 
Great, is that it frees one from the petty cares of life and transfers all burdens, including 
the care of poor relatives, to the community or the abbot. 
32

	 The same saint points out that wealth often serves to satisfy sinful desires, while 
poverty imposes a restraint in this regard even on those generally inclined to a vicious life. 
Therefore, he teaches, one should not avoid poverty at all costs and strive for wealth. 
33

	 But work is a means of keeping the body in check and doing good to others, and, 
furthermore, according to God's commandment, it is the duty of every person; work is 
also something in itself beautiful and satisfying. Different types of work are assessed 
according to their importance to the soul. In this regard, Basil the Great's brother, Gregory 
the Theologian, considers government service dangerous for Christians. 
34
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	 He very well draws the difference between true and false wealth. True wealth lies in 
virtue; false wealth lies in fleeting earthly treasures that tempt and corrupt our souls. Poor 
is he who deprives himself of such precious goods as abstinence, sobriety, modesty, 
intelligence, and justice; such poverty is truly pitiable. He who voluntarily renounces sin 
and vice is also poor; but his poverty lies in the fact that he has not given place in his 
heart to the devil's snares; he abhors the treasures of the unclean; such poor are blessed 
before the Lord. 
35

	 Tertullian also draws on the doctrine of true and false wealth when he exhorts a 
Christian woman not to disdain marriage to a poor Christian: a rich wife, he says, brings 
her husband earthly treasures, but a poor husband introduces her to those to whom, 
according to the Savior, belongs the Kingdom of Heaven, and thus bestows upon her 
wealth of a different and higher kind. 
36

	 Blessed Jerome makes a similar comment in his commentary on the Gospel of 
Luke, specifically on the Savior's words: "Make friends for yourselves by means of unjust 
wealth." The saint emphasizes the word "unjust." For, he says, all wealth is of unjust 
origin, its source in injustice; what one has gained, another has lost. But Jerome also 
considers wealth acquired honestly, without detriment to another, possible. Wealth, too, is 
not destructive to the soul if used properly. Poverty, however, does not mitigate the guilt 
of the poor who fail to guard their soul from sinful tendencies. Thus, for St. Jerome, the 
exclusive measure of human evaluation is no longer the external fact of poverty and 
wealth, but something else, something that resides within the very heart of a person. 
37

	 St. Ambrose of Milan also sets aside external facts. Not poverty is sacred, and not 
all wealth is criminal.   Poverty is adorned with piety, while wealth is dishonored by 38

excess. In themselves, wealth and poverty are indifferent. The saint also distinguishes 
between the wisdom of the flesh and the wisdom of God; the former, he says, values ​​the 
benefits and comforts afforded by wealth above all else, while the latter despises this 
universal  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idol.   Here, the contradiction between the Roman and Christian worldviews, their 39

different assessments of the facts of economic life, is evident. He condemns the unfair 
distribution of property, luxury, and usury.

	 From this, he derives the duty of those who possess—almsgiving. He also lists the 
mercies bestowed by God, who bestows alms, which is an antidote to greed and a 
second font for the soul. Of course, in return for almsgiving, one can expect forgiveness 
only for lesser sins, and then only when it is combined with faith. Almsgiving manifests 
itself in various forms, for example, as hospitality, as concern for the adornment of 
churches, or as ransoming prisoners. A certain measure must be observed in the 
distribution of alms.

	 Thus, the Fathers give various definitions of true wealth, but most often they 
proceed from the following definition: he is rich who has everything he desires for himself. 
From this they deduce the proposition: true wealth lies in poverty of desire. The efforts of 
the Fathers to inspire a new appreciation of wealth and poverty were successful. This is 
evidenced by the tendency expressed by the idea that material poverty in itself is not a 
sign of perfection, and wealth does not prove the sinfulness of the rich.


1.2.2. The Teaching of the Church Fathers on Church Property. 

	 The Church, or rather, individual Churches, apparently became property owners 
already in the earliest period of Christianity, for St. Justin, the Great Martyr, already 
speaks of monetary collections during divine services, which were placed at the disposal 
of the bishop. 
40

	 According to Tertullian, Christian communities were organized into societies; 
undoubtedly, certain membership dues were also established. These dues were 
apparently paid, although voluntarily, with considerable regularity. On the other hand, 
expenditures on the poor were subject to fluctuations; After all, the community also 
helped visiting brothers who were persecuted for their faith, imprisoned, sent into exile, or 
sentenced to hard labor in the mines. 
41
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	 Therefore, it must be assumed that the incoming contributions were not spent 
immediately in full; a portion was saved for a rainy day, primarily in case of persecution. 
This is apparently how the Church's first movable property arose. Individual wealthy 
individuals, upon joining the Church, sometimes donated very substantial sums. Thus, 
Tertullian reports that Marcion donated 200,000 sesterces to the Church in Rome, but 
received them back upon his expulsion from the Church.  This shows that even then it 42

was customary to leave a portion of the donations coming into the Church untouched for 
a more or less long time.

	 In these ways, the Church sought to secure its property. What goal did it pursue in 
this? Was it striving for economic power?  No.  St. Ambrose categorically points to the 
care of the poor as the purpose of Church property. The Church's wealth is the wealth of 
the poor, as he says. 
43

	 But even this goal does not make church property in its various forms (ownership 
of land and buildings, houses, agricultural implements, livestock, etc.) desirable in the 
eyes of St. John Chrysostom. If the Church cannot manage without property, then the 
blame falls on the parishioners. They, not the Church, should own all that now constitutes 
church property and offer their property to the Church whenever necessary. But since 
they are unwilling, the Church is forced to resort to another method. This results in a 
double evil: on the one hand, the faithful are deprived of a potential income, and on the 
other, priests are forced to engage in matters that are not, strictly speaking, their 
responsibility. 
44

	 Blessed Augustine also resents having much church property under his control; on 
the contrary, he asserts that it is a burden. But the property already in the hands of the 
Church must be protected, for—he emphasizes, addressing the Donatists—it belongs to 
the poor. In defending Church property, bishops stand for the poor, not for their own 
benefit. Augustine himself takes a fervent interest in this defense. On what, he asks, does 
the Church's right to own any particular property, that is, landed property, rest? It cannot, 
the saint says, rest on divine law; for the latter knows no demarcated plots, but only one 
earth inhabited by us all. All belongs to God, before whom there are neither those who 
have nor those who have not. Thus,  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the foundation lies not in divine law, but in human law; and the latter is identical with the 
laws of the emperor, for God grants them to us through the mediation of the kings of this 
world. Even before Augustine, St. Ambrose also openly declared that Church property 
rests on imperial law. 
45

	 But if wealth is considered a good, then it is permissible to possess it, and 
therefore legal forms of acquisition, such as inheritance, are permissible. No one can be 
deprived of property to which they have a legal right against their will. Naturally, the 
Church can also own material goods and, in this case, is subject to the norms of secular 
law. Therefore, Augustine views large church properties as a burden, but considers it his 
moral duty to ensure their proper stewardship.

	 Tertullian and Cyprian, writers of the African Church, are as significant for the 
Western Church as the Alexandrians were for the Greek Church. It is quite characteristic 
that their homeland was also a region with a prominent economic culture among the 
Roman provinces. Therefore, their writings contain information on the economic situation 
of Christian communities, little covered in the works of the Alexandrians, as well as some 
general ideas. 
46

	 They also describe the distinction between two kinds of wealth, as well as the 
admonition that wealth should not be valued too highly, while its loss should be tolerated. 
The charging of interest is condemned on the basis of the Mosaic Law and the words of 
Ezekiel. St. Cyprian cites Psalm 14 on this matter, and Tertullian is the first to cite a 
passage from the New Testament (Luke 6:34).

	 From Tertullian, we learn that collections are made during religious services, the 
size of which depends, however, on the means and goodwill of the faithful. We further 
learn how the church authorities spend the money received in this way: it goes toward 
feeding and burying the poor, supporting orphaned children, assisting the incapacitated 
and shipwrecked elderly, and finally, alleviating the plight of Christians persecuted for their 
faith and exiled to islands or forced labor in the mines. 
47
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	 In addition to regular collections, there were also extraordinary collections; when 
quick and energetic assistance was needed in the event of some special misfortune, 
communities assisted one another. If a community could not feed all its poor, another 
community would take on the care of some of them. There were also special funds for 
widows and orphans. Tertullian acknowledged obligations to the state.  The state, in his 48

opinion, benefits more from Christians than they do from it, for there are no more 
meticulous taxpayers than Christians.

	 Blessed Jerome calls on Christians to fulfill their moral duty, both rich and poor 
alike.  He especially harshly condemns clergy and monks who engage in worldly affairs 49

or exploit the prestige of their rank for profit and self-interest. As proof that such 
individuals exist, he cites prohibitions issued by Christian emperors against clergy 
accepting inheritances. He condemns all luxury, including spending on expensive books. 
He would have preferred that only the money remaining after satisfying the needs of the 
poor be used for church decoration. Finally, he says that giving alms is everyone's duty, 
but no one is obligated to give everything.

	 Therefore, no one should ever be forced to completely renounce their possessions. 
Clergy also have the right to receive payment from the Church for their labor. If someone, 
following the example of the Apostle Paul, voluntarily renounces their possessions, they 
are doing more than their duty. The Savior's advice to "sell all that you have" applies, after 
all, to perfect people, and such should be the clergy.

	 Of course, views have changed over the centuries, but at their core they remain 
unshakable, because they are based on purely evangelical principles. The manner of their 
expression has changed somewhat. In the writings of the apostolic fathers, one can still 
sense a direct affinity with Holy Scripture; later, especially among the Alexandrians, the 
influence of Greek philosophers is noticeable in the terminology of the Church Fathers. 
On the other hand, for example, in the evaluation of labor and trade, they had to 
overcome the prejudices of the classical world.

	 Moral questions raised by various facts of economic life require their resolution. 
Developments are also observed in the administrative and financial organization of the 
Christian community. However, none of the Church Fathers ever  

 Ibid.48

  Ibid. P. 304.49



29
preached the reorganization of all economic life on communal principles; on the contrary, 
they were all concerned only with the question of how the individual Christian could 
reconcile it with religious and moral demands.


1.3 THE CANONICAL STATUS OF CHURCH PROPERTY 

1.3.1 Property Law of the Orthodox Church. General Overview. 

	 The birth of the Christian Church brought with it the formation of church property. 
Using the example of the very first Christian community in Jerusalem, we can already 
determine its canonical, or ecclesiastical-legal, status, which subsequently became 
traditional for the Church, retaining its significance to this day.

	 The property law of the Orthodox Church was first codified in the body of 
Byzantine legislation, then in ancient Russian princely and ecclesiastical documents, and 
finally, it was fully formalized in the Code of Laws of the Russian Empire, as well as in 
domestic sources of canon law. 

	 Reviewing the structural development and legal formulation of this tradition, we 
can observe its various levels and influences, beginning with its foundation established in 
the divinely revealed truths of Holy Scripture, through the creative experience of the Holy 
Fathers and Teachers of the Church and their struggle against heresies, to the ongoing, 
external changes determined by laws and the dynamic development of political and 
economic relations with society and the state.

	 The topic we are studying contains several aspects: moral and ethical, ascetic, 
practical, political, and canonical. The latter represents the most solid foundation for 
research in this complex area. 

	 The Savior Jesus Christ, although He Himself lived in poverty and preached 
modesty as a Christian virtue, nevertheless did not impose on the Church any obligation 
to constantly remain in complete poverty, but often taught listeners about the measure in 
the use of necessary property, thereby blessing the future Church for its  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acquisition and use for its immediate needs, as evidenced by many passages of Holy 
Scripture. 
50

	 In the advice of Christ to individual persons, - to divide their property with the poor, 
we must see His instruction on the method of acquiring the property necessary for the 
maintenance of the church community, and the direction which the Church must follow in 
property relations to achieve its main goal. The examples of the apostolic time testify that 
the Church began to act precisely in this direction at the very beginning of its existence 
(Acts 2, 44, 45; 4, 34-37; 5, 1-11). 

	 In the Book of the Acts of the Holy Apostles we read: "All the believers were 
together and had everything in common. And they sold their estates and all their 
possessions and divided them all, according to each one's need" (2, 44-45). "There was 
no one in need among them, for all who owned lands and houses, selling them, brought 
the price of what was sold and laid it at the feet of the apostles; and it was given to 
everyone who had need" (4, 34-35).

	 However, as follows from the excerpts from the Book of Acts, the first Christians 
did not set as their goal joint economic activity. It consisted in such a way that none of the 
members of the community, regardless of their wealth, had any need for anything. In other 
words, the equality of men before God proclaimed by Christ should have found its 
practical embodiment in the Church first of all in that every member of it should have 
been provided with everything necessary for life.

	 Offerings to the altar, regular and extraordinary collections, money that went into 
church treasuries, significant donations from wealthy families who converted to 
Christianity, all these made up the sources of the church's wealth. The use of this 
property, after the satisfaction of the needs of worship and the maintenance of the clergy, 
consisted mainly of helping the poor members of the Church.

	 Helping the poor, the sick, widows, orphans and similar persons, the Church 
directly strove to achieve one of its main tasks, and at the same time, it eliminated from 
public life the inequality between the rich and the poor population that existed in the 
pagan Roman state. The same is explained in relation to the Greek-Roman legislation of 
church property, beginning with Constantine the Great. In this  

 Blessed Augustine from the text of Holy Scripture deduces the beginning of church property: 50

"The Lord had pockets and kept the offerings from the faithful and distributed them to the needs 
of his own people and to others in need. Then for the first time the form of ecclesiastical money 
was instituted." (Tractat. 62 in Jon., n. 5, tractat. 50, n. 11).
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legislation it is often noted that as the poor receive help, mainly from church property, 
care should be taken to increase this property and free it from state and other 
obligations. 
51

	 From the Book of Acts it is possible to get the erroneous impression that the 
original Church had no immovable property. Usually, along with money, immovable 
property was also directly donated - houses where community meetings were held, as 
well as plots of land that could be used as burial grounds.

	 At the same time, the idea could be formed that the first Christians sacrificed all 
their property to the Church, which is also false. Finally, among them there were 
especially zealous people who devoted all their possessions to God, choosing for 
themselves the whole service of the Church, who often traveled abroad to preach about 
Christ, the example of which His Apostles themselves were.

	 However, the same Book of Acts testifies that the property inequality among the 
members of the first Christian communities was significant, and the purpose of the 
voluntary donations, in one form or another, given to the Church, that is, to the gathering 
of believers, consisted first of all in order that its poor members immediately received 
everything necessary for life.

	 Already at the end of the first century, the Christian Church widely spread its 
influence within the limits of the Roman Empire from the Arabian desert in the east to 
Spain in the west and from Scythia in the north to Nubia in the south. Archaeological data 
clearly testify that the Christian communities possessed a variety of property by this time, 
the types of which became traditional for the Church.

	 At the beginning, the Church received all its diverse property in the form of 
donations, but it was not yet perceived as permanent, as because of the unfriendly 
attitude of the pagan state authority, it could be taken away every minute, as it actually 
happened.

	 В 1–3 вв. The early Christian Church not only did not receive legal recognition in 
the eyes of the Roman authorities, but Christianity was perceived by the state as a 
prohibited religion (illegal religion). This circumstance not only caused the persecution of 
the Church from time to time, but also hindered the possibility of legally establishing its 
property as a legal public structure (collegia licita). Acquired with  

 Cod. Theodos. XIII, 1, 5, XVI, 2, 6, 10, 13; Cod. Just. I, 2, 12, 3, 13 sq.51
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donated money an area of ​​land for the burial of its members, the Christian community 
could only fall under the legalization of the burial society (funeral association).

	 However, by a decree issued by Emperor Valerian in 257, Christians were deprived 
of this right as well, and, living in an illegal state, they held their meetings in underground 
catacombs. This decree ordered the execution of Church officials, and Christians—
senators, high-ranking officials, and Roman knights—were to be stripped of their dignity 
and their property, and if they remained steadfast in Christianity, their heads were to be 
cut off; noble women, after being deprived of their property, were to be exiled.  As we 52

can see, the decree provided for the confiscation of the property of wealthy Christians 
who had provided for the Church's financial well-being.

	 The Edict of Milan, issued by co-emperors Constantine and Licinius in 313, not 
only ended the era of persecution of the Church but also granted it civil rights, and, with 
regard to Church property, established full restitution. Moreover, if these buildings and the 
adjacent land plots were purchased from the state by private individuals, they were 
subject to repurchase from the owners at the expense of the treasury. 
53

	 As European Christian civilization developed, the composition of church property 
became more complex. Churches and monasteries acquired land and other movable and 
immovable property, maintained developed economies, or generated income that 
covered the Church's expenses. All elements of church culture, including works of art and 
household items, became an integral part of it. 
54

	 The scale of the Church's traditional evangelistic and charitable activities, which 
then encompassed virtually all of society, required considerable resources, and the 
development of Christian culture, of which education became a crucial element, led to its 
ownership of buildings of various educational institutions, libraries, printing houses, art 
workshops, repositories of antiquities, and archives.


 Martyrdom of St. Cyprian.52

 Lact., De mort. persecut., 48 (Litt. Licinii). For the text, see: Zeipel I. Op. cit. P. 71.53

  Innocent (Pavlov), Abbot. Legal status of church property… // Voprosy Ekonomiki. 1994. No. 9. 54
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The development of the form of church property and management has undergone various 
stages and phases, from initial prohibition to complete favor, and then back again. A 
special chapter of our work is devoted to a historical overview of this process.


1.3.2 Canonical Rules for the Disposition of Church Property. 

	 Church property comprises all church items necessary for the Church's external life 
and the unimpeded fulfillment of its mission in the world. This mission of the Church is to 
ensure the proper celebration of worship, the development of Christian doctrine, and the 
preservation of decorum within the ecclesiastical body. The Church has a God-given right 
to fulfill its sacred mission on earth, and, therefore, an indisputable right to the resources 
it needs to fulfill this mission.

	 As a social organism, the Church, in the interests of its existence on earth, must 
own earthly property not only to support provision of Christian worship, but also the 
maintenance of its ministers and assistance for all who need its support.

	 All church property, according to its intended purpose, is divided in church legal 
sources into: a) sacred objects (res sacrae), related exclusively to liturgy; b) consecrated 
objects (res religiosae), including property and utensils that serve as a source of income to 
cover the expenses and support of the clergy; c) items considered church property (res 
ecclesiasticae), but not consecrated. 
55

	 Canon 12 of the Seventh Ecumenical Council proclaimed the principle of the 
inalienability of church property.  Thus, important issues related to the disposal of 56

diocesan property were to be resolved by the bishop in council, relying on the opinion of 
either his clergy or a higher-ranking church council. The activities of priests in managing 
the property of the parish entrusted to them must also be supervised and agreed upon 
with their bishop.   When presenting the teaching on the property rights of the Church, 57

special mention must be made of church property, and separately of the maintenance of 
the clergy. 

 Nikodim of Dalmatia, Bishop. Orthodox Church Law. St. Petersburg, 1897. Pp. 516–517.55

 Rules of the Orthodox Church with interpretations of Bishop Nicodemus. Vol. 1. Moscow, 1996. 56

P. 621.

 Ibid.57
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	 The bishop is responsible for church property within his diocese, reporting his 
stewardship only to God.   Given the extensive work involved, he is required to have a 58

manager to oversee the property and carry out his instructions.   The economic activities 59

of the bishop and his manager are not uncontrolled. Ancient church canons require an 
inventory of all church property within the diocese.   Furthermore, the clergy of the 60

diocese must know what constitutes diocesan property and, in the event of death, not 
confuse it with the bishop's personal property.

	 In the early Church, when every small place had its own bishop, managing this 
insignificant property was quite simple. The bishop allocated one portion of these 
donations for the needs of worship and the upkeep of the premises, another for the 
maintenance of himself and the clergy, and a third for assistance to poor members of the 
Church. 
61

	 When, later, it was established to appoint priests, rather than bishops, in small 
towns, and parishes in the modern sense emerged, the previous order also had to 
change, and the management of parish property passed to the priest, who was 
responsible for his stewardship to the bishop, on whom the parish depended.

	 To manage parish property as it increased, several epitropes, wardens, or trustees 
were appointed from among the secular members of the parish. They managed all the 
property belonging to the parish, under the direct supervision of the parish priest and with 
responsibility to the diocesan bishop.

	 Similarly to how the management of the property of a single parish was organized, 
many churches recognized the advisability of the assistance of the faithful laypeople in 
the management of property that constituted the common property of an entire church 
district, from the districts of deans to the districts of patriarchs. The same was true in 
larger districts of ecclesiastical regions. 
62

	 The Orthodox Church adopted the laws of the Byzantine Empire into its canonical 
collections. Private bodies managing church property are also organized accordingly. 

 Apostolic Rules 38, 41.58

 IV Ecumenical Council, canon 26; VII Ecumenical Council, canon 11.59

 Carthagian Council, cannon 4260

 Justin. Apol. I, 66 and 67.61

 Pavlov A. On the Participation of Laity in Church Affairs from the Point of View of Orthodox 62
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The common property of individual regional churches is managed by their highest central 
institutions. In the Constantinople and Bulgarian Patriarchates, such institutions for the 
management of church property are composed of members, both clerical and lay; in 
other churches, this management is carried out without the direct assistance of laypeople, 
under the supervision of state authorities. 
63

	 The purposes for which church property is used by the bishop, his steward, and 
the parish leaders—priests—also have a clearly defined purpose in the canons of the 
Orthodox Church. First and foremost, it cannot be used for the personal gain of Church 
officials.   Its purpose is to support the activities of the Church, as well as charitable 64

purposes. 
65

	 The use of church property is determined by its purpose. The Nomocanon and all 
Greco-Roman legislation forbid, under penalty of severe punishment, the use of this 
property for anything not at least indirectly related to this purpose. They prohibit the sale 
and general division of church property. 
66

	 Similarly, the decrees of medieval patriarchal synods prohibited not only the formal 
sale of Church property but also any other contract that could damage Church property, 
as well as any use of it for any unrelated purpose. Exceptions are permitted only when the 
sale is necessary to satisfy some immediate Church need;  when it is necessary to assist 67

an impoverished church or the poor;  or when it could bring great benefit to the Church. 68

Any sale of Church property that cannot be justified by any of these reasons is invalid. 

 Nicodemus of Dalmatia, bishop. Decree. op. P. 53963

 Apostolic Canon 38, 73; Antiochus Council - 24, 25; Carthaginian Council - 42; Theophilus of 64

Alexandria Canon 10.

 Antioch. Cathedral Ave. 25; Theophilus of Alexandria Ave. II.65

  Apostolic canon 38, VII Ecumenical Council canons 12 and 13; Anc. council 15; Cyril of 66
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36

1.3.3	 	 Ownership Rights and the Subject of Church Possession.


	 To develop a clear understanding of the ownership of church property, it is 
necessary to distinguish between the perspectives of canon law and those of civil law. We 
use the word "possession" here, not "ownership," in the sense that it is the right of the 
broadest authority recognized by law over any object. One who has this right is an 
"owner." 
69

	 Church property itself is intended exclusively for the purposes of the Church and 
therefore cannot be used for any other purpose. This distinguishes church property from 
ordinary property, which its owner may use for whatever purpose they wish.

	 From the nature of church property, a threefold right derives with respect to the 
Church: 1) the right to manage and use church property according to its intended 
purpose; 2) the right to oversee its conscientious use; 3) the right to use this property for 
another need. These rights constitute the essence of ownership of church property. 

	 In the event of injustice or violence against Church property by any member of the 
Church, the Church has the right to consider it sacrilege and punish the culprit by 
excommunication. It also has the right to subject its ministers to the most severe spiritual 
punishments for its misuse. However, beyond these spiritual means, the Church has no 
other power, no matter how great the loss inflicted on its property.

	 In managing its property, the Church requires no assistance. Any owner has the 
right to independently dispose of their property without interference from state authorities. 
Therefore, state authorities have no basis for interfering with the ownership of Church 
property. If, however, they wish, without the Church's invitation, to interfere in its property 
matters or to hinder the Church from using its property for its intended purpose, this 
means that this authority wishes to hinder the Church's ministry itself, and a state of 
persecution ensues.

	 In this case, a simple factual relationship is established with the state, which, 
however, may also be legal. This was the position of the Church in  

 Nicodemus of Dalmatia, bishop. Decree. Op. P. 519.69
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the Roman Empire in the first three centuries.  It follows that state authority can only be 
the guarantor of the inviolability of church property.

	 Ownership of church property inevitably enters the realm of civil law due to its 
interaction with third parties. This is evident in three cases: 1) the right to return church 
property illegally appropriated by someone through a civil court; 2) the right to compel a 
certain person unwilling to fulfill their obligations to the Church under a contract, 
mandate, or will to do so through a civil court; and finally, 3) the fact that any transfer of 
church property to a new owner has the significance of a civil act of acquisition for the 
latter.

	 The Church cannot grant such rights to itself, but can only possess them if it is 
recognized by the state as a legal entity with the right of inheritance. However, any 
Christian state authority not only recognizes these rights for the Church but, by its 
Christian nature, considers it its duty to strengthen these rights for the Church by all legal 
means. 

	 Currently, several theories exist in canonical literature regarding the subject of 
church property. It is necessary to clarify how Orthodox church law teaches this. 
70

	 The Theory of Divine Ownership has its origins in Roman law, but is incompatible 
with the Christian worldview. Legal concepts are inapplicable to God.


	 The Theory of the Property of the Poor (Beggars). According to this theory, church 
property is viewed as given to God to assist the poor. It was popular in Ancient Rus'.


	 The Theory of General Church Ownership. Recognizing only the Church as a 
legal subject, it originates in Western European concepts of earmarked property, 
according to which the owner is not an individual, but an end. It has been recognized in 
Russia since the late 19th century.


	 Institutional Theory. Based on the tradition of Byzantine legislation. This tradition 
was adopted by Old Russian law – it is known that the holdings of bishoprics and 
monasteries were not considered general church property, but were recognized as the 
property of individual church institutions. Russian civil laws  

 Ibid. P. 522.70
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in the 19th and early 20th centuries also recognized individual church institutions as 
owners. 
71

	 A church community may participate in the management of church property, but 
this does not give it the right to own it, for in that case, any guardian could also be 
considered the owner of the property entrusted to them. Members of the community, 
having donated something to the Church, no longer have the right to dispose of their 
donations themselves, but only and always with the permission of the church authority.

	 The teaching that ownership of church property belongs to the state is also 
completely unfounded. This is contrary to the positive decrees of canon law and the laws 
of Christian rulers, who always distinguished church property from state property. State 
ownership of church property must inevitably lead either to Caesaropapism or to 
socialism.

	 Orthodox canon law in this matter adheres to the ecclesiastical legal sources of the 
time of the undivided Church. These sources mention and recognize each individual local 
church as the subject of that part of the common church property which belongs to it and 
which it has acquired through donations, inheritances, wills, or other similar means.The 
local church has all the rights enjoyed by any legal owner, and it represents an 
independent legal entity for itself and for third parties.

	 This canonical teaching of the Church on the independent ownership of each 
individual local church's property was so firmly entrenched in church practice that 
bishops were strictly forbidden to use the property of one church for another, even if both 
churches were subordinate to it, that is, were parts of the same diocese. 
72

	 Besides local churches, canonical sources also recognize monasteries and all 
institutions with charitable purposes, such as caring for the sick, supporting the poor, 
raising orphans, and the like, as owners.  This was also adopted by Greco-Roman 73

legislation, which recognized as legal persons all those whom the Church recognized as 
such; moreover, among the laws of Greco-Roman sovereigns we find a regulation that  

 Suvorov N.S. Church law course. Yaroslavl, 1890. S. 401 - 415.71

  Nicodemus of Dalmatia, bishop. Decree. op. P. 525.72
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property bequeathed simply for the glory of God should pass into the full possession of 
the church of the place where the testator lived.


1.3.4	 	 	 Acquisition of Church Property. 

In the early days of the Church, the sources of Church property consisted of 
voluntary contributions from Christians in various forms. Tithes (decimae) for the benefit 
of the Church and clergy are also mentioned, although not obligatory for all.  Over time, 74

the Church also began to acquire various real estate,  and the fourth-century Canons of 75

Antioch (Canon 24) mention fields that constituted the property of the Church and served 
as a source for covering Church expenses.

	 Beginning with Constantine the Great, state authorities provided support to the 
Church. Donations began to be formalized in accordance with the provisions of civil law. 
Roman law distinguishes two types of property acquisition: acquisition by death (mortis 
causa) and acquisition by agreement between the living (actus inter vivos).

1. Among the methods by which the Church can acquire property by death, the first is 
inheritance by will (ex testamento).  The Church's right to inherit the property of pious 76

Christians was recognized by Roman law immediately after Christianity became the state 
religion. The right of intestate inheritance (ab intestato) applies primarily to the property 
left after the death of clergy members, and sometimes to other non-clergy members who 
died intestate.

	 With regard to clergymen, in the event of their death intestate, it was decreed that 
their remaining property would be inherited by their relatives up to the fourth degree. If 
there were no relatives, then the entire estate would become the property of the Church 
and be used for church needs and charitable institutions under church administration.  77

   Apostolic Constitutions 2:25; 7:29; 8:30, 31, 40. Origen., Hom. 11 in Num. Cyprian., De unitate 74

ecclesiae sub fine. Epiphan., Haer. 8. Chrysost., Hom. 77 in Math.

 Edict of Licinius, 313. See St. Eusebius of Neocaesarea. Church History. Vol. II, ch. 10, p. 5.75

 Nicodemus of Dalmatia, bishop. Decree. op. P. 527.76
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With minor changes, the same is prescribed by Greco-Roman legislation,  whose 78

regulations on this subject were included in the canonical collections. 
79

	 Greco-Roman legislation recognized the Church's right of inheritance even for 
laymen who did not leave a will. According to ancient custom, their heirs considered it 
their moral obligation to donate up to one-third of their inheritance to the Church for the 
remembrance of the soul of the deceased.

	 Constantine Porphyrogenitus extended this law to the inheritances of all intestate 
deceased persons who left no natural children, and in the 14th century, Andronicus 
Palaeologus the Elder established that after the death of a husband or wife, one part of 
the inheritance goes to the surviving spouse, another to the parents of the deceased, and 
a third to the Church. These laws were included in the canonical collections and became 
the general norm in the Greek Church. 
80

	 The richest source of Church property consists of donations for pious purposes 
(legata ad pias causas). The Church is not the owner of donations in the usual legal sense, 
and therefore, through the local bishop, it only has the right of ultimate oversight and 
management of the donated property.

	 Donation is the most ancient form of human expression, elevating consciousness 
beyond rational action and worldview, when, contrary to one's material interests, one 
gives oneself and oneself for the good of one's neighbor. The mediator between the 
recipient of the donation and the donor is God, who gave the absolute and inviolable 
commandment of sacrificial love. Without this connection, sacrifice cannot take place.

	 Thus, the existence and genesis of Church property are legitimate to the extent 
that the free and lofty feelings of the donor are legitimate. The owner voluntarily alienates 
objects of property for the benefit of the Church, satisfying their non-material needs, 
connected with their worldview and faith in the Deity who accepts this offering. Such 
moral and selfless feelings and actions must be respected by all and protected by the 
state as the guarantor of civil peace and harmony.  81

 Cod. Justin. I, 3, 34, 42. Nov. 131, p. 13.78

 Nomokan. X, 5. Syntagma Vlastar, Δ, 4.79
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	 The objects of donations include the maintenance of a church for the salvation of 
the soul, or assistance to those in need of fraternal assistance, namely, the maintenance 
of homes for travelers; the poor, the sick, abandoned children, orphans, the elderly; the 
education of youth; and so forth. 
82

	 These and similar institutions enjoyed special privileges granted them by the 
Greco-Roman emperors, such as freedom of property donated for a pious purpose from a 
quarter of the inheritance (quarta falcidia);  the right of the bishop to dispose of the 83

donated property according to the will of the donor, unless a special person is appointed 
for this purpose; and so forth. 
84

	 II. The acquisition of property under various conditions between living persons 
(actus inter vivos) occurs through gift or purchase. 

	 A gift (donatio) is a condition by which someone gives to the Church something 
from his property, or legally promises to give something that he is not legally obligated to, 
with the aim of increasing the property of the Church and benefiting it.  Common canon 85

law recognizes certain special privileges for gifts to the Church, one of which is that the 
gift remains obligatory even when it is merely promised but not yet completed,  and that 86

possession of the donated items becomes complete without the possibility of return. 
87

	 A purchase (emptio) is a contract by which an item is transferred from one person 
to another for a specified price.  According to common canon law, the Church may 88

purchase any item for sale, and by analogy with the provisions of Roman law, items 
purchased by individuals managing Church property for themselves, but with Church 
funds, also become Church property. 
89

 Cod. Justin. I, 2. 23. Nov. 131, p. 10.82
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	 The remaining contracts by which the Church may acquire property are the same 
as those for private property. Just as the Church may acquire property by contracts, so 
too may it acquire it by a condition of temporary use (usucapio, praescriptio, longi 
temporis). Temporary use is the indisputable right of possession, as owner, of any 
property for a period of time specified by law.  Generally, in matters of use, canon law 90

follows Roman law.

	 The earliest real estate of the Church included special burial grounds. The Fourth 
Ecumenical Council, held in 254 in Carthage under the presidency of St. Cyprian, rebuked 
the Spanish bishop Martial for burying his sons according to pagan rites in a pagan 
college alongside unbelievers. This means that Christians had their own burial grounds, 
where they could be buried separately from pagans. The latter was possible only if the 
entire college to which the cemetery plot belonged consisted exclusively of Christians.

	 Other real estate of the Church is discussed in the edict of Licinius on religious 
toleration (313), cited by Lactantius.  This edict decreed the return to Christians of their 91

places of assembly that had been taken from them; persons who had meanwhile 
purchased or received these properties as gifts had no right to demand compensation. 
Later, this was also prescribed with regard to other real estate that had not previously 
served as places of Christian assembly, but belonged not to individuals, but to the entire 
corporation, that is, the Church. The emperor promised to compensate those who strictly 
complied with this decree for their losses.

	 The 15th canon of the Council of Ancyra (314) presents some similarity to the edict 
of Licinius; this canon decrees that the Church may reclaim lands that had previously 
been its property but were sold by priests during the vacancy of the episcopal see; 
Depending on the circumstances, the Church is not always even obligated to return the 
money paid to those who purchased these lands.

	 We see here the beginning of ecclesiastical legislation protecting church property. 
The famous Council of Antioch (341) also issued decrees regarding the management of 
church property. It must be in the hands of the bishop, who is entrusted with the care of 
the souls of the entire flock. But priests and deacons must also be thoroughly informed  

 Digest. XLI  3, 135. 90

 Lact. De mort. persecut., 48; Cf. Suvorov N.S. Op. cit. P. 387.91
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about the state of church property, so that, in the event of the bishop's death, they will 
know the extent of their Church's property rights and be able to defend them. 
92

	 However, the issue is not only the preservation of church property at all costs, but 
also the right to dispose of it at one's own discretion. Canon 25 of the same Council 
states that a bishop has the right to distribute church property to those in need; the 
canon merely calls on the bishop to do so conscientiously and with God-fearing intent. A 
bishop has the right to take what is necessary from church property for himself, if he has 
need of it, as well as for his brethren, that is, for out-of-town bishops who have enjoyed 
his hospitality, but only what is necessary.

	 If, however, he is not content with this, and uses church property for his own 
personal needs or delegates the management of church revenues to his household or 
relatives, instead of disposing of them with the consent of the priests and deacons, then 
the diocesan synod must call to account anyone who has violated his authority in this 
way. 

	 The 39th Apostolic Canon states that a bishop has no right to distribute church 
property even to his own parents, except in cases of need; in such a case, they would be 
in the same position as other poor people. The 72nd Apostolic Canon imposes severe 
penalties on clergy and laity who use church wax and oil for personal use.

	 The 73rd Canon is directed against the misuse of church vessels. The 
aforementioned Council of Gangra imposes penalties on those who arbitrarily appropriate 
gifts in kind for the Church, as well as on those who place these gifts in the wrong hands. 
The pretext for this was the same Eustathians, who, as "saints of God," claimed church 
collections.

	 From these canons, we also see that part of the church's income consisted of gifts 
in kind. The Sixth Council of Carthage in 401 AD limited the right of bishops to dispose of 
church property, prohibiting them from selling it without the consent of the primate. 
However, Canon 33 of the Codex Canonum Ecclesiae Africana is less strict. It states that 
bishops have no right to sell church property without  

 Syn. Antioch. In encaeniis, can. 24.92
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the consent of their synod or their priests. The Eighteenth Council of Carthage in 421 
again required the consent of the synod or the primate. 
93

1.3.5	 	 	 Privileges of Church Property. 

Emperor Constantine granted a number of privileges to clergy and exempted them 
from personal obligations (319). Beginning with Constantine's reign, the Roman Empire, 
Byzantium, and later Rus' legally recognized the status of church property as a special 
asset that was not subject to alienation. This was reflected in church legal norms, which 
were recognized by the state as law.

	 Thus, the aforementioned 12th Canon of the Seventh Ecumenical Council states: 
"If it turns out that a bishop or abbot has sold to the authorities or given to another 
person any of the lands belonging to a bishopric or monastery, then this alienation shall 
be of no effect... If he makes the pretext that this land is causing losses and brings no 
benefit, then even in this case it cannot be given to local authorities, but only to clergy 
(i.e., clergy) or farmers." If, however, a local official fraudulently purchases land from a 
cleric or farmer, the sale is also considered invalid and the property must be returned to 
the bishopric or monastery. The bishop or abbot who does so shall be expelled: the 
bishop from the bishopric, and the abbot from the monastery, as abusing what they did 
not collect." 
94

	 The Edict of Milan in 313 proclaimed freedom of religion in the Roman state and, at 
the same time, ordered the return to the Church of all property taken from it during the 
persecution. Then, two years later, in 315, a special law was issued in favor of the Church, 
establishing the freedom of movable and immovable property of the Church from all taxes 
and duties. 
95

	 The law of 321, by which Constantine the Great recognized the Church's right to 
inherit by will. Such "memorial contributions" subsequently became an important source 
of growth for Church property.  The Church itself refused the complete exemption of 96

church property  

 Quoted from: Zeipel I. Op. cit. Pp. 74–76.93
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from all taxes, which Emperor Constantine proposed, wishing also to help with state 
needs on its part. 
97

	 Constantine's example of recognizing the privileges of church property was 
followed by all the Greco-Roman emperors, with the exception of Julian the Apostate and 
a few others influenced by opponents of the Orthodox Church. Theodosius II even 
exempted some churches from paying ordinary taxes.  Emperor Marcian added his own 98

law to the previous laws, granting the Church not only the right to independently manage 
its own property but also the right of supreme oversight over any property bequeathed to 
a charitable institution. 
99

	 All subsequent emperors, particularly Leo and Anthemius, as well as Zeno, heeding 
Marcian's decree, placed the property of all kinds of charitable institutions under indirect 
dependence on the Church. These laws on the privileges of church property were later 
codified by Justinian the Great, who himself issued several similar laws.   Later 100

Byzantine legislation follows Justinian's example in everything. 

	 In discussing the acquisition of church property, we mentioned several such 
privileges that arose from the state's own interest. Due to the custom of all Orthodox 
peoples to leave significant sums in their wills for the benefit of the Church and various 
pious works, the Church became the owner of vast assets, which enabled it to meet not 
only the needs of its liturgy and its clergy, but also the needs of many poor, infirm, 
widows, orphans, and others. The Church thus facilitated the state's care for them, and 
the state facilitated the Church by exempting church property from extraordinary taxes 
imposed on the property of individuals, thereby contributing to the general public welfare 
and, consequently, acting in its own interests.
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	 Over time, the Church began to lose its privileges over property. Due to the 
excessive accumulation of vast land holdings, the Church's acquisition of property fell 
under the control of state authorities. In the 13th century, various rulers in the West began 
issuing so-called "leges amortizationis," which allowed donations to the Church only up to 
a certain amount and subject to state authority.  This practice spread from the West to 101

Orthodox states, and in the 16th century, we see similar amortization laws in Russia. 
102

	 Laws regarding the Church's complete authority over its property were subject to 
changes over time that were unfavorable to the Church. We are referring here to the so-
called secularization of Church property by civil authorities. This developed particularly in 
the West under the influence of the Reformation in the 16th century. The influence of the 
Reformation was primarily reflected in Church property in Russia.

	 The right of the state, if necessary, to secularize Church property exists in principle 
in all states; amortization laws also exist. The rights of asylum, once recognized by the 
state for the Church, now ceased to exist.

	 All that the Church retained in regard to the privileges of its property was the 
immunity of church buildings and exemption from taxes. In all other property relations, the 
Church is viewed in some countries as any other legally existing corporation.


1.4 RUSSIAN RELIGIOUS PHILOSOPHERS ON PROPERTY. 

In the discussions of the Russian intelligentsia in the late 19th and early 20th centuries 
about the distinctive structure of Russian society, various opinions on property, its 
essence, and meaning were voiced. The brief overview of these opinions below, in our 
opinion, provides  

 The property of the Church falls out of the common economy as if into dead hands (manus 101

mortua), and laws limiting the right of the Church to acquire property are called “leges de non 
amortisando”.
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a comprehensive understanding of the topic of property and ownership in general, not 
only taking into account the religious and national characteristics of our country, but, 
most importantly, from a deeply scientific and philosophical perspective. They are of 
particular value for this work because they express the attitude of the best part of Russian 
society to our topic precisely during the period under study and, thus, allow us to sense 
the actual historical background against which the work of the Council took place.

	 Let's start with the work of the legal scholar, philosopher, and religious thinker Ivan 
Alexandrovich Ilyin (1883–1954), "On Private Property." Here are some of his opinions: 
"...Christ never condemned or rejected private property, even when speaking of the 'rich, 
for whom it is difficult to enter the Kingdom of God' (Matt. 19:23-24; Mark 10:23-25; Luke 
18:24-25), He did not mean the size of their property, but their inner attitude toward 
wealth: they 'trust in it' (Mark 10:24), 'serve it, and not God' (Matt. 6:24; Luke 16:13); 
'heap up for themselves' earthly treasures and abide in them 'with their heart' (Matt. 6:19). 
- and therefore 'grow rich not toward God' (Luke 12:21). But from within, God's grace had 
already visited and transformed the souls of many wealthy people, beginning with the 
publican Zacchaeus and Joseph of Arimathea. According to this, the poor, the wealthy, 
and the rich can all be good and evil. Only to those prepared to strive for perfection did 
Christ advise complete renunciation of property (Matt. 10:8; Mark 6:8; Luke 9:3), while to 
the rest He commanded mercy (Luke 10:37; Rom. 12:8) and generosity (Matt. 5:42; 
Ephesians 4:28). 
103

	 "On this (Gospel) path, we must seek solutions to the problems arising from private 
property, primarily through the inner education and enlightenment of the human being. 
The goal is not for the earthly economy, and with it, culture and humanity, to be 
extinguished by righteousness, as Buddha and Leo Tolstoy teach. But the goal is not for 
the economy to become a self-sufficient force in human life, enslaving people, as 
communism desires. A new understanding of property will be based on ancient Christian 
foundations." I. A. Ilyin then defines these foundations. 
104

	 "Private property is power: directly over things, but indirectly over people. Power 
cannot be granted without educating people to use it. Private property is freedom. 
Freedom cannot be granted without teaching them to use it wisely. Private property  

 Russian philosophy of property (XVIII–XX centuries). St. Petersburg, 1993, p. 129.103
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is a right that also implies obligations. And in this respect, it is subject to all the 
fundamental laws of the human spirit." 
105

	 Chapter XVIII of Vladimir Sergeyevich Solovyov's (1853–1900) well-known work, 
"The Justification of Good," asks: What form should good take in a material-economic 
society as such? He then defines it: "Moral philosophy can only indicate the founding 
principle and ultimate goal of such a society. This principle is abstinence from evil, carnal 
excess, and this goal is the transformation of material nature—both internal and external
—into a free form for the human spirit, not limiting it but, unconditionally, complementing 
its inner and outer existence." 
106

"The moral organization of humanity, fundamentally defined in Christianity, could not be 
realized uniformly in all its parts, but only in stages. The specifically religious task—the 
organization of piety in the church, its highest principle—had to come to the forefront. The 
second task—the moral organization of the Christian state—in addition to its own 
collective motive, is also conditioned by a higher, religious principle." We see that the 
political task of historical Christianity, more complex than the ecclesiastical task, emerged 
after the Church had already assumed firm, organic forms. The Christian state, however, 
represented the same state of apparent non-existence in which the Christian economy 
finds itself today. 
107

	 "Christianity does not require man's renunciation of external influence on nature 
and of cultural labor, but only a reorientation of life's goals and the volitional center of 
gravity. External objects, which most people pursue as ends, must become entirely mere 
means and tools, while internal forces, gathered and concentrated within themselves, 
must be applied like a powerful lever to lift the weight of material existence, which 
oppresses both the soul of man and the soul of nature.

	 The normal principle of economic activity is economy, conservation, the 
accumulation of psychic forces through the transformation of one type of psychic energy 
(external, extensive) into another type of energy (internal, intensive). Man either dissipates 
his sensory soul or accumulates it. In the first case, he achieves nothing for himself or for 
nature; in the second, he heals it and saves himself. Organization, in its most general  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definition, is the coordination of many means and tools of a lower order to achieve a 
common goal of a higher order." 
108

	 "The Christian Attitude to Property." This is the title of an article by philosopher 
Vladimir Frantsevich Ern (1882–1917), written in 1906 and dedicated to the memory of 
Vladimir Solovyov. "No matter how one understands the essence of property, no matter 
how one evaluates or criticizes it, it remains absolutely certain and indisputable that 
property is the most important fact of human life and has a significant influence on the 
formation and structure of all human relations in general, and social relations in particular. 
But since property is such a major and decisively important phenomenon, the question 
arises of what property is, what it should actually be, and what attitude the human 
consciousness should have toward it." 
109

	 "First of all, the Gospel clearly establishes that accepting Christ is associated with 
a certain interruption.  A cross is placed over the old, and the new begins. 'Old things 
have passed away; behold, all things have become new' (2 Cor. 5:17). In a person's 
consciousness, when drawn to Christ, there is a moment when he must renounce 
everything for Christ (Matthew 16:24). There is a moment when he must rise and walk 
(Matthew 9:6; Mark 2:11, 14). A person must push off the earth, separate himself from it, 
even if only for a moment, in order to become free of it. Freedom is necessary, since, until 
this break, the holy human is firmly bound by natural ties to human evil and sin. One must 
cast off all old garments, before the first nakedness, so that the old ones will not remain 
beneath the new garments. 
110

	 "The living nerve of property has consciousness as its seat. And if it is destroyed 
here, property crumbles, like a necklace with a cut thread. Property is like a liquid held in 
check by the walls of a vessel. These walls are determined not by something external, but 
by the internal psychic moment of appropriation—"mine"; by setting a boundary, a limit, 
for another. When the impulse toward Christ breaks down these walls, nothing remains of 
property. It dissipates, and cannot help but dissipate: "Whoever has this world's goods, 
and sees his brother in need, and shuts up his heart from him, how will the love of God  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abide in him?" (1 John 3:17; cf. James 2:15-16). How many days, or rather hours, will this 
abundance last if every brother and sister is warmed and nourished?" 
111

	 "Christ said, 'If you want to be perfect...' (Matthew 19:21). Wanting perfection, of 
course, does not mean being perfect, and giving away property does not at all signify the 
attainment of complete perfection, 'For if I give away my possessions, but do not have 
love, it profits me nothing' (1 Cor. 13:3). Therefore, giving away property is not necessary 
for complete perfection, but is a necessary preliminary step for all those who desire 
perfection. Property and possessions are a hindrance, and therefore they must be given 
up." 
112

	 "Thus, from the above, it has become quite clear that in order to rise to meet 
Christ, in order to be absolutely free and unbound at the moment of choosing one's Lord, 
one must, at least for a moment, cast aside everything, including property. And the 
supreme laws of the Kingdom of God—Love and Freedom—transform this momentary 
conditional renunciation into an unconditional, permanent renunciation of all that is one's 
own." 
113

	 "The Apostle rightly says 'covetousness' (Col. 3:5), for not all property ownership is 
covetousness, and therefore not all of it is idolatry. When property ownership is 
associated with an intensely felt desire to secure possessions for oneself and to consider 
them one's own, then, according to common sense and the Apostle, it is idolatry." 
114

	 "Property rights, in the complete absence of awareness of the duties associated 
with them, become completely empty and purely negative claims, for their essence lies 
solely in the denial of the rights and claims of others. Lacking any positive influence 
themselves, they, through such denial, do not allow any positive influence from others. 
That is, they seem to be trying to remove their property from the common stock of 
resources of the universe—God's world—and, at least in their spiritual state, destroy it 
completely, turning it into some kind of emptiness and utter nothingness. Such nihilism is 
a complete denial of the fact that, in fact, their property belongs to God, and God, in 
creating it, created it not for nothing,  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but for a specific purpose and with some intention.  By preventing God's intentions from 
being manifested and realized in their property, such "owners" serve as direct instruments 
of the devil—fighting against God's intentions and distorting all that the Lord has created 
for great good." Ern says he deliberately chose only two poles of attitude toward property, 
poles that perhaps do not exist in their pure form in human psychology. In reality, of 
course, there is more of a "mixture" in varying proportions, though with constant 
constituent elements: a little atheism, nihilism, and idolatry. A truly Christian attitude 
toward property, which includes both inner detachment and detachment from it, as well 
as a willingness to always share it with those in need, is not enough. 
115

	 "Individual morality determines the attitude toward the sense of ownership, but not 
the attitude toward property itself. A person must influence property themselves and 
subordinate it to higher ideals. By renouncing property, a person is freed only from 
slavery, but does not yet become a master." Property, as an external phenomenon, 
remains at the mercy of alien elements—there is no true victory here; there is victory over 
oneself, but not victory over property. To conquer property, the power of an individual is 
not enough; collective forces and the conditions of community life are necessary." 
116

	 "To say (as D.S. Merezhkovsky does) that all historical Christianity has lived up to 
the ideal of ethereal and bloodless holiness and an earthless heaven, and, so to speak, 
was guided exclusively by the principle 'our judgment is not according to flesh and blood, 
but according to the spirit'—is absolutely incorrect from a historical (i.e., the only possible) 
perspective.  The entire history of early Christianity is filled with a striving not for 117

ethereal holiness, but for the holiness of the flesh." 
118

	 "Furthermore, the holiness of the flesh was the ideal not only of the first Christians, 
but also of the first Christian hermits and monks. St. Anthony the Great  struggled not 119

for the abolition of his flesh, but, as he himself said, for the 'deification... of the flesh.'" 
Historical Christianity was deeply aware, and knew theoretically and in many ways from 
experience, the sanctity of the individual flesh and the sanctity of the individual body; but 
what it truly ceased to practice, not only in practice, but even in theory, after the apostles,  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was the sanctity of the universal flesh and the body not of individuals, but of the body of 
all humanity." 
120

	 The thoughts of Sergei Nikolaevich Bulgakov (1871–1944) comprise an entire book 
entitled "The Philosophy of Economy." In it, the leading Russian philosopher, theologian, 
and historian describes and formulates the spiritual and psychological foundations of 
economy. For example:

"The economy is a phenomenon of spiritual life, just like all other aspects of human 
activity and labor. The spirit of economy (for example, the 'spirit of capitalism,' much 
written about these days, including by such eminent figures of economics as Werner 
Sombart and Max Weber) is, again, not a fiction, not an image, but a historical reality. 
Every economic era has its own spirit and, in turn, is a product of this spirit; each 
economic era has its own special type of 'economic man,' generated by the spirit of 
economy. Understanding economy as a phenomenon of spiritual life opens our eyes to 
the psychology of economic eras and the significance of shifting economic worldviews. 
Understanding the economy as a creative activity that allows room for freedom also leads 
to a description of the ethics of the economy and its eschatology." 
121

	 In his work "The Fundamental Motifs of the Philosophy of Economy in Platonism 
and Early Christianity," S. N. Bulgakov explains the Christian understanding of the 
question of property:

"It is well known that early Christian literature, as well as the Church Fathers and Saints, 
contains harsh condemnations of private property... However, upon closer examination, 
one can see that the full force of these condemnations relates not so much to property as 
to owners, who are condemned for selfishness and callousness in their use of property. 
Owners are required to behave in a certain way—namely, benevolent assistance to the 
poor and, in general, a useful and wise use of wealth, even to the point of completely 
renouncing property in the name of Christ. Therefore, the question of forms of property for 
Christianity becomes a matter of pure expediency, but lacks the fundamental thrust it 
holds for socialism. “You cannot immerse yourself in the economy completely, allowing 
yourself to be controlled by its instincts, but, as far as possible, while living in the 
economy, you should exercise your freedom in relation to it, subordinating it to religious 
and ethical norms.”  122
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	 "The same applies to the question of interest on capital, which the Church Fathers 
considered reprehensible, and imprinted this view on the economic psychology of an 
entire millennium. If we discard the argument borrowed from Aristotle that 'money cannot 
beget money,' then all that remains is a denunciation of the greed, inhumanity, and self-
interest of usurers—that is, once again, a moral and ascetic judgment given an economic 
form appropriate to the circumstances and times. But fundamentally, it is not impossible 
to change this intransigent attitude toward interest to a more tolerant and lenient one, 
once it can be proven that its harm is outweighed by its benefits. In other words, here too 
we have a factual, not a principled, judgment." 
123

	 This was also the attitude early Christianity had toward slavery.  Here too, instead 
of a fundamental condemnation and rejection of slavery, which would naturally be 
expected for reasons both fundamental and practical (for there were many slaves among 
Christians), Christianity embarks on the path of religious-ethical regulation of the relations 
between masters and slaves. It points out their mutual obligations, the fulfillment of which 
renders slavery irreconcilable with Christianity—a denial of the individuality of the slave—
and becomes a form of labor organization. 
124

	 "Thus, if Christianity in its transcendental aspirations is supra-cultural, supra-
historical, and supra-economic, then in its historical aspect it offers the ideal of ascetic 
culture and, in particular, ascetic economy. Human life represents a constant struggle 
between good and evil, which is why all human activity must be under religious-ethical 
control and marked by dualism, a dualism that becomes increasingly exposed with 
historical development." 
125

	 In conclusion, S. N. Bulgakov writes: "Modern economism has spiritually enclosed 
itself within so-called humanism, which, although it appeared to be a revival of classical 
antiquity and, in particular, was marked by the restoration of Plato's rights, was, however, 
in its entire spirit, alien to the most essential element of Platonism, precisely that which 
brings it closer to Christianity—its ascetic anthropology. All humanism was imbued  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with an anti-Christian, and at the same time anti-Platonic, rejection of asceticism and a 
desire to replace it with the cult of the 'natural' man." 
126

	 Pyotr Berngardovich Struve (1870–1944) writes in his reflections on the fate of 
Russia: "Due to the late development of Russian ideologies, neither habits nor ideas of 
property ownership developed among the masses. Russian development over the course 
of centuries had shaped an agrarian system in which the concept of the peasant 
allotment, rather than the concept of peasant property, prevailed. While the Western 
European feudal-serf system had, within its very essence, developed and shaped peasant 
property ownership, in Russia this precisely did not happen, and peasant property 
ownership did not yet exist. It did not exist in the sense that the institution of property had 
not yet become a habit, had not yet become a solid regulatory principle for the lives of the 
masses." 
127

	 "The combination of the 'socialism' of the educated classes and the lack of a spirit 
of property ownership among the peasant masses created the spiritual atmosphere in 
which the Russian Revolution unfolded. The institution of property was defenseless on 
two fronts: the intelligentsia had spiritually renounced it, and the masses had not yet 
embraced it." This historically determined the lack of sustained and conscious resistance 
that the revolution against property encountered in Russia. Elements of organized peasant 
property existed in pre-revolutionary Russia—and the efforts of figures like Stolypin and 
Krivoshein were directed toward their creation—but all these elements were swept away 
by the revolution. The revolution struck equally at all forms of property. That is why, from a 
purely objective perspective, it is completely incorrect to say that the revolution ended 
any feudal system in Russia. Of course, there were elements of feudalism in Russian 
history, but in 1917, first of all, it was not these elements that were swept away, but 
property itself. The revolution struck not at feudalism, which did not exist, but at the 
elements and roots of common property that had been created by all previous historical 
development. 
128

	 In the work "The Philosophy of Inequality. Letters to Enemies in Social Philosophy," 
Nikolai Aleksandrovich Berdyaev (1874–1948) titled the twelfth letter "On Economics." 
Here we read: "Our historical era is colored by economism. Never before has the 
importance of economics in human life been so recognized, never before has man felt 
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such a dependence on economics. It's no coincidence that the theory of economic 
materialism was developed in our era, which merely reflected the state of European 
society, where human spiritual life had fallen into slavery to material life. It's no 
coincidence that, from the opposite pole of the spirit, in our time, the Christian thinker 
S.N. Bulgakov created a unique economic religious philosophy in his "Philosophy of 
Economy," in which he proclaimed the Sophian nature of economy. 
129

	 "Economy also appears in N.F. Fedorov's "Philosophy of the Common Cause," 
which notes that the oppression of economism resulted from the loss of any sacred 
sanction for economic life, leading to poverty, which is an expression of the non-cosmic 
state of the world." 
130

	 "Economy is not a phenomenon of inanimate, material nature; it is thoroughly 
imbued with human spiritual energies and presupposes communication between man and 
nature, their interpenetration. Labor is a phenomenon of the spirit, not matter; it has 
spiritual foundations. The growth of material productive forces presupposes purposeful 
energy and creative human initiative in relation to nature. And material consumption 
cannot be the sole goal of economics. It is also driven by the human creative instinct. The 
social organism cannot be dualistically divided, and its material side cannot be 
considered in the abstract. Such abstraction of material life and its desensitization gives 
rise to a whole series of unhealthy phenomena." 
131

	 "It is often forgotten that economics is a manifestation of the power of the human 
spirit and that through it the mission of man's royal calling in nature is realized. Economic 
life cannot be either dominant or self-sufficient. It must be subordinated to the higher 
principles of life. Only then does economics fulfill its mission of regulating the elemental 
forces of nature. Economics prevents the deadly triumph of elemental forces; it limits the 
power of death in the natural order. The economic act has a mystical aspect that is little 
recognized in our secularized age." “The extraction of economic goods from nature is a 
spiritual act in which the depths of nature are revealed to the man who comes to take 
possession of it.”  132
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	 "Great abuses are possible in connection with property. And property cannot be 
recognized as an absolute and supreme principle; therefore, it must be limited and 
subordinated to higher principles. Human power over the elements of nature must have 
an ontological foundation. Human attitudes toward the economic process can take a false 
direction in two opposite directions: either the duty of management, the imperative of 
productivity, is denied, or people become enslaved to the economy, deifying the 
economy. A spiritual approach to the economy presupposes asceticism, a limitation on 
the lust for life. And if nations desire spiritual rebirth, they will have to embark on the path 
of ascetic self-restraint and the spiritualization of economic life." 
133

	 Semyon Ludwigovich Frank (1877–1950) asserts in his article "Property and 
Socialism" that "man is not an owner, but only a steward of the property entrusted to him 
by God, and therefore is obliged to manage it not in his own interests, but for the sake of 
realizing God's truth on earth." This obvious religious truth, which the Russian people 
have always been aware of, and especially acutely in relation to the fundamental material 
good—the land of the nurse—is decisively at odds with the principle of "sacred human 
property," borrowed from the pagan Roman worldview. At the same time, as we have 
already seen, it can only be identified with the idea of ​​socialism through a 
misunderstanding." 
134

	 "If we seek a justification and understanding of the right to private property on a 
common ground of principle, then we must first understand the meaning of law in general. 
The purpose and meaning of law is to establish, through pressure on the will, an external, 
general order of life that is most favorable to the inner essence—the moral life of man. 
Man, being internally "the image and likeness of God" and having as his ultimate purpose 
the cultivation of substantial Good within himself, growing into it, "deification," is, on the 
other hand, effectively subject, from both without and within, to the actions of the chaotic 
forces of fallen earthly existence. The struggle against these forces proceeds and must 
proceed simultaneously in two ways: from within, by displacing them with Good itself and 
truly overcoming and dissolving them with the power of Good; and from without, by 
curbing them and protecting the human moral will from them. This latter is the task of law. 
Law is the introduction of cosmic order into the chaos of earthly human nature."  135
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	 "The right of inheritance, as an integral aspect of property rights, deserves special 
mention. Inheritance law, by its very nature, rests not on an individualistic, but on a purely 
conciliar principle of unity between successive generations, on the supra-temporal unity 
of social existence. And the socialist struggle against the right of inheritance is one of the 
most characteristic manifestations of the individualistic, atomistic foundation of the 
socialist worldview. In contrast, the principle of conciliar unity must be affirmed not only in 
the simultaneous shared existence of the current generation, but also in the unity of 
successive generations." 
136

	 "If the modern economic system is characterized by insufficient participation of 
conciliar and moral motives, then this is a unique defect that cannot be proclaimed as the 
eternal and sole condition for fruitful economic activity. Moreover, it cannot receive legal 
sanction." The right of ownership, as we have seen, is not the right to freely satisfy self-
interest, but the right to a free and firmly intimate connection between a person and their 
business and the goods they need; and this latter right, in turn, is defined by the duty of 
freely serving society and pursuing justice." 
137

	 The essential content of the institution of ownership is explored by Nikolai 
Nikolaevich Alekseev (1879–1964) in the second chapter of his article "Property and 
Socialism."

	 "The content of the institution of ownership is determined, firstly, by the concept of 
dominion and control that a subject has over an object. Moreover, we repeat, the issue 
here is not actual dominion and control, but rather the right, and therefore the ability to 
dominate and control, recognized not only by the subject of ownership but also by the 
society in which they live. Regarding the nature of this power of the owner over a thing, 
one cannot help but note the significant discrepancy that is observed between the new 
European worldview and the traditional religious one. The new European worldview since 
the Renaissance has been built on the exclusive assertion of the rights of the self-willed 
human individual." 
138

	 "Modern Western man has forgotten that he lives in a world of matter he shapes 
and is given; he has become accustomed to considering the world as exclusively his own; 
his soul is fueled by a thirst for  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unlimited conquest and domination of the world. He imagined himself the king of nature, 
with the unconditional right to rule and appropriate. He is the only one, and the world is 
his exclusive property. An Easterner is much more able to understand the truth that man 
did not create the world and that, therefore, man does not have the right to 
unconditionally appropriate the world." 
139

	 "Russian legal philosophy distinguishes between two kinds of power relations—
between master power and official power. Master power is power over that which is 
merely a means and is used unilaterally by man. This is the power of an owner. Official 
power (or the power of social service) is power over that which is not only a means but 
also an end in itself, which, therefore, has a special, supreme value." 
140

	 "Now we can provide a more complete and exhaustive definition of the concept of 
property: We conclude that it is a relationship between people in which the right of 
ownership to dominate and dispose of limited objects that do not belong to the highest 
values ​​corresponds to the universal obligation of others to tolerate the owner's power and 
not interfere with its specific manifestations."

	 "A consistent and complete denial of property is a phenomenon quite rare in the 
history of human thought. Various property deniers usually deny not property in general, 
but only certain forms of it, for example, private property, or personal property, or 
collective property, etc." 
141

	 "When we approach the characterization of the second path of property denial—
the path of ascetic non-acquisitiveness, which is often confused with communism in the 
modern sense—we see that they have very little in common. The ascetic ideal is 
indifferent to the beginnings of organized human labor aimed at processing things for the 
purpose of appropriating them. This is the meaning of the well-known norm: not to sow, 
not to gather into granaries, to live like the birds of the air. It is a mistake to think that this 
is the ideal of laziness - true asceticism requires the most intense work, but the work is 
directed inward, towards mastering the spiritual world, towards spiritual discipline and 
spiritual experience, and not towards the production of  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material goods. The ascetic ideal, as we have said, is not the ideal of wealth, but the ideal 
of material abstinence."  142

 Ibid., p. 364.142
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2. HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF ECONOMIC FORMS OF THE RUSSIAN 

ORTHODOX CHURCH IN THE 10th-19th CENTURIES.  

	 The complex laws of socio-historical development are as objective as the laws of 
nature. Historicism is the most important feature of a scientific approach to social 
phenomena. Only the combination of theoretical and historical analysis ensures a 
profound study of any problem. No aspect of economic life can be understood without 
regard for surrounding phenomena or the era. Works on the history of society as a whole 
always, to some extent, shed light on economic progress. We find relevant passages in 
almost all authoritative Russian historians, both ecclesiastical and secular, from N. M. 
Karamzin to S. M. Solovyov.

	 As early as the 18th century, original economic literature appeared in Russia, 
reflecting the problems of the country's economic life.  The second half of the century 143

yielded even more new materials, a particularly rich source of which are the works of the 
Imperial Free Economic Society. The development of manufacturing and the growth of 
domestic and foreign markets prompted the publication of specialized works on the 
history of socio-economic relations in the first half of the 19th century, and thus economic 
history also found its way into the general works of historians. At the same time, works on 
the history of new forms of industry, foreign trade, agriculture, finance, and money began 
to appear. 
144

	 The works of Russian philosophers and historians of the late 19th and early 20th 
centuries profoundly explored the Christian approach to economics and property. They 
demonstrated that, in studying the internal development of the Orthodox tradition, it is 
important to understand not only its pan-Christian ethical and Byzantine canonical 
foundations and origins, but also the specifics of its socioeconomic situation during 
specific periods. At the turn of the 20th century, a national school of economic thought 
emerged within global scholarship. The works of its representatives, deeply rooted in 
national culture and history and employing a high level of methodology, gained wide 
recognition and international authority.  145
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	 One of the most important issues in historical and economic research is the 
periodization of the material being studied. A wide range of theories exists on this topic. 
Representatives of the old historical school classified economic history, dividing it into the 
following eras: natural, monetary, and credit. 
146

	 P.B. Struve based his periodization on the following chronological stages: the Early 
Middle Ages (850–1240), the Middle Ages (1240–1500), the Late Middle Ages (1500–
1648), the Moscow period (1648–1700), the St. Petersburg period (1700–1800), and the 
All-Russian period (1800–1917). 
147

	 In S.M. Solovyov's multi-volume "History of Russia," economic history occupies a 
subordinate position compared to civil history. Soloviev deepened and expanded the 
"clan" theory: according to his view, clan relations were characteristic not only of relations 
between principalities but of the entire social structure. Soloviev's framework was 
opposed to the communal theory of the Slavophiles; however, the relationship between 
clan and commune in his interpretation is not entirely clear. According to Soloviev, 148

feudalism was not characteristic of Russia, and the Russian people, like all Slavic 
peoples, were characterized by clan relations, which in Russia were finally replaced by 
autocracy only in the 16th century, while feudalism was supposedly characteristic of the 
German states.

	 The most prominent researcher of economic history was V. O. Klyuchevsky, a 
liberal historian and proponent of a distinctive "economism." Demonstrating the role of 
economic phenomena in the historical life of our country, he placed the economy among 
the important historical factors. Klyuchevsky believed that trade, particularly foreign trade, 
was of primary importance in the economies of Dnieper Rus and Novgorod. 
149

	 Under the influence of the state school, Klyuchevsky gave a general periodization 
of Russian history, where the economic principle was subordinated to the legal and 
chronological: "Dnieper Rus, urban, trading" (from the 8th to the 13th centuries); Upper 
Volga Rus, appanage-princely, free-farming"; "Great Rus, Moscow, tsarist-boyar, military-
agricultural" (from the mid-15th century to the beginning of the 17th century); the period 
"all-Russian, imperial-noble,  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the period of serfdom, agricultural and factory-plant" (from the beginning of the 17th 
century to the middle of the 19th century). Klyuchevsky attributed the appearance of 
signs of private land ownership in Rus' to a period no earlier than the 11th century. 
150

	 We find periodization of Russian church history in the works of Metropolitan 
Macarius, E. E. Golubinsky, and P. V. Znamensky. According to the established 
periodization, the initial, Kievan, or pre-Mongol period (from the 9th century to the 
mid-13th century) is universally considered by historians to be the time of the formation of 
Russian church organization.

	 The next historical period, or the period of the so-called Northern Metropolitanate 
(from the mid-13th century to the mid-14th century), is a time of strengthening not only 
church authority and the economy, but also of the entire ancient Russian society during 
the formation of the Muscovite state.

	 The third period, the early Muscovite or Grand Princely period (from the mid-14th 
century to the 16th century), after the transfer of the Metropolitan See there, 
encompasses fundamental changes in church-state relations and the signs of an 
established feudal system.

	 The late Muscovite or Patriarchal period lasts from the late 16th century to the 
early 18th century. 

	 Finally, the St. Petersburg-All-Russian, or Synodal, Revolution (from 1720 to 1917) 
was characterized by the predominance of state power over church power, particularly 
reflected in the reforms of Emperor Peter I, which culminated in secularization. 
151

	 The development of market relations, the liberalization of domestic policy, and the 
abolition of autocracy were accompanied by an active search for alternative paths to 
social development, which found expression in the revolutionary process.  The question 152

of property rights became, in Frojanov's words, the fundamental issue of the revolution. 
Guided by the experience of the French and other Western revolutions, the new 
government in 1918 resolved the problem of property, including church property, through 
confiscation. The Local Council of the Russian Orthodox Church determined the rules for 
the life of the Church under conditions of self-financing, and in 1991, a period of 
restitution, or the return of confiscated property, began. 
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	 Since a general periodization makes it possible to trace general and specific 
patterns, the nature of the phenomenon under study and its essential stages, we consider 
it necessary to propose a division of the economic development of the Russian Orthodox 
Church into the following periods according to the predominant form of church economy 
and the main type of property relations with secular authority:

1) The Subsidy Period (988–1238) — The Tithe Period

2) The Patrimonial Period (1239–1503) — The Colonization Period

3) The Feudal Period (1504–1700) — The Amortization Period

4) The Budget Period (1701–1917) — The Secularization Period

5) The Self-Financing Period (1918–1990) — The Confiscation Period

6) The Modern Period (1991–present) — The Search and Restitution Period

However, here too, we must remember the words of S. M. Solovyov on the principles of 
periodization: “The debates are endless, for in history nothing ends suddenly and nothing 
begins suddenly; the new begins while the old continues.” 
153

2.1 The Tithe Period (988–1238) 

	 By the time of the official adoption of Christianity in 988, and consequently the 
emergence of a church organization, the state had already existed in Rus' for nearly two 
centuries. It had its own developed system of princely governance and law, as well as 
centuries-old customs of East Slavic pagan culture.

	 At that time, the economy of Kievan Rus' had already reached a comparatively 
high level. The state's population was approximately 4–5 million people. Trade played a 
major role in the economy, particularly foreign trade with the Arabs, Greeks, and peoples 
of Western Europe. In addition to Kyiv, other cities of ancient Rus' also established trade 
relations, such as Smolensk, Polotsk, and Novgorod. The latter conducted particularly 
extensive trade across the Baltic Sea. 
154

	 By the beginning of the 9th century, a unique type of governance—military 
democracy—had developed in the ancient Russian state. The ruler of a tribe or tribal 
union was the highest military commander or prince, elected by a popular assembly—the 
veche. The country's economic life gradually transitioned from a patriarchal, clan-based 
system to an early feudal one. 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	 Thus, the Christian Church in Rus' had to adapt to the level of social development 
and economic structure it found there. It is interesting to note that in Rus', the state 
managed to avoid a socioeconomic synthesis with the ancient slave system, although it 
did utilize some of its later forms. The most important factor preventing patriarchal slavery 
from transforming into a slave system in Rus' was the rural community, which, in the 
harsh natural conditions of Eastern Europe, did not facilitate the widespread use of slave 
labor in production. Among the Slavs, the process of intensive transition from patriarchal 
economic relations to early feudal ones occurred with the establishment of the Kievan 
state. 
155

	 The Church's activities helped the princes elevate the Old Russian state to the 
level of other European countries that directly inherited the traditions of the ancient world. 
It contributed to the princely and state authority in the development of public 
consciousness and culture, encompassing all the main areas of education. Its daily 
liturgical life, preaching, and mission had a particularly powerful and visible impact on the 
people. Through the efforts of its holy founders, the Russian Church instilled in the daily 
life of pagan society the seed of those universal evangelical principles that formed the 
foundation of a unified European Christian civilization.

	 Moreover, the difference between church-state relations in ancient Kievan Rus' and 
those that developed in the Byzantine Empire is obvious, where Christianity received 
official status almost from the moment the new state was formed. It was legitimized by 
Emperor Constantine the Great (the Edict of Milan in 313), received canonical 
confirmation at the Ecumenical Councils of the 4th–8th centuries, and undoubtedly 
exerted a strong influence on the formation of Byzantine statehood. 
156

	 Thus, gradually displacing paganism, whose worldview centered on the 
relationship between man and nature, Christianity helped ancient Russians adopt a 
different worldview, centered on their relationship with God. The clash of these two 
positions occurred mainly at the social level, giving rise to a new type of behavior in 
society. 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	 Over the next three centuries, the church organization in Kievan Rus' acquired 
powerful political authority and economic independence, influencing the entire way of life 
of ancient Russian society and morally regulating it. The episcopal sees were granted the 
right to exercise civil jurisdiction not only over "church people" but also over the entire 
population of Rus' in matters of marriage and property. They utilized a developed system 
of duties, fines, and other levers of power. At the same time, church institutions began to 
participate in providing social assistance to the population, especially during times of 
national disaster.

	 The property of the Russian Church itself began to accumulate immediately after 
the baptism of St. Prince Vladimir, who brought with him to Kyiv, after the capture of 
Korsun (Kherson), a multitude of icons, vestments, and church utensils necessary for the 
enlightenment of his people with Christianity. 
157

	 The ancient Russian state, entrusting the Church, represented by its bishops, with 
broad social functions, provided it with the material and financial resources necessary to 
fulfill these functions. The emergence of a church organization in the context of a 
fragmented feudal state with princely power determined the method and forms of its 
financial support. In each appanage principality, the bishop's see was supported by the 
prince, his treasury, and through deductions from the collected taxes and other revenues 
for the princely court.

	 The tithe became a special economic form in which funds were allocated to the 
early Church. This Proto-Slavic word, common to all Slavic languages, denotes one-tenth 
of something.  It is important to remember that the concept of tithe always implied a 158

tenth of income, not capital or property. 
159

	 There are differing opinions among researchers regarding the origins of church 
tithes in Rus' and the models followed by St. Prince Vladimir in choosing this form. 

	 The well-known Old Testament commandment that every person who confesses 
God must give Him a tenth of the year's livestock, grain, and other fruits of the earth (Gen. 
14:20; Lev. 27:30-33; Num. 18:20-32; Deuteronomy 14:22-23) was adopted in Christianity.  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However, the tithe, as a form of church support, was absent from Roman law and the 
Byzantine Empire, where the Church was supported exclusively through direct personal 
contributions from the population, in arbitrary form. 
160

	 In turn, in the Western Church, personal contributions took the form of a private 
tithe for the benefit of the clergy, legalized by a decree of Emperor Charlemagne in 779. 
The difference with Old Russian practice, however, was that here the tithe was not 
private, but centralized. It was collected from the population by the princely treasury and 
only then transferred to the Church, thus becoming a governmental, state-owned 
institution. As for the Western Slavs, their systems of providing for the Church were in 
many ways similar to those of Old Rus'. 
161

	 E.E. Golubinsky suggests that St. Prince Vladimir, being in close and active contact 
with Western sovereigns, could have been well acquainted with their ecclesiastical 
customs. The prince evidently followed the example of Western nations in establishing a 
tithe as a means of supporting the episcopal sees of the Russian Church, while he used 
the example of the Eastern Greek Church to support the lower levels of church 
organization. "Our ancestors," writes a church historian, "in the early days after their 
forced baptism, were Christians only in name and could not voluntarily support the clergy. 
And our government, unable to follow the example of Greece, partly followed the example 
of the West, and partly acted independently." 
162

Professor A. G. Kuzmin, tracing the tradition of Russian Christianity not only from 
Byzantium but also from Great Moravia through the preaching of the holy brothers, Saints 
Cyril and Methodius, writes that the Irish clergy were quite influential in the Middle 
Danube region, establishing most of the monasteries there. Along with the settlers, Irish 
views also arrived in Rus', which were reflected in the very initial form of church 
organization. In this regard, the institution of tithing itself was subject to attacks, as a 
Western one, so that Saint Prince Vladimir himself warned of possible attacks in his 
Charter: “Whoever transgresses these rules, let them be cursed in this age and in the 
next.”  163
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	 A. V. Kartashev finds that the tithe arose before the establishment of the 
metropolitanate and the emergence of a metropolitan. He emphasizes that when the 
Metropolitanate of the Patriarchate of Constantinople was established in Kyiv under 
Prince Yaroslav the Wise, the Kievan prince would not have considered accepting the 
position of a Byzantine viceroy or Byzantine interference in the internal affairs of Rus'. A. 
V. Kartashev cites an interesting example of how the Greek Metropolitan Theopemptus 
expressed dissatisfaction with the privileges of the Church of the Tithes and, as a result, 
had it reconsecrated.  Soon after, he was forced to leave. Apparently, he did not pay 164

much attention to local traditions, which, in turn, was offensive to supporters of the 
ecclesiastical autonomy of Rus'.

	 How did the tithe itself come about? The Rule of St. The third article of the Grand 
Duchy of Vladimir (in the Synodal version) states: "In the same summer, long past, I built 
the Church of the Holy Mother of God of the Tithes and gave it a tithe throughout the land 
of Rus': from the principality to the collective church from the entire princely court, a tenth 
of the steer, and from the market, a tenth of the week, and from the houses, every year, 
from every herd and every grain, to the wondrous Savior and His wondrous Mother." 
165

	 The statutes of Vladimir and Yaroslav, as well as later documents (for example, the 
"Rule on Church People and Tithes"—a 13th-century treatise) associate the grand ducal 
tithe only with cathedral churches. This is also confirmed by well-known chronicle 
evidence. These include references to the receipt of tithes by the cathedral church in the 
Novgorod Charter of Prince Svyatoslav Olgovich of 1137, the decree on the transfer of 
tithes in 1136 to the Smolensk cathedral and the cathedral in Vladimir-Suzdal of 1158, 
founded by Andrei Bogolyubsky, and evidence of the receipt of tithes by the Vladimir and 
Suzdal cathedrals in Simon's Letter to Polycarp. 
166

	 As for the number of cathedral churches, according to Ya. N. Shchapov, by the 
mid-13th century there were already 16 dioceses in Rus', corresponding to the main 
Russian principalities. The cathedral churches in these churches were dedicated, as a 
rule, either to the Dormition of the Mother of God or to Sophia—the Wisdom of God. 
However, churches and monasteries were also built in many other cities where there was 
no cathedral. Among the cities where stone churches existed in the mid-13th century, the 
following are known: Vyshgorod, Novgorod Seversky, Nizhny Novgorod, Murom, 
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Yaroslavl, Pereslavl-Zalessky, Yuryev-Polsky, Staraya Ladoga, Staraya Russa, Pskov, 
Izborsk, Vyazma, Mstislavl, Vitebsk, Minsk, Grodno, Zvenigorod and many others. 
167

	 Tithes were paid to churches of varying importance based on different calculations. 
First, the cathedral and the bishop with his choir received a tithe from all revenues of the 
state treasury (the grand ducal tithe). Second, non-cathedral city churches received a 
tithe from the local city treasury after the grand ducal tithe had been paid (the local tithe). 
In turn, small, ordinary, or house churches founded by communities or ktitors were 
supported by them (the voluntary tithe). According to E.E. Golubinsky, this concept should 
be distinguished from the obligatory tithe. After the prince paid the tithe to the bishop, he 
could give voluntary tithes to any particularly revered individuals or institutions. 
168

	 It follows that the church tithe was not a new burden for the people, as it was 
initially only a separate portion of the previous princely tax, and only over time did it 
evolve into a separate tax, authorized to be collected by the bishops themselves. The 
prince gave the bishops tax-tax lists, which specified the amount of collections they were 
to make in each volost. Only then did special officials—the so-called desyatinniki—appear 
with our bishops.

	 The text of the Smolensk Charter of 1136, for example, reveals the structure of the 
bishop's tithe from the twelve cities of the Smolensk land. There, the tax was levied on 
each administrative unit of the principality, which paid a set amount (from 10 to 1,000 
hryvnia kuna) depending on the size of the city or volost. This amount consisted of a 
"urok" (a fixed portion) and an additional "pochest'" (honor). 

	 The tithe included 1) the tribute tithe, 2) the judicial tithe, and 3) the trade tithe. 

However, not all laypeople were tithe payers, but only those who owned real estate and 169

received dues from it. 
170

	 The basis of the Kievan state's economy was arable farming. Although large-scale 
landholdings did not yet play a significant role, large landowners were already seeking to 
expand the number of dependent peasants who would pay them tribute. Since the 
ancient Russian economy was based on natural resources, tribute was collected in kind. 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This self-sustaining communal economy, consisting of units with little interest in external 
economic relations, is termed "autarky" and is considered traditional in Russia.  In this 171

system, the primary form of economic relations between peasants and landowners is a 
quitrent in kind, in the form of tribute.

	 The unit of tribute in ancient Russian society was the "dym" (yard) or "ralo" (plow), 
and the amount of the quitrent was determined by customs, known as "starina." At the 
end of the agricultural year, every tenth measure of all grown grains and vegetables, as 
well as every tenth head of cattle and other livestock, was brought to the prince's court. 
In the pre-Mongol period, along with silver grivnas, bundles of pelts (kun) served as 
currency; they were collected and stored in a special room in the cathedral church or 
bishop's court.

	 In the 13th century, the article on measures in the Rule of St. Vladimir transferred 
all city and trade measures, and thus the taxes arising from them, to the jurisdiction of the 
bishops. These were often stored directly in the church cellars. The basis for this decision 
was the Christian principle of maintaining accurate weights and measures and being held 
accountable for them at the Last Judgment "as well as for the souls of men." In the 15th 
century, this authority was already transferred to the tsar's officials. We find a historical 
analogy in the legislation of Justinian, which specifies responsibility for the accuracy of 
trade measures and weights in the cities of the "most illustrious dioceses" (Novel 128, 
Chapter 15). 
172

	 Another important article of support for the Russian Church corresponds to the 
Byzantine model: land allotments, the appearance of which dates back to the first half of 
the 12th century. Bishops belonged by their position to the upper class of society, and 
therefore, says E.E. Golubinsky, "St. Prince Vladimir deemed it necessary to make them 
landowners alongside the boyars, granting them not only land but also serfs. It goes 
without saying that before providing them with means of support, Saint Prince Vladimir 
established dwellings or residences for them.  
173

	 Land plots were acquired not only through donations from princes, but also 
through purchases made with church funds and the personal funds of bishops.  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A rather limited number of estates could be acquired through these two methods in the 
pre-Mongol period, so the third option—establishing and organizing such estates oneself
—was most frequently used. During the Kievan period, real estate was not as numerous, 
as there was not the same enthusiasm for donating them to the Church as we later see in 
Moscow.

	 A.V. Kartashev's research shows that church real estate, or patrimonies, consisted 
of two classes, divided by type of management: the estate form of private farming (work 
performed by serfs) and the lease of church land to peasants (the beginning of church 
ownership of populated patrimonies). 
174

	 Over time, other means of supporting episcopal sees, which were known in 
Byzantium, were added: offerings from parishioners, fees from them, and payments for 
religious services, as well as annual dues and temporary taxes from the lower clergy. 
Metropolitans had an even greater income than bishops, not only from the above-
mentioned items, but also from the ordination fee, and, in addition, by the right to collect 
tribute from the clergy and laity of the entire metropolitanate every three to four years.

	 However, the opinion of those historians who include payments to the bishop or his 
see as his personal income seems not entirely fair. This is incorrect, since in this case the 
bishop is merely the manager of these funds, albeit a sovereign one. The issue becomes 
clearer if we look at the other side. The upkeep of the church and sacristy, the 
maintenance of the clergy, choir, school, and library, the holding of services, participation 
in festive rites and princely ceremonies, the court and office work, and finally, travel 
throughout the diocese and its own provision—this is not the full list of the expenses of 
the episcopal see. 
175

	 As for the lower, parish clergy, during the Kievan period, the number of parish 
clergy rapidly increased due to the custom, adopted from the Greeks, of wealthy 
individuals owning their own house churches. Towards the end of the life of St. Prince At 
the time of St. Vladimir (1015), there were 400 churches in Kyiv. In the fire of 1017, up to 
700 churches burned (Nikon Chronicle), and in the fire of 1124, 600 churches are listed as 
having burned (Laurentian Chronicle). A. V. Kartashev explains these figures by the large 
number of house churches.  176
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	 Even in Kyiv, the first generation of clergy was greeted coldly by the pagans and 
lacked a permanent flock willing to support them. Therefore, the responsibility for 
providing for the parish clergy fell to the local prince. This period saw the emergence in 
Rus' of the concept of ruga, i.e., princely treasury support for local, non-cathedral 
churches—those clergy that owned neither land nor fees for services. The concept itself 
derives from the Greek word "rōgos," meaning "granary," since the ruga was issued to the 
clergy from the treasury not only in money but also in bread and provisions. It differed 
from a salary in that it varied depending on the value of the provisions. 
177

	 All other (ordinary) churches were built and maintained by the communities 
themselves, and their clergy were provided for materially according to the Eastern Church 
model. The usual provision of parish clergy from their own flock consisted of: 1) voluntary 
offerings from parishioners; 2) collections from parishioners, made by the clergy 
themselves; 3) payments for services; 4) became not only subordinate but also taxable. 
This tax came from income from real estate. 
178

	 Over time, the lower clergy became not only dependent but also taxable, making 
an annual donation to their bishop, which in the most ancient written sources is called 
"εμυατικιον," meaning "entrance fee," but in fact, rent. It was collected as a personal tax 
not from all members of the clergy, but from the priests alone. This suggests that our 
bishops, following the Greek example, viewed parishes as their own property, which they 
leased to the priests appointed to them.  Undoubtedly, following the Greek example, 179

among other revenues for the sees, ordination fees also became common practice.  180

However, since an examination of the clergy's income is beyond the scope of this work, 
we recommend seeking further details from E.E. Golubinsky, A.P. Dobroklonsky, and A.V. 
Kartashev.

	 In Kievan Rus', monasteries could be found in almost every ancient Russian city. 
Their founding was closely linked to the princely courts of each individual appanage, and 
thus they became part of the urban fabric. Cities at this time played the role of political 
and economic hubs in the new national structure that was replacing tribal divisions.  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According to E.E. Golubinsky, in the first half of the 13th century, Up to 70 monasteries 
are already known, with 17–18 of them in Kyiv and Novgorod, and 4 or more in Vladimir, 
Suzdal, Smolensk, Chernigov, and Galich. 
181

	 In 12th-century Rus', the ktitor system of endowing monasteries was typical. A.V. 
Kartashev notes that "two-thirds of all monasteries were built by princes and boyars. Of 
the rest, only ten are known to have been built by the monks themselves, and in almost all 
cases by wealthy monks, using money brought from the world."  They did not 182

incorporate the principle of non-covetousness into their charter, but practiced a system of 
endowments, whereby those entering the monastery contributed to it and thus, while 
living there, were not obligated to submit to monastic discipline.

	 In its early days, only the Kiev-Pechersk Monastery was erected without prior 
financial support, through the labors of its brethren. Nestor the Chronicler recounted this 
in 1051: "For many monasteries were founded by princes and boyars and by wealth, but 
these are not taci, kati, but are founded through tears, fasting, prayer, and vigil." 
183

	 The fact that monasteries became landowners earlier than episcopal sees can be 
explained by their somewhat different economic situation. The tithe system rarely applied 
to them, and therefore they had to rely on the support of ktitors, i.e., the founders, 
contributors, and trustees of a church or monastery.  Ktitor monasteries were closed 184

organizations for the needs of the princely family, and therefore were entirely supported 
by the court. In historical documents, they were sometimes simply referred to as 
churches, but unlike parish churches, they were served exclusively by secular clergy. Like 
the principalities themselves, these monasteries were passed down through inheritance. 
The first examples of such monasteries were the St. George and St. Irene Monasteries, 
founded by Prince Yaroslav the Wise in Upper Kyiv.

	 According to V. Milyutin, the Russian clergy already owned both uninhabited and 
inhabited lands by the late 11th century. The first record of the granting of real estate to 
monasteries dates back to the time of Grand Prince Izyaslav. The Tale of Bygone Years  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records the following words of St. Anthony of the Kiev Caves:The following words of St. 
Anthony of the Kiev Caves were recorded: "My Prince! Behold, God multiplies our 
brethren, and our land is too small, so that He would give us that mountain which is 
above the Pechersk."   It also states that, along with land grants, the princes donated 185

church utensils, liturgical books, and vestments to churches and monasteries.

	 St. Theodosius then instituted a communal (coenobitic) way of life at the 
monastery, the ideal of which was the early Christian community, including the material 
equality of its members. A principled monastic non-acquisitiveness was characteristic of 
St. Theodosius and his first disciples.

	 The varied incomes of the monastery, including large donations from princes and 
boyars "from their estates for the consolation of the brethren and the construction of the 
monastery," later became one of the reasons for the gradual weakening of the communal 
rule. Along with these donations from the world, the monasteries began to receive income 
from the purchase of burial plots for laymen on their premises and contributions for the 
repose of souls. Soon, the monasteries became prominent economic centers, and 
wealthy men who, having renounced the world, brought their property to the monastery 
treasury became sought after by their brethren. This contribution naturally led to a 
violation of the equality of the brethren, and subsequently to a decline in the strictness of 
monastic life. 
186

	 It should be noted that, according to the consensus of scholars, monastic 
communities, by their original purpose, were not at all obliged to perform functions of 
social service to the surrounding society, since the activities of the Kiev-Pechersk 
Monastery were far from aimed at communicating with the world. Nevertheless, it is 
known that St. Theodosius built a courtyard with a church in honor of St. Stephen the 
First Martyr at the monastery. The saint's life states: "...he housed the poor, the blind, the 
lame, and the lepers there, and provided them with everything they needed from the 
monastery, for which a tenth of the monastery's income was used. Furthermore, every 
Saturday the saint sent a cartload of bread to those imprisoned in dungeons and 
prisons."  These actions demonstrate the saint's compassionate and considerate 187

attitude—and that of many of his followers—toward the everyday needs of those 
suffering. 

 Milyutin V. Op. cit. Pp. 24–25.185

 Kartashev A.V. Decree. op. pp. 226 – 231.186

 Lives of the Saints of St. Demetrius of Rostov. Book 9. May. Moscow, 1908. P. 142.187


74
	 However, it is necessary to distinguish between the Church's social activities in 
general and the charity of monastics. The former has its basis in the Rule of St. Vladimir, 
which defined the circle of persons subject to church care ("widow, lame man, blind 
man..."; paragraph 10, Synodal version). 
188

	 Determining the place of monasteries in the economic structure of Rus' in the 
11th-13th centuries, we see that already in that period, economic activity became a 
stable function, an important source of their sustenance. The Kiev-Pechersk Monastery, 
for example, along with crafts and agricultural production (beekeeping, fishing, and arable 
farming), also engaged in trade operations, thanks to Kyiv being a crossroads between 
the Varangians and the Greeks. Apparently, the monastery not only acted as a guarantor 
of honest transactions or the custodian of certain valuables, but could also sell surplus 
natural products or purchase imported goods for the beautification of the monastery. 
However, the question of the economic role of monastic communities during the Kievan 
Rus' period remains open; many historical documents from that era were lost in the fires 
of Tatar raids.

	 Under the influence of the growth of large landownership and the expansion of 
individual cities in the second half of the 12th century, the Kievan state gradually 
disintegrated into separate principalities. This disintegration was caused by the lack of 
economic unity in the Russian lands and was reinforced during the Tatar-Mongol yoke. 
189

	 This is how the economic structure of church life developed in the 11th–13th 
centuries, with which the Church met the Tatar-Mongol invasion. The Church's income 
sources consisted of tithes, land grants, ruga, and other donations from princes. This 
system was essentially a subsidy system and served as the necessary material basis for 
the activities of the Russian Church. According to the chronicle, the intention of St. Prince 
Vladimir was to preserve the tithe as a law forever, but this remained unfulfilled. Soon after 
the Mongol invasion, it completely disappeared, being replaced by other forms of income. 
	 The Tatar-Mongol invasion was a powerful shock to Russia. It brought about 
colossal changes not only in political but also economic life. The misfortunes of that time 
intensified centripetal processes within society, which affected its economic life and gave 
rise to a whole series of changes in its economic outlook. 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The appanage system of land ownership was replaced by the patrimonial system, and 
settlements shifted from in-kind to monetary. Most importantly, the Church, thanks to its 
immunity, became a major owner of land and peasants, almost equal to the state, and 
within society it gained full political authority and popular support.

	 It was during this era that the main components of the Russian Church's real 
estate were formed, which included 1) church and monastery complexes, 2) houses, 
courtyards, and farmsteads, 3) various outbuildings and establishments, 4) uninhabited 
lands (forests, hayfields, pastures, lakes, and rivers), and 5) inhabited lands (villages, 
hamlets, settlements, trading posts, and towns); the latter were owned by the clergy until 
1649. 
190

	 In the pre-Mongol period, tithes in kind served as the Church's main source of 
income, as they were collected from lands subject to the state authority of the grand 
prince. Over time, the share of the tithe gradually declined, while church real estate 
gradually increased. During the Tatar yoke, it was the centralized land rent from 
landholdings that became the main source of income for church institutions. The reason 
for the complete disappearance of the tithe by the end of the 13th century, for its part, is 
simple: the princely treasury was heavily burdened by tribute to the eastern conquerors. 
The entire economic structure of Rus' operated under the strict control of the new 
masters. 
191

	 In the previous period, Russian princes were effectively only the rulers of their 
hereditary appanages, sharing power with the popular authority of the veche. The right to 
own land and inherit it, i.e., the right to an ancestral estate, was formalized only with the 
written permission of the new government. In their original meaning, these charters, or 
yarlyks, did not have the significance of constituent acts; they were more protective in 
nature, but they implied the authority not so much of a ruler as of the owner of a specific 
territory. Thus, the Mongols, both in their own understanding and in their own 
calculations, consciously strengthened the power and influence of the princes by 
dismantling the veche; it was much easier for the conquerors to deal with individual 
princes than with veche assemblies. The title of the eldest prince had previously been 
almost nominal; now, however, the khan himself appointed the eldest to rank above the 
other princes.  
192
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The political dependence of the Russian princes on the conquerors consisted in the fact 
that the princes were required to appear in the Golden Horde to confirm their right to rule 
by receiving a special charter—a yarlyk—the struggle for which often generated hostility 
between them.

	 Economically, this dependence manifested itself in the fact that the entire 
population of the conquered Russian lands was censused and subjected to a heavy 
annual tribute, yasak. The collection of this tribute was initially entrusted to Mongol tax 
collectors—baskaks—or tax farmers—Basermen, but later the process was entrusted to 
the Russian princes themselves. For example, St. Prince Dmitry Donskoy contributed 
approximately 5,000 rubles to the Horde, and many princes themselves assisted officials 
in collecting tribute from the population.  Furthermore, there were a number of duties 193

and taxes, and the Tatars refused to accept payments in kind and demanded them be 
made in cash, which forced the development of monetary circulation. Insolvent payers 
were enslaved.

	 The religious views of the invaders were broadly consistent with their intentions to 
unite all peoples into a single empire. Religious indifference was the foundation of the 
Mongol religion, expressed in an equal attitude toward all religions. It is well known that 
Genghis Khan, while acknowledging the existence of a single God, cautiously honored 
local deities and sought to appease them by providing equal protection to the clergy of all 
religions. He established this binding law for his entire empire in 1206, and later included 
it in a book of religious and civil laws, called by the Mongols the Tungjin or Yasa-name.

	 His successors also approached religious matters in full accordance with this 
book. 	Ancient Mongol history records that Batu Khan, like his grandfather, professed no 
religion but worshiped only the One God. Therefore, after conquering Rus', he deemed it 
unnecessary to legislate for the Orthodox Church in his realm. It was self-evident that 
from the moment of the conquest of Rus', the organic law of the entire Mongol Empire 
would come into effect, stipulating that the Church should remain free.

	 Indeed, when the first tax census was conducted in Rus' in 1246 by order of the 
Great Khan, the clergy was excluded from it. First, the Russian clergy, and then all church 
members, were completely exempted from taxes.  The Mongols subsequently did not 194

impose any restrictions on the Church's property or judicial rights. On the contrary, many 
restrictions imposed by local princely authorities were abolished.  This was confirmed by 
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the famous trip of Metropolitan Peter to the Golden Horde, where the Moscow saint 
received from Khan Uzbek a charter confirming all previous charters and complete 
freedom of the Orthodox faith, including the inviolability of all church property.

	 Thus, the Tatars, having every opportunity, as victors, to restrict the external 
freedom of the Russian Church, did not do this for their own reasons, and its position 
from the very beginning of Mongol rule until its end remained essentially unchanged. 
195

2.2 The Colonization Period (1238–1503) 

The general devastation of the state led to an exodus of population from the southern 
regions of the country and greatly impacted the spiritual life of the Russian people. While 
one part of the population experienced a decline in morals, another showed a strong 
desire for monastic life. Two streams converged here: on the one hand, ascetics rushing 
into the forest wilderness, and on the other, ruined farmers fleeing merciless invaders.	 

	 V. Milyutin explains: "In the terrible universal misfortune that reached Russia in the 
13th century, the people and the princes themselves had no other consolation than 
religion (…). This is why monasteries began to proliferate so rapidly during the Mongol 
period, but there were also secular reasons; only monasteries enjoyed peace, security, 
and prosperity." 
196

	 Like V. Milyutin, N.I. Kostomarov writes that "regardless of the general ascetic spirit 
of Orthodox Rus', there were factors in the 14th century that particularly contributed to 
the spread and flourishing of monasticism." Thanks to the khans' religious tolerance, the 
clergy and church members could hope for a more peaceful life. Sometimes, this was the 
only way to preserve their families and modest property, especially for residents of 
monastic volosts. 
197

	 S.N. Soloviev and V.O. Klyuchevsky see this process of colonization as the main 
feature of the formation of the Russian state. It was formed not through the endless 
armed redistribution of a limited amount of land, as occurred in Europe, but through the 
march of the free Russian farmer into the vast expanses of the north and east  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in search of a better life.  A village or trading post usually formed around a hardworking 198

monastic community, wild forested areas were cleared, fields were cultivated, and 
sometimes even a center of industry and trade emerged near the monastery. At the same 
time, new communication routes were established.  Thus, the entire inaccessible and 199

harsh northern Rus', right up to the Arctic Sea, became dotted with hermitages and 
monasteries. 
200

	 New monastic communities followed the example of the Kiev-Pechersk Monastery 
and often formed in the vicinity of some ascetic hermit. Such monasteries, founded in the 
Russian North, are of particular importance for economic history, as they were not only 
spiritual fortresses of the country but also among the main drivers of Russian 
colonization. Politically, they became a bulwark of defense against the German-Swedish 
aggression that was simultaneously unfolding in northwestern Rus'.

	 But there were other factors that involuntarily increased the influx of people and 
property to the monasteries in the second half of the 14th century. These included the 
plague of 1348–1350, which devastated entire cities and regions. The "memory of death" 
elevated the mind and heart of the ancient Russian people, giving birth to thoughts of 
eternal life. A chronicle from 1352 recounts: "Then many, concerned for their lives and 
souls, went to monasteries and took monastic vows, while others, preparing for the 
departure of their souls in their homes, gave their property to churches and monasteries. 
Others, from their wealth, gave villages, fisheries, and gardens to the monasteries and 
churches, so that they would have an eternal memory of themselves." 
201

	 Finally, the example of some inspired others, and the increased desire to found 
monasteries became a pious custom for a long time. Many of their founders gained 
national respect after their death, which, according to N.A. Kostomarov, contributed to 
the consolidation of the people's moral forces. 
202

	 The most historically important figure in the Muscovite land, both spiritually and 
politically, was St. Sergius of Radonezh (1392), the founder of the present-day Trinity 
Lavra of St. Sergius and the father of many other monasteries. More than 80 monasteries 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were founded by the companions and disciples, or disciples of the disciples, of St. 
Sergius. Sergius of Radonezh. Mount Makovets, the site of St. Sergius's monastic 
exploits, grew from a small, remote hermitage into a large cenobitic monastery. Its 
adoption of a cenobitic charter in 1354 was a continuation of the coenobitic monastic 
tradition of the Kievan era. 
203

	 Due to the growing number of brethren and devotees, the time had come to 
address the issue of maintaining the monastery. It is known that the monastic rules of the 
Trinity-Sergius Monastery forbade the brethren from going to villages for alms in the event 
of food shortages or other needs. The monks were to support themselves by their own 
labor and rely entirely on God and His all-powerful help. A similar attitude toward 
almsgiving can be seen in the lives of many other holy fathers of the Russian Church.

	 Regarding the management of the Trinity-Sergius Monastery, B.K. Zaitsev notes in 
his study that "St. Sergius did not prohibit the acceptance of gifts." He forbade asking. 
Apparently, he never went to extremes. Irreconcilable decisions were not his style. 
Perhaps he believed that since "God gives," it should be accepted with gratitude, just as 
he accepted carts of bread and fish from an unknown donor. In any case, it is known that 
long before the Saint's death, a Galich boyar (Semyon Fyodorovich) donated half of a 
saltworks and half of a salt well near the Galich Saltworks to the monastery.    E. E. 204

Golubinsky writes that his immediate successor and close disciple, Saint Nikon, began 
acquiring estates, and he would hardly have acted contrary to his teacher's wishes. 
205

	 However, as N. Suvorov notes, in practice, the principle of non-covetousness was 
recognized and supported by civil law only in relation to real estate. Ownership rights 
were permitted for movable property and monetary capital, but without the right of 
testamentary disposition. 
206

	 Thus, during the most catastrophic period for Rus', monastic land ownership 
increased significantly for a variety of reasons. The methods for acquiring church lands 
are described by V. O. Klyuchevsky, who lists the following types of acquisitions: lands 
granted by princes; endowments for souls; endowments for tonsure; and purchases.  207
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V. Milyutin also notes that the oldest monastic deeds of sale that have survived date back 
to the 14th century. Furthermore, there was the custom of barter (15th-17th centuries), 
the acquisition of real estate through mortgages (15th-17th centuries), and the acquisition 
of property by prescription. 
208

	 Princely donations constituted a significant portion of monastic lands. This is 
evidenced by the so-called Kormovye or Vkladnyye (Contribution) Books, which formerly 
existed in almost all monasteries and in which contributions made by princes and private 
individuals for the remembrance of the deceased were recorded, with detailed indications 
of the day on which "kormy is to be fed for the health and repose of those who love 
Christ." 
209

	 In addition to general piety and respect for the clergy, V. Milyutin attributes the 
following points to the reasons for this generosity: 1) Connection with the financial system 
of ancient Rus'. It consisted of the need to ensure the maintenance and very existence of 
the clergy by granting them real estate. The hierarchy and monasteries required a more 
stable, independent income than the small clergy; 2) The need to assist the poor, since 
public welfare was entrusted to the clergy. The duty to help the poor was considered a 
godly deed. Both the government and the clergy saw this as one of the most important 
purposes of church property; 3) Economic and political benefits for the government. The 
gradual settlement and development of land by monasteries contributed to the economic 
development of the country. At the same time, through their generosity, the princes 
attracted the clergy to their side; 4) Religious reasons, i.e., the salvation of the soul 
through donations.  By granting property to the Church, its existence was strengthened 
and the fate of the lesser brethren was ensured, as well as the commemoration of their 
health and repose.  
210

	 Regarding the internal organization of the Kiev-Pechersk Monastery, we have 
already noted that social service and charity, as such, were not included in the statutory 
duties of Russian monasteries. Providing assistance to the poor and needy can most 
likely be considered an expression of sincere Christian compassion towards one's 
neighbors. To prevent excess income from leading to vices or discord among the 
brethren, St. Sergius introduced hospitality into the monastery, "the commandment to 
give rest to the poor and the stranger  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and to give to those in need." According to G. Fedotov, this position became a model of 211

"charitable" service to the world, a kind of combination of the monastic tasks with charity, 
a "purely Russian understanding of monastic service." 
212

	 For our research, this period is notable in that here, within the Vladimir-Suzdal 
Principality, the classic structure of medieval landownership was established. At the top 
of this hierarchy stands the prince (in Western countries, the king), who is the supreme 
owner of the land. Below him are the so-called feudal lords (from "feud" - "land 
allotment"), who receive land allotments in conditional ownership in exchange for services 
and, in turn, may have their own vassals, who, in turn, hire simple peasants.

	 In Russia, this system of conditional landownership became known as 
"pomestnoye," or "estate," when servicemen were granted land—an "estate"—for their 
services, which would enable them to support themselves. Service gentry constituted the 
so-called "court" of princes and boyars, and so they later became known as "nobles."   213

By this time, the legal and economic enslavement of the peasants had not yet been 
established.

	 According to the general testimony of historians, Church landholdings already 
constituted one-third of state holdings, and by the reign of Ivan III and Ivan IV, another 
third belonged to merchants. At this time, two types of landownership began to coexist: 
1) the old, patrimonial system, in which boyars owned patrimonial estates by right of 
unconditional inheritance; 2) the new, state-owned system, in which service gentry owned 
estates conditionally.

	 In the 14th century, Moscow's political and economic importance increased. From 
this time on, a period of predominance of monetary rent began in Rus'. In the 14th and 
15th centuries, new economic conditions emerged: urban populations grew, and 
economic ties between volosts and cities strengthened. The early 15th century saw a 
significant increase in manufacturing, crafts, and technology. The strengthening of 
economic ties, particularly trade, between individual Russian principalities, cities, and 
lands determined the formation of a centralized Russian state at the end of the 15th 
century.  214
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	 Thus, in 1325, Moscow, then still an insignificant town, began to clearly rise above 
other ancient Russian cities. Metropolitan Peter moved from Vladimir to Prince Ivan 
Danilovich, also known as Kalita, and founded the first stone church there, dedicated to 
the Dormition of the Mother of God. From then on, the primate's throne was in Moscow. 
The following year, 1326, Metropolitan Peter died, but subsequently all his successors 
resided in this city, thus giving Moscow the significance of the capital of the entire 
Russian Church. 
215

	 Moscow's primacy also became evident from a political perspective. Prince Ivan 
Danilovich sought to expand Moscow's holdings and, at the same time, achieve seniority 
among the other appanage princes. And indeed, relying on the patronage of the khan, he 
and the Moscow princes who followed him, one after another, received the khan's 
confirmed right to the grand duchy.

	 Moscow's political role as the capital was finally cemented after the victory of St. 
Prince Dmitry Donskoy. After the Battle of Kulikovo in 1380, he carried out extensive work 
to streamline economic relations in the country. Among other things, he introduced 
regulations for tax collection from the principalities to the state, attempted to establish his 
own monetary system, independent of the Golden Horde, and sought to remove internal 
borders and customs duties, thereby opening up broad opportunities for domestic trade 
in Russia.

	 The prince ordered the reminting of Mongolian coins, depicting a warrior with an 
axe and the inscription: "This denga is from Moscow." This fact indicates a new stage in 
the development of domestic trade and monetary circulation with the formation of a 
unified state. Previously, the Rus' had used foreign coins in their foreign trade, particularly 
Arabic, Byzantine, and German. Mongolian "dirgem" or "denga" (ringing) coins were also 
used. This is where the term "dengi" (money) in Russian originated.

	 In Kievan Rus', imported copper and silver ingots were used for a long time in 
internal circulation, and minting was rarely done. A silver ingot weighing one pound (400 
grams) was called a "grivna." The grivna was cut in half, and each half was called a 
"ruble" or a ruble grivna. The ruble was then divided into two parts, producing two 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"Half-rubles," and also in half—two "quarters." One hundred dengas made up the 
Moscow ruble, and one grivna made up 200 dengas. 
216

	 The formation of a centralized state required the creation of a unified monetary 
system. This was accomplished under Ivan III. He established a single coin for the entire 
state, bearing the inscription "Lord of all Rus'." Under him, minting was further removed 
from private hands and transformed into a state monopoly. In 1535, a monetary reform 
was carried out to combat counterfeit money. This reform completed the process of 
creating a unified monetary system in the country. 
217

	 As a result of the aforementioned reforms, a distinctive feature of the Muscovite 
period in the economy was the widespread development of both foreign and domestic 
trade, and the formation of a distinct economic class—the merchant class.  This class 218

began to exert an active influence not only on the development of the state but also on 
the life of the Church. It was precisely with the merchant class, which in many cases 
assumed the responsibilities of ktitors and benefactors, that the further growth of church 
prosperity, property, and economy was associated.

	 During this period, the Russian Church acquired powerful economic independence; 
the period from the Mongol invasion to Ivan III can rightly be called the most flourishing 
era for church property. 
219

	 Gradually, most monasteries expanded from working agricultural communities, 
supported by their own labor, into large landowning societies with complex economic 
management, settlements, and villages, laboring for hundreds and thousands of peasant 
hands. The mir transformed societies of hermits fleeing the world into hired prayer houses 
for worldly sins, and forced its way into remote monasteries with its orders. This was the 
main contradiction, exacerbating all the others.  Patrimonial monastic land ownership 220

was doubly a careless sacrifice made by a devout society to an insufficiently understood 
idea of ​​monasticism; It interfered with the moral well-being of the monasteries themselves 
and upset the balance of economic power within the state itself.  
	 By the 16th century, other funds for the maintenance of monasteries were obtained 
from various sources, which A.P. Dobroklonsky cites as follows: 1) contributions from 
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those entering Sometimes in the amount of 300-400 rubles (these contributions remained 
in force even after the Council of the Hundred Chapters, which prohibited them); 2) 
collection of donations by the monastery monks themselves; 3) monetary donations from 
pilgrims; 4) annual donations (food) from private benefactors in money, church utensils, 
bread, and other products of the natural economy; 5) monetary and material donations 
from the government for certain monasteries; 6) contributions to the monastery for the 
commemoration of the living and the dead; 7) various duties collected by the monastery 
with the permission of the prince. But the most important source of monastic income was 
still real estate. 
221

	 But at the end of the 15th century—and as N. Suvorov notes—even earlier than in 
Western Europe, the idea of ​​confiscating church estates for the sake of state needs and in 
view of the fundamental incompatibility of the wealth of monasteries and monastic 
asceticism was expressed. 
222

	 Soon, the head of the Russian hierarchy himself expressed doubt as to whether 
monasteries should own villages. Metropolitan Cyprian, in response to this question, said 
that "the holy fathers did not ordain monks to own villages and people, and if monks were 
to own villages and undertake secular cares, how would they differ from laymen?" Saint 
Cyril of Beloezersk also opposed village ownership and rejected proposed land 
donations, but was forced to yield to the insistence of the donors and the grumbling of 
the brethren.   Once the doubt arose, it crystallized into two opposing views, the clash 223

of which agitated Russian society almost until the end of the 16th century and left vivid 
traces in the literature and legislation of the time. This dispute gave rise to two schools of 
monasticism, both rooted in the same idea: the need to transform the existing 
monasteries. Some wanted to do this on the basis of non-covetousness, freeing them 
from their patrimonial estates; Others hoped to fundamentally reform monastic life by 
restoring strict regulations that would reconcile monastic land ownership with monastic 
vows. The first approach was led by St. Nilus of Sora, the second by St. Joseph of 
Volotsk. At the Council of 1503, their worldviews clashed. 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2.3 The Period of Amortization (1503–1701) 

	 The year 1503 is considered the beginning of this conflict, or, in the words of A.V. 
Kartashev, "the most pressing issue for Moscow theology." At the end of the then-current 
Council, convened under the pretext of "widowed priests," the first official proposal was 
made to confiscate monastic property.

	 Thus, the question of monastic non-covetousness was raised. This approach was 
held by St. Nilus of Sorsk and other Belozersk elders, who believed that only property 
acquired through one's own labor was considered legitimate and pleasing to God. 
Possession of villages, as St. Nilus observed, tempts monks to vices contrary to the spirit 
of the Gospel. 
224

	 Until the time of St. Nilus's exploits, According to St. Nilus of Sora († 1508), two 
types of monasticism were known in Rus': cenobitic and hermit-dwelling. Educated and 
experienced in monastic life, St. Nilus founded the third type, skete life, which 
represented something of a middle ground between these two paths. Each brother 
worked and prayed in his own cell; they gathered for common prayer only on Saturdays, 
Sundays, and major feasts. In his writings and Testament, St. Nilus emphasized the 
following points, which are closely related to the topic of our work: 1) monks were to earn 
their living through the labor of their own hands, but not engage in agriculture, since the 
founder of skete life in Rus' excluded any form of landownership, considering it 
inappropriate for monastics; 2) monks were to accept alms only in cases of illness or 
extreme need. The saint himself was distinguished by his diligence and non-
acquisitiveness, and focused his brethren's attention primarily on inner work and 
theological contemplation. 
225

	 Because by the 16th century, Russian monasteries had become prominent 
landowners, creating growing discord in ancient Russian society, Ivan III found the "non-
acquisitive" proposal particularly advantageous.   He extended the issue of real estate 226

ownership not only to monastic but also to bishops' property. St. Joseph of Volotsk 
(1515), who, in turn, believed that the brethren could enjoy some affluence and own real 
estate to support the monastery,  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and that with strict administrative management this would not harm the monastic life.

	 Joseph himself attended the Council of 1503 as the Metropolitan's personal 
advisor, demonstrating to him, based on Holy Scripture, the legality of monastic 
ownership of estates. In addition to Old Testament examples, he also cited Byzantine 
tradition, pointing out that in the Greek Church there was no prohibition on land 
ownership. Finally, St. Joseph asserted that in Rus', such a state of affairs had historically 
been considered normal and generally accepted due to historical circumstances. 
227

	 It was precisely this reasoning, somewhat artificial for a monk, that found 
acceptance with the head of state, and large cenobitic monasteries with landownership 
became the only form of monasticism permitted by him. As a result, the monastery of St. 
Joseph The monastery of St. Joseph of Volotsk became a school for a whole galaxy of 
church leaders and bishops obedient to the state, but unfortunately, we no longer find a 
single saint among them.

	 Thus, the opinion of the Josephites triumphed, but the matter did not end there. 
The famous controversy, the "Letters on the Unloved," about the disagreements between 
the elders of the Kirillov and St. Joseph monasteries, continued after the Council. For 
example, after the death of St. Nil of Sorsk, monk Vassian Patrikeyev, a close relative of 
the family of Tsar Ivan III, entered into a written battle with St. Joseph of Volotsk. He, like 
St. Nilus not only rejected the need for monastic land ownership, but also believed that 
"the bishop's estates should be managed by stewards, and the income from them, in 
addition to the allowance for the maintenance of the bishops, and even then with the 
consent of the entire council of clergy, should be used for the shelter of orphans, widows, 
and the crippled, and for the ransom of captives." 
228

	 Vassian also drew the attention of the higher clergy to certain contradictions found 
in the Kormchaya Book, or Nomokanon, a collection of Byzantine and Russian church 
regulations. Having received the blessing of Metropolitan Varlaam, monk Vassian 
compiled a new set of rules in 1518, including those concerning church land ownership, 
correcting some errors in the Slavic translation.  
229

	 Ivan III and his heir, Vasily Ivanovich, submitted to the Council's decision of 1503 
and left the church estates untouched. However, they nevertheless imposed some 
restrictions on the monastery's holdings. A. P. Dobroklonsky writes about this: 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"In the inland regions around Moscow and in some distant ones, they prohibited the 
donation of lands to monasteries for the repose of souls without the sovereign's consent. 
State control over monastic property was established through grand ducal officials, who 
were obliged to accept and hand over monastic property according to inventories." Then, 
under Elena Glinskaya, matters were further advanced: monasteries were generally not 
allowed to purchase or accept patrimonial estates from anyone without reporting to the 
sovereign, for otherwise they risked losing everything they had acquired. 
230

	 Only under Ivan the Terrible were the constant tensions between the state and the 
Church resolved in the following manner. The Council of the Hundred Chapters (1551), 
which discussed the issue of church estates, lordships, and monastic estates, decreed 
that "...those village estates, which were given to the holy Churches for their souls (the 
"God-lovers," i.e., donors. - A.I.), and for their parents, for perpetual remembrance 
without redemption, as an inheritance of eternal blessings, and other Church lands, and 
other immovable property, according to the sacred canon of the Seventh Ecumenical 
Council and other Holy Fathers, are neither to be given away nor sold, but the 
commandments of the Holy Fathers are to be firmly preserved and observed." 
231

	 The restriction on Church property consisted in the fact that, from this time on, 
wealthy monasteries could no longer request charters of privilege from the sovereign. 
Moreover, despite the immunity established by the Council, the higher clergy agreed to 
entrust monastic holdings to the control of state authorities.

	 The second decision of the Hundred Chapters Council of interest to us is Chapter 
Seventy-Six—the issue of usury. The largest moneylenders in Rus' at the turn of the 15th 
and 16th centuries were monasteries, which lent money to princes and landowners at 
high interest rates. Another form of monastic lending was allocated to peasants and 
artisans for their primary activities (the purchase of seeds, tools, and raw materials).

	 The Council stated about this: “Not only the Bishop and the Priest and the Deacon 
and all the Orthodox, but also all the priestly and monastic ranks are forbidden, but also 
the simple ones are not ordered to take bribes, and for this reason not to give money 
according to the sacred rule to the Saint and all the monasteries, but also to their own 
villages to Christians without interest, and bread without mounds, for the sake of which 
Christians lived behind them, and their villages were not empty.”  232
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	 The Council of One Hundred Chapters corrected the major economic imbalances 
in the monasteries caused by the expansion of patrimonial estates, but Ivan IV was not 
entirely satisfied with this. As is evident from numerous sources, the sovereign was 
already considering the possibility of secularizing church lands. Admittedly, having 
appreciated Metropolitan Macarius's determination to protect the sanctity of church 
property, he felt this was somewhat premature. Nevertheless, from 1578 onward, 
patrimonial estates could only be transferred to poor monasteries, and then only with the 
sovereign's consent. 
233

	 The enslavement of peasants that followed shortly thereafter was intended to 
prevent them from freely transferring to church estates, to the detriment of state and 
private lands. In 1581, the senior clergy resolved in council that all lands and holdings 
belonging to monasteries and episcopal sees were to remain inviolably theirs, and those 
mortgaged or acquired from service princes were to be returned to the state treasury for 
appropriate compensation. It was also decided that from then on, bishops and 
monasteries would not acquire new lands for themselves, and that if anyone bequeathed 
estates to monasteries, they were to be transferred to the heirs or the sovereign for 
compensation equal to the value of the will. In 1584, this decree was finally confirmed: 
neither episcopal sees nor monasteries had the right to increase their estates by 
purchase, will, or any other means.  These decrees clearly and deliberately limited the 234

further growth of church land ownership. 

	 The development of church-state relations in the Western Church included a 
similar stage, which preceded secularization and was independently termed 
"amortization" from "mortua manus"—"dead hands." It initially entailed a limitation on the 
size of church landholdings, followed by a gradual, piecemeal return to the state through 
ransom or other means.

	 The power of the Russian metropolitans, which had risen to unprecedented heights 
since the break with the Patriarch of Constantinople, both ecclesiastically and especially 
politically, declined significantly, having lost its external support. The overwhelming 
authority of the Moscow prince quickly grew over the Russian metropolitans, who 
adopted the title of tsar and the associated Byzantine idea of ​​patronage over all Orthodox 
Christians. This continuity was underscored by the marriage of Ivan III to Sophia 
Palaiologina, the niece of the last Byzantine emperor. 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	 When Ivan IV officially assumed the royal title in 1547, and the world's only 
Orthodox tsar ascended the Moscow throne, a religious-messianic theory of Moscow as 
the Third Rome began to develop. Here, the Orthodox tsar emerges as the executor of 
Divine truth. Therefore, beginning with the reign of Ivan IV, Russian "tsars viewed 
intervention in church affairs as fulfilling their duty to preserve the purity and integrity of 
the Orthodox Church."   According to the old Muscovite understanding, Church and 235

state pursued a common goal: the Orthodox tsar was to ensure the maintenance of 
external state order and the internal good order of the people entrusted to his care.

	 From 1589 onward, Patriarch Job (1589–1605) became the head of the Russian 
Church, replacing the metropolitan. During this period, the Russian Church, on the one 
hand, received equal status among other local Orthodox churches, but, on the other, 
began to be subjected to even more severe economic oppression by the state itself.

	 After Patriarch Job, throughout the existence of the patriarchal see in Moscow, it 
was occupied by Ignatius (1605–1606), Hermogenes (1606–1612), Philaret (1619–1634), 
Joasaph I (1634–1641), Joseph (1642–1652), Nikon (1652–1667), Joasaph II (1667–1672), 
Pitirim (1672–1673), Joachim (1674–1690), and Adrian (1690–1700). As A.P. Dobroklonsky 
reports, "their authority in the dioceses remained, as before, administrative, judicial, and 
economic. If previously ecclesiastical authority had been limited by secular authority, now 
it was subject to even greater restrictions by the sovereign himself." 
236

	 The affairs of churches and monasteries were transferred to the jurisdiction of the 
Prikaz of the Secular Great Palace, within which, around 1611, a special department—the 
Monastic Prikaz—was formed. Moreover, the judicial authority of the Church was 
subjected to the most significant restrictions, since the sovereign, through the Prikaz, 
extended his authority over a significant number of monasteries, for example, by 
appointing abbots and abbesses.	

	 In 1649, Alexei Mikhailovich's Council Code abolished almost all vestiges of 
judicial privilege for the clergy and church members, who were henceforth placed on an 
equal footing with all others in civil cases. The Monastic Prikaz was designated as the 
judicial and administrative institution for this purpose, and by 1650 it had become an 
independent body of state power. 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	 At times, the government deviated from the strict restrictions of the Ulozhenie. This 
was the case, for example, under Patriarch Nikon, through whose efforts the patriarchal 
estates were expanded through charters granted by the tsar or by the addition of 
monasteries located in foreign dioceses to the patriarchal house. Thus, by the end of the 
17th century, the patriarchal estates comprised approximately 8,700 households with a 
population of up to 26,899 male souls. 
237

	 However, if we consider the impact of the Ulozhenie of 1649 on the economic 
situation of the higher clergy in general, detailed information on this can be found in the 
work of the historian A.P. Dobroklonsky. Although the Ulozhenie prohibited the patriarch, 
bishops, and monasteries from acquiring new estates, threatening to confiscate them in 
favor of anyone "who should petition the sovereign for that estate," the position of the 
patriarchal and episcopal sees was quite secure from a material standpoint. As before, 
their sources of income were real estate, assessed and non-assessed taxes, and 
voluntary donations. In addition to churches, real estate included houses, courtyards, 
farmsteads, shops, mills, saltworks, vegetable gardens, arable land, forests, meadows, 
apiaries, fisheries, villages, settlements with patrimonial peasants, urban settlements, and 
so on. 
238

	 Real estates provided the patriarchal and episcopal sees with monetary and in-
kind income, primarily in the form of land and estate rents, as well as proceeds from 
household management and the sale of agricultural products from patrimonial peasants. 
The patriarch, for example, received from these sources a monetary income of up to 
30,000 rubles per year, and up to 9,000 quarters of grain. 
239

	 However, church lands were used for material service to the state. Patriarchal, 
archbishop, and monastery peasants were required to pay various dues and fees to the 
treasury (quitrent, yamskoye monies, strelets' bread and strelets' money, military salaries, 
hay money, etc.), and some of these fees were even higher than those paid by 
landowners and palace peasants. 
240

	 Income also came from other sources, in particular, assessment fees for the benefit 
of the episcopal see. These included: 1) tribute from real estate, churches, and clergy 
(from land, courtyards, lakes, and other lands), the amount of which was determined by 
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the bishop himself (assessment books); 2) "Treasury duty" from churches and 
monasteries, collected in varying amounts; 3) the bishop's "entrance fee," collected 
annually from clergy and church servants to compensate for the losses incurred by the 
diocesan bishop during his tour of his diocese; 4) “Moscow Rise” to cover the expenses 
of the diocesan bishop on the occasion of a trip to Moscow to see the patriarch. 
241

	 In addition to the above-mentioned income, non-taxable fees were also collected, 
which included: 1) the appointed fee (priests, deacons and clergy) and table 
(archimandrites, abbots, abbesses and archpriests) charters; 2) the "revealed marten with 
a charter" for the signature of old ordination and table charters by the new diocesan 
bishop, and the fee "for newly revealed memories" issued to deacons, sextons and 
prosphora bakers; 3) the fee "for patrachelion and orary charters"; 4) "Transfer and new 
grivnas" for moving from one church to another; 5) "Sacral fee" for the right of a sacral 
clergyman to serve in churches for hire; 6) Court fees and fines; 7) Wedding fee for 
permission to enter into marriage; 8) Funeral fee; 9) "Pocherevnaya" fee for an illegitimate 
child; 10) Fee on blessing charters for the construction of a church or monastery; 11) 
Fines on the bishop's assistants and on members of the clergy for violations of their 
duties; 12) Tax on the lands of empty churches; 13) Payment for services at private 
invitations; 14) Voluntary donations of various individuals. 
242

	 From this income, bishops were required to support themselves and their court, as 
well as carry out repairs to the bishop's house, their house monasteries, and the cross 
church. Funds were also needed to replenish the bishop's sacristy and embellish the 
cathedral. The bishop could also make contributions to monasteries and churches, spend 
money on travel and gifts to the patriarch and state authorities. A certain portion went to 
charitable works or simply alms for the poor. The bishop was also responsible for 
maintaining roads, ferryboats, bridges, and inns on his estates. Numerous expenses 
sometimes consumed the entire income of the episcopal see, especially in poor dioceses.

	 The number of churches increased every year. True, during the Time of Troubles, 
many churches and chapels—primarily in Moscow—were plundered or even destroyed, 
but by the beginning of Alexei Mikhailovich's reign, there were up to 50 stone churches in 
the Moscow Kremlin, and up to 2,000 churches, monasteries, and chapels throughout 
Moscow. Wooden buildings were gradually replaced by stone ones to prevent fires. The 
most famous architectural monuments of that time include, for example, the bell tower 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popularly known as "Ivan the Great" (1600), the Upper Savior Cathedral (1636), the 
Church of the Intercession of the Mother of God at Fili (late 17th century), and the Church 
of the Resurrection of Christ in New Jerusalem (1685).

	 At that time, there was a particular surge in icon painting; both the sovereign and 
the patriarch, as well as many monasteries, had their own icon painters. At that time, 
Russian icon painters were divided into the Novgorod, Stroganov, and Moscow schools, 
based on their techniques and styles of painting. The splendor of cathedrals and 
churches was enhanced by the construction of precious reliquaries and caskets for holy 
relics discovered during this period, of which the holy relics of the Saints are known. Gury, 
Varsonofy and Herman of Kazan (1595), Tsarevich Dmitry of Uglich (1606), Venerable 
Macarius of Unzhensky (1620), Alexander of Svir (1641), Nil of Stolobensk (1667), Blessed 
Prince Daniil of Moscow (1652), etc. 
243

	 Under Patriarch Nikon, the widespread printing of church books began. By 1658, 
the collection of prayers and the Lenten Triodion, the Book of Hours, the Irmologion, the 
Psalter, the Book of Needs, the Gospel, and the Epistle were printed, followed later by the 
Prologue, the Pentecostarion, the General, Festal, and Monthly Menaions, the Canon 
Book, the Service Book, and others. By the beginning of the 18th century, almost all the 
necessary liturgical books had been published in revised form. The  was under the 244

jurisdiction of the Prikaz of the Great Palace.

	 The common sources of support for the monasteries continued to be contributions 
for tonsure and commemoration, patrimonial income, and voluntary donations. Some 
monasteries used the royal cloister, but in general, the financial situation of the 
monasteries of that time was far from uniform. As A.P. Dobroklonsky writes, in 1662 there 
were about 500 monasteries that had peasants. The Trinity-Sergius monastery was 
considered the richest, as before.  245
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	 Declining revenues and growing arrears to the state treasury led to increasing state 
control over church property, and by a decree of 1696, monasteries and bishops' houses 
were required to submit their account books annually to the Prikaz of the Grand Palace.

	 The era of Peter the Great's reforms did not begin suddenly. The preconditions for 
reform in all areas of Russian society and government had already been established in the 
17th century. However, it is here, in the words of A.V. Kartashev, that the dividing line 
"drawn by our ancestors in Russian history in general, and in this case, in ecclesiastical 
history: before Peter and after Peter" is drawn. It marked the end of Muscovite Rus', that 
is, an entire historical period, with all the good and bad that it contained, and began the 
European, St. Petersburg, or imperial period, which ended with the crisis of 1917. 
246

	 I. Y. Froyanov writes: "In our view, the Petrine era is causally linked to the era of 
revolutionary upheavals in Russia at the beginning of the 20th century. It was with Peter 
that the active alienation of Russian peasants from freedom and property began, the 
division and opposition of all social strata, ultimately resulting in the collapse of 
Russia." 
247

	 The same can be said about the nature of economic changes in society and the 
Church. They were initiated by two reforms: the merger of estates with patrimonial estates 
and the so-called abolition of serfdom. According to Peter's Decree "On Single 
Inheritance" of March 23, 1714, both estates and patrimonial estates came into the full 
and hereditary possession of the nobility. And during the tax reform, serfs, who were 
made equal to serfs, were included in the per capita tax.

	 Thus, Russian peasants owe Peter the Great the drastic reduction of their social 
status to serfdom and their transformation into a single, "base" mass. Landowners 
responded by transferring their notions of slavery (kholops) to the peasants, with all the 
ensuing consequences. The standard of corvee labor approached the physical limit of 
human endurance. Peasants were given away, bartered, and sold like cattle. The people 
and the authorities grew increasingly distant from one another. This was further facilitated 
by the fact that the Russian Church was losing its significance as a connecting link 
between them. 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The Church continued to respond with silence to innovations and, at times, drastic 
interventions in its life. The passive resistance of Patriarch Adrian, who rejected all 
Western reforms, alarmed the young Peter. Moreover, Peter I needed active individuals 
willing to lend their authority to the new state policy. The search for a suitable candidate 
for patriarch dragged on, and soon after the death of Patriarch Adrian in 1700, the 
governance of the Church was entrusted to Metropolitan Stefan Yavorsky as locum 
tenens of the patriarchal throne. From this moment on, a new period in the relationship 
between Church and state in Russia began—the period of synodal governance of the 
Church.


2.4 The Period of Secularization (1701–1917) 

	 Petrine's view of the life and duties of the Church differed sharply from the 
worldview of the rulers of the old Muscovite era. The Church, in his view, was supposed 
to serve, first and foremost, the earthly kingdom, and this service consisted of both 
submissive submission—including economic—to the state and moral influence on the 
people, nurturing good subjects of the Tsar. I.K. Smolich notes that during the Petrine era, 
"the Church was, in a sense, the inner side of society; it was here that it was entrusted 
with the task of creating a person oriented toward the interests of the state." 
248

	 N.S. Suvorov believes that the "purposeful regulation of monasticism and 
monasteries" dates back to the 18th century.  To finally subordinate the Russian Church 249

to the state, Peter the Great, on January 24, 1701, restored the Monastic Prikaz, which 
had been abolished under Patriarch Joachim. Its primary focus was on a new economic 
reform and the management of monastic and archbishop estates. According to M. 
Gorchakov, "by its statute, Peter's Monastic Prikaz of 1701 was the highest, central 
institution for all of Russia, specifically dedicated to Peter's reformist goals with regard to 
the Church." 
250

	 Thus, beginning with Peter the Great, it was decreed that monasteries should not 
be built on private initiative, as had been the practice in Rus' before him. All property of 
the Russian Church was subject to a census, which lasted from 1701 to 1707. With this,  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the Monastic Order sought to determine the scope of its capabilities on the basis of 
statistical figures, which resulted in the compilation of the so-called “Table of 1710.”

The scope of the department was determined, by the standards of the time, by the 
number of households. For example, in the votchinas, each house, its land, and the 
associated dues were separately listed. True, the Prikaz, by sovereign decree, later lost 
some of its votchinas, as part of the income was directed toward the maintenance of 
other state institutions, sold to private individuals, or assigned "to the sovereign."  At 251

the same time, the famous monastic estates were established.

	 Here, the Russian Church, suddenly deprived of its economic power, became a 
social institution completely dependent on the state. During secularization, all its land 
holdings, which had constituted its main source of income, were confiscated, and in 
place of these land holdings, church organizations were offered monetary compensation 
corresponding to the established estates. A decree of 1701, for example, established a 
certain amount of bread (10 quarters) and money (10 rubles) for monastics. According to 
the 1724 table, the salary for each monk was set at not ten, but five quarters of a loaf of 
bread, and not ten, but six rubles. 
252

	 Thus, the Church was placed economically under complete state control, as it was 
the state that dictated its staffing. No one could be tonsured without a royal decree. At 
the same time, the state, attempting to improve the financial situation of more profitable 
monasteries and parishes, reduced the total number of monasteries and churches 
severalfold, resulting in the demise of four-fifths of Russian monasteries.

	 However, despite Peter the Great's strict decrees regarding church administration, 
it would be wrong to accuse him of a lack of religiosity or indifference to the Church. He 
merely sought to transform the Church into part of state administration, which was 
entirely consistent with his rational worldview, which reduced religion to ethics. Peter 
believed that power was entrusted to him from above, and that his actions were guided 
by the Lord. 
253

	 Wishing to raise the educational level of the clergy, Peter the Great strongly 
supported learned monasticism. An addendum to the Spiritual Regulations prescribed 
that "monks in all monasteries be taught not only to read the Scriptures, but also to 
understand them." For this purpose, the Holy Trinity Alexander Nevsky Lavra was founded 
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in 1710 on the The Holy Trinity Alexander Nevsky Lavra was founded on the banks of the 
Chernaya River.  Furthermore, the 1724 "Announcement" outlined a new plan for the 
education of monastics; it was proposed to establish two seminaries—one in St. 
Petersburg, the other in Moscow or in some remote, abolished monastery. 
254

	 Со 2 марта 1711 г. верховным правительствующим органом в стране 
становится Сенат. Однако распоряжения Сената, касающиеся прежнего 
церковного управления, не были чем-то новым, так как и сам Монастырский 
приказ, по сути своей, представлял собой светское учреждение. Разница в данном 
случае состоялась только в том, что Приказ до основания Сената подчинялся 
непосредственно царю. 
255

	 By 1721, the idea of ​​abolishing the patriarchate had finally matured, and Peter 
once again carried out another reform in the sphere of supreme church administration. 
That same year, the Spiritual Collegium was established—a new conciliar church 
government composed of the highest clergy, headed by a president and chief procurator. 
A precise definition of the Spiritual Collegium's activities was set forth in the "Spiritual 
Regulations," which from then on served as the "fundamental law" of supreme church 
administration. By the Manifesto of January 25, 1721, the legislative, executive, and 
judicial powers of the Moscow Patriarch were transferred to the Spiritual Collegium, later 
renamed the Holy Synod.

	 The author of the "Regulations," Archbishop Feofan Prokopovich, according to 
research by P.V. Verkhovsky, was well acquainted with Western European church life and, 
thus, was free to follow the example of Protestant church sources in his writing. It is also 
known that three-quarters of his personal library of three thousand books consisted of 
Protestant works.   There is reason to believe that the Protestant consistories of 256

Western Europe, specifically Livonia and Estonia, served as a model for the Spiritual 
College.

	 This plan for reorganizing the administration of the Russian Church is, one might 
say, a clear reflection of the thinking of both Peter the Great and Theophan Prokopovich 
on the relationship between state and Church, which they saw as solely the Church's 
subordination and service to the state.   257
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The reform meant the transformation of the Church into a state institution, or, in the words 
of D. Pospelovsky, a “handy lever of state policy.” 
258

	 In July 1726, the Holy Synod was divided into two departments, the second of 
which was named the College of Economy of the Synodal Administration. It was charged 
with managing the affairs of other former orders and overseeing collections and the 
management of the Church. The College began demanding such exorbitant taxes and 
interest on arrears from church lands that, according to one archbishop of the time, it 
"began to manage the church estates worse than the Tatars." By 1738, the entire property 
of the Russian Church depended on this College. The following year, it was established 
that even the inheritance of monks, "the belongings, money, and all sorts of things left by 
the clergy," were automatically transferred to it. 
259

	 The state authorities did not stop there. Under Empress Anna Ioannovna, a special 
Tax Collection Chancellery was created, entrusted with extraordinary powers to collect tax 
arrears from both secular and church estates. Relief only came during the reign of 
Elizabeth Petrovna, partly due to reports from Archbishop Arseny Matseevich of Rostov, 
who tearfully complained to the empress that "our Church suffers as much under the 
Turks as it does here in Russia." The College of Economy was abolished in 1744, and all 
church estates were transferred to the control of the Holy Synod, under which a special 
Chancellery of Synodal Economic Management was established. 
260

	 Finally, on September 30, 1757, Elizabeth Petrovna decreed that church estates 
would be financially equated with private landownership and that their income would go 
to the treasury of diocesan administrations and monasteries. However, only the funds 
allocated by the charters were permitted to be used for the maintenance of both. The 
practical reason for this decree was the Holy Synod's inability (and unwillingness) to 
report on the economic status and income of church estates.  The situation of church 261

estates and bishops' residences now significantly improved.

	 It is clear that Elizabeth Petrovna, nevertheless, did not abandon Peter's view of 
church estates. Her government soon began preparing for the complete secularization of 
church lands. 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It was only subsequent rulers of the Russian Empire who implemented this policy, based 
on Peter the Great's views on the need for the most efficient use of church estates for the 
benefit of the state treasury. However, it's worth recalling A. Zavyalov's words that during 
this time, the Church's ownership of the land was never questioned. Only the right to 
manage them was under discussion. 
262

	 So, under Peter III, the College of Economy was reinstated. This, according to A.P. 
Dobroklonsky, was facilitated by his Protestant views.   Responsibilities for managing 263

church estates were transferred to state officials. The poll tax on peasants living on 
church lands was increased to one ruble. These taxes, along with rents for mills, fisheries, 
and the like, went into the treasury of the College, which used these funds to pay salaries 
for the maintenance of various church institutions. Poor, landless monasteries retained 
their former economic basis (fishing, gardens, etc.), and monasteries that received state 
grants retained the right to continue receiving them. 
264

	 Although Catherine II's decree of 1764 is generally considered the beginning of 
complete secularization, in essence, Peter III's decrees had already marked the beginning 
of this process. Catherine II, having deprived bishops' houses and monasteries of their 
land holdings, only modified the details of the reform of the previous ruler. Monasteries 
were divided into three categories based on their estates, depending on the number of 
real estates confiscated from them. 
265

	 In 1762, a Commission on Church Estates was established, primarily charged with 
conducting an accurate inventory of church holdings. From 1763, the affairs of this region 
were handled by the College of Economy of Ecclesiastical Estates, which existed until 
1786. Thus, church estates and the income from them became state property. 	
266

	 The famous decree of 1764 had the following content: all church estates with 
910,866 tax-paying peasants were transferred to the jurisdiction of the College of 
Economy. To understand the scale of this, one can find an example in E. Poselyanin, who 
writes that “at that time, the Lavra of St. Sergius and the monasteries attached to it were 
in charge of 150,961 peasant souls; the monasteries of the Novgorod diocese—51,857,  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and the Novgorod bishop’s house—21,282; the Rostov monasteries—38,389, and the 
metropolitan house—21,282; “For the Vologda cathedra and monasteries - 47,568; for the 
Vyatka cathedra - 43,012; for the Tver cathedra - about 30 thousand; in general, 
according to the census, 910 thousand souls were listed for all the Great Russian 
cathedras and monasteries.” 
267

	 All populated lands were confiscated from the Church. Church institutions were left 
with only small plots for gardens and pastures. In exchange, staffing was established for 
bishops' residences and for those churches and monasteries that had previously owned 
land. Thus, 26 dioceses and 225 monasteries were included in the staffing. Only 8 
cathedrals owned land, and the remaining 516 churches, which had patrimonial estates, 
received so little income from them that the annual state compensation of 50 rubles was 
actually profitable. 
268

	 But if we approach the issue of secularization critically, these reforms actually had 
a positive impact on the Church. For the most part, the bishops' sees did not suffer 
significant losses; rather, they received the legal opportunity to dismiss unnecessary, 
economically burdensome parts of their staff. The monasteries, admittedly, became 
poorer, but even this fact benefited the secularized monastic community. The state, 
through its actions, provided the Church with an opportunity for internal renewal. 
269

	 As for the maintenance of lower clergy, the pension fund established under 
Catherine II had already reached 5,375,292 rubles by 1860. That same year, it was 
transferred from the economic administration to the state treasury, so that a 
corresponding loan would be allocated annually for the provision of pensions and benefits 
to the clergy. In 1866, to increase this fund, an annual 2% deduction was established for 
clergy receiving state salaries in all dioceses, along with a certain contribution from clergy 
not receiving salaries. 
270

	 In 1880, pension provision was also extended to deacons (65 rubles each) and 
their families (40-50 rubles each). Finally, in 1887, the production of pensions for the 
clergy began to be carried out at the expense of the general pension credit of the state  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treasury, without maintaining a separate account for the spiritual department, as had been 
the case before.

	 The clergy themselves also contributed to the provision of retired clergy and their 
families. Beginning in the 1860s, they established emeritus funds, or mutual assistance 
societies. In turn, the society of the 1860s and 1870s was not indifferent to the 
discussions on improving the clergy's living conditions. This was greatly facilitated by 
both provincial offices for clergy affairs and zemstvo assemblies, where laypeople 
discussed this issue together with the clergy. There were also cases where parishioners 
appointed annual salaries for the clergy. 
271

	 That same year, newly drafted regulations for the issuance of pensions and one-
time benefits were approved. Pensions were to be paid to priests who had served for at 
least 35 years at 90 rubles per year, and to their families at 55-65 rubles. In 1876, pension 
payments were extended to cathedral protodeacons and their widows. In 1878, the 
pension salary for priests and protodeacons was increased to 130 rubles, and for their 
families to 65–90 rubles. Beginning with the reign of Paul I, the state of church property 
and management began to improve. In 1797, Emperor Paul I issued an Imperial decree 
increasing the land allotments belonging to bishops' residences to 60 dessiatines (1,000 
acres), and monastic holdings to 15 dessiatines (1,500 acres). In 1805, Alexander I 
permitted bishops' residences and monasteries to acquire uninhabited lands under 
limited permits; in 1819, parish churches were also granted up to 33 dessiatines (1,000 
acres) under the same law.

	 By decrees of 1809 and 1810, The sums of money remaining in various churches 
were ordered to be transferred to the control and management of the Holy Synod, thus 
laying the foundation for the most significant of the church's assets—the spiritual and 
educational ones.   Under the same tsar, church landownership enjoyed tax privileges 272

and was exempt from military billeting. As I.K. Smolich notes, these circumstances had a 
favorable impact on the economy of the Russian Church, especially since the city houses 
and land plots acquired by church institutions began to bring them significant income 
with rising land prices. Thus, in the 19th century, they once again became large  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landowners with well-developed agriculture and new stone buildings on their own plots of 
land.

	 Under Nicholas I and Alexander II, the material base of the Russian Church steadily 
strengthened. The number of churches and monasteries grew, and the size of 
landholdings increased to 100–150 dessiatines (100–150 dessiatines) in 1835, although in 
practice this limit was often exceeded. Nicholas I also established monetary 
compensation for poor parishes and monasteries that could not find suitable land for 
purchase. Furthermore, a law of 1857 established the Church's right to accept donations 
of real estate and certain tax privileges for monastic landownership. Finally, the code of 
laws of 1876 enshrined the right to own land, forests, and other lands. At the same time, 
the inalienability of the lands of bishops' residences and monasteries was established, 
along with exemption from land taxes and local duties.

	 The legal status of parish church property was somewhat different. By virtue of the 
Law on the Inalienability and Inalienability of Church Parish Lands of 1759 (Articles 446, 
447, Vol. 10, Legislative Act), secularization measures did not apply to rural parishes. 
Furthermore, the aforementioned Law of 1876 confirmed the corresponding rights of 
parish churches. Until 1918, these parish lands were the main source of income for rural 
clergy.

	 According to statistics on church and monastery land ownership in European 
Russia in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, in 1877, church lands amounted to 
1,589,600 dessiatines, while monastery lands amounted to 539,300 dessiatines. 
According to data from that year, 8.5% of monastery lands and 10% of church lands were 
leased. Considering that, according to the laws of the time, a monastery could own 150 
dessiatines of land, and a church 33 dessiatines, it becomes clear that the economic 
base of the Russian Church had once again become so powerful that it allowed it to fully 
implement its social service functions—charity, care for the poor, education, and many 
others. 
273

	 Thanks to the above circumstances, the land ownership of parish churches in the 
European part of Russia by 1890 reached 1,686,558 dessiatines (including 143,808 
dessiatines of barren land and 92,550 dessiatines of courtyard and garden plots). 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Further, by 1905 the total area of ​​church land holdings increased to 1,871,900 
dessiatines, and monastic land holdings to 739,800 dessiatines. 
274

	 The income of the lavras in 1909 (Kiev-Pechersk Lavra - 932,000 rubles; Alexander 
Nevsky - 573,000 rubles; Pochayiv - 377,000 rubles; Trinity-Sergius Lavra - 283,000 
rubles) also testifies to the economic power of the Russian Church. 
275

	 The period of state budget financing ended with the Decree of the Second All-
Russian Congress of Soviets "On Land" of October 26 (November 8), 1917, and the 
Decree of the Council of People's Commissars "On the Separation of Church from State 
and School from Church" (January 23, 1918).   Church property, i.e. Church and 276

monastery complexes, houses, lands, farmsteads, factories, candle and other factories, 
fisheries, farmsteads, hotels, capital, and all other income-generating assets were 
completely confiscated by the new government.

	 The Russian Orthodox Church entered a period of self-financing, which lasted until 
1991. The fundamental characteristics and principles of the Church's activities during this 
period were conceptualized and formulated in the works of the Holy Council of the 
Russian Orthodox Church of 1917–1918, which in literature became known as the Local 
Council of the Russian Orthodox Church. 

 Statistics P. 132 – 133.274

 Zypkovets V.F. Nationalization of monastic property in Soviet Russia (1917 – 1921). Moscow, 275

1975. Pp. 42 – 43.

 Decrees of the Soviet power. T. 1. March 25, 1917 – March 16, 1918 M., 1957. S. 13.276



103
3. 	 	 MATERIALS OF THE LOCAL COUNCIL OF THE RUSSIAN ORTHODOX 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 CHURCH, 1917-1918


3.1 Preparation and Opening of the Council 

	 Preparations for the Council lasted 12 years. Some materials on the preparations 
for the Council were published. In 1906, the "Opinions of Diocesan Bishops on the 
Question of Church Reform" were published in three volumes. In 1907, the "Journals and 
Minutes of the Meetings of the Imperially Established Pre-Council Presence" were 
published in four volumes. Furthermore, a vast number of various documents from this 
period, in one way or another related to the preparations for the future Council, exist, but 
they have not been studied. 

	 On April 29, 1917, a Pre-Council Council was established under the Synod. 
Drawing on the materials of the Pre-Council Presence and the Pre-Council Conference, it 
urgently determined the main directions for transforming the church system and drafted 
the "Charter of the All-Russian Local Church Council" and the "Regulations on Elections 
to the Council." These drafts defined the ambitious goal of the Council, scheduled for that 
same year—the first in a 200-year hiatus—to transform and reform the organizational 
structure of the Russian Orthodox Church, across all areas at once. These included 
developing a new organizational structure for the highest and local bodies of church 
governance; streamlining the system of religious education at all levels; resolving liturgical 
issues; establishing a church court; organizing missionary work; and finally, reforming the 
church economy, so as to ensure, on this basis, the material and legal conditions for the 
public service of the Russian Church. 

	 According to these documents, the All-Russian Church Council was once again 
declared the supreme body of the Russian Orthodox Church. It was granted full authority 
to organize church life, while the Synod was assigned executive powers. The Council was 
an elected body, comprising the heads and representatives of all dioceses, elected at 
deanery meetings. The Synod and the Pre-Council Council were fully incorporated into its 
composition. It united the efforts of 564 members—bishops, clergy, and laity. 
277

	 A distinctive feature of this Council from all previous ones was that, during its 
preparation, the Pre-Council Council significantly expanded the number of secular figures 
and members of the clergy  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involved in its work. Such broad representation of laity and clergy at the Council was due 
to the fact that, for the first time in two centuries, the Orthodox people's aspiration for a 
revival of conciliarity was realized. However, this was also a consequence of the 
democratic and liberal trends of those years, which also affected church life. The 
Council's structure was designed to preserve the leading role of the hierarchy, without 
compromising the hierarchical principle and the principle of conciliarity. The organizational 
structure of the Council was as follows:

1. General Assembly

2. Bishops' Conference

3. Council Council (including three Conferences)

4. Departments

5. Commissions

6. Chancery.

	 The Council's structure allowed for greater freedom for the laity and ordinary 
clergy, while preserving special rights for the bishops, who bore particular responsibility 
for the decisions made.

	 The most representative body of the Council, of course, was its General Assembly, 
which had legislative functions, which is why it is primarily referred to in its documents as 
the "Council." The General Assembly discussed and adopted bills by open vote. All 
delegates, or, as they were called, members of the Council, attended the Council's 
sessions. The Assembly was chaired by the President of the Council, who became the 
Patriarch himself after his election.

	 All bills adopted by the General Assembly were subject to final approval by the 
Bishops' Council, which was the primary oversight body of the church hierarchy and had 
the right of veto. A bill rejected by the Council was returned for revision, and a second 
rejection was permanently removed from the Council's agenda. The Council consisted of 
all bishops present at the Council, and its sessions were strictly closed (Section VI, 
Articles 61–68 of the Statute).

	 The Council served as the main coordinating body, which, after its own review, 
initially sent the draft of the completed document to the Bishops' Council. 

	 The Council coordinated the work of all structural parts of the Council; it continued 
to operate during breaks between sessions, continuing to process the materials of the 
Council,  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and after its closure, it was engaged in preparing the transfer of affairs to the chancery of 
the Patriarch and the Synod.

	 The Council's working bodies were Departments, formed around the main areas of 
church life. Additionally, temporary bodies—commissions, for example, to address issues 
with central government bodies—were created as needed. Both departments and 
commissions were headed by bishops.

	 The All-Russian Local Council of the Russian Orthodox Church opened in Moscow 
on August 15, 1917.  The Divine Liturgy was celebrated in the Dormition Cathedral of 278

the Moscow Kremlin, led by Metropolitan Vladimir (Bogoyavlensky) of the oldest Kievan 
See. Eighty bishops, one hundred twenty-nine priests, ten deacons, fifteen choir 
directors, and a large number of laypeople gathered that day. Each of the sixty dioceses 
sent its representatives—a bishop, two priests, and three laypeople—and monasteries, 
theological academies, universities, the army, and the Duma were also separately 
represented.

	 The foremost minds of Russian Orthodoxy came here to develop a church order 
consistent with the liberal changes taking place in Russia at the beginning of the century. 
The participants of the Council were united by a constructive desire to restore church life 
to the truly canonical principles of conciliarity, thereby protecting the fullness of the 
church from the influence of the unbridled elements of radicalism and revolution. Their 
viewpoint reflected the shift in sentiment within broad church circles that had occurred by 
the summer of 1917. Thousands of ordinary believers fervently prayed that day for a 
blessing upon its work.

	 The first session of the Council opened the following day in the Cathedral of Christ 
the Savior. The current sessions began a day later, on August 17. By an overwhelming 
majority of 407 out of 432 votes, Metropolitan Tikhon (Belavin) of Moscow was elected 
Chairman of the Council. At the meeting on November 5, 1917, he would later be elected 
Patriarch of Moscow and All Rus'. 
279

	 The Council's work was conducted in three sessions: the first session from August 
15 to December 9, 1917, followed by a break for the Christmas holidays. The second 
session opened on January 20, and on April 7 (20), 1918, a break was taken for the Easter 
holidays. The third session lasted from June 7 (20) to September 7 (20), when the 
Council's work had to be suspended, despite the fact that its agenda had not yet been 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exhausted. Over the course of the three Council sessions, 170 plenary sessions were 
held, some of which were closed.

	 The Council's main legislative work took place in its 23 Departments. These 
Departments developed projects. These included:

1. Statutory

2. On the Supreme Church Administration

3. On the Diocesan Administration

4. On the Ecclesiastical Court

5. On the Improvement of the Parish

6. On the Legal Status of the Church in the State

7. On Divine Services, Preaching, and the Church

8. On Church Discipline

9. On the External and Internal Mission

10. On the Old Believers and the Old Believers

11. On Monasteries and Monasticism

12. On Theological Academies

13. On Theological Educational Institutions

14. On Church-Parish Schools

15. On the Teaching of the Law of God in Schools

16. On Church Property and Management

17. On the Legal and Property Status of the Clergy

18. On the Structure of the Orthodox Church in Transcaucasia

19. Publishing

20. On Personnel

21. Editorial

22. On the Unification of Churches

23. Biblical. 

	 At Department and sub-Department meetings, proposals, wishes, and requests 
collected during the pre-Council period, as well as new issues, were discussed and 
formulated. Consultants from other Departments were invited as needed, or joint 
meetings were held. The result was usually a Report or other document containing a 
proposed solution to the problem posed to the Department. 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	 The subsequent process, from draft resolution to approval, involved first 
discussing and adopting it at the Plenary Session of the Council and the Bishops' 
Conference. If approved, the document with its conclusion was returned to the Council 
Council, which then forwarded it to the Editorial Committee and then, after revisions, 
submitted it for final hearing at the General Assembly.

	 The hearings at the General Assembly could last several days. The course of the 
discussions and the arguments of the parties are contained in the Minutes of the Holy 
Council's meetings, or in Extracts from these minutes, which were submitted to the 
appropriate department. If the draft document was adopted on the first reading, a Council 
Predetermination was drawn up, which served as the basis for the adoption of the 
Council's Definition or Resolution. Before the Synodal Printing House workers' strike, the 
texts of the Reports needed for the upcoming discussions, as well as the final 
documents, were printed. 

	 To clearly present the outline of our question and extract it from the vast body of 
materials (over 3,000 pages) of the XVI Department, we will compare two groups of 
documents: on the one hand, reports summarizing its work, and on the other, extracts 
from the minutes of the Holy Council meetings, illustrating the Council's actual response 
to a particular document. This will simultaneously resolve the question of whether or not 
the Council considered these documents.

	 Unfortunately, the Council did not have time to review all the drafts prepared by the 
Departments. However, it did issue a Determination regarding their transfer to the 
Supreme Church Administration, stipulating the latter's right to be guided by them in the 
ongoing life of the Church, in whole or in part, depending on the circumstances.


3.2. 	 	 	 	 Documents of the XVI Department 

The XVI Department on Church Property and Economy functioned from September 1, 
1917, to August 16, 1918. During this time, approximately 80 department meetings were 
held: we discovered 79 minutes and one journal of a private meeting. Relying on materials 
prepared by the pre-Council bodies, the department was able to prepare a large number 
of documents on current financial issues that arose at the Council, as well as create an 
action plan for the economic support of general church needs.

By reviewing the minutes of the 16th department, the documents of the Council Council, 
the Bishops' Conference, and finally, the minutes of the Council's meetings itself, one can 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see how the process of discussion and decision-making unfolded, revealing the positions 
of both the Council as a whole and its individual participants. One of the objectives of our 
research is precisely to describe this process. We will examine the topics of the sessions, 
examining how the scope and nature of discussion of many issues expanded in parallel 
with the issuance of decrees by the new state authorities, and how the Church's organism 
responded to changing external circumstances.

	 The main issues addressed by the Department were dictated by changing socio-
economic conditions in the country and their implications for the Church. The stages in 
the distribution of these issues across sessions are clear. The first session proposes to 
the Council a pre-prepared plan for Church management, based on full state budget 
funding and the broad involvement of the clergy in all aspects of public life.

	 The second session reflects bewilderment and tense anticipation in the face of 
unexpected changes. During this time, the Department focuses on resolving internal, 
ongoing problems of Church life related to supporting the functioning of its structures. 	 	
	 Finally, the third session demonstrates how quickly and decisively, yet profoundly, 
the Church, drawing on tradition and experience, defines its position and the set of 
measures necessary for its successful ministry in new, highly unfavorable conditions. It 
contains a decisive response to state decrees aimed at destroying the very foundations of 
church and public life. The documents also testify to the triumph of the unwavering faith 
of the Council participants, many of whom would soon receive the crowns of martyrs and 
confessors.

	 The Council Council's resolution (...) recorded a list of reports submitted by the 
Departments to the Council but not considered: ...

	 Reference: The Holy Council of January 31, 1918, in accordance with Protocol No. 
74, resolved: ... (to transfer to the Supreme Church Administration, ... in whole or in part).


3.2.1   Minutes of the First Session of the Local Council (September 1 – December 4, 

1917) 

Minutes 1. (Case 406 (I), Sheet 1). 
On behalf of the Cathedral Council, Archbishop Seraphim of Tver opened the department. 
At the first meeting on September 1, 1917, a list of its members was determined and a 
presidium was elected. (See Appendix 1) 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	 Archbishop Anastasius (Gribanovsky) of Chisinau was elected Chairman (43 votes), 
and the following were Deputy Chairman: P.I. Astrov (40 votes) and A.A. Osetsky (32 
votes). The duties of secretaries were assigned to Sergei Mikhailovich Raevsky (44 votes) 
and Petr Nikolaevich Gursky (43 votes). Clerks: L.L. Kastrovsky, N.O. Shenets.

	 The initial list from September 15, 1917 (Case 405, p. 1) included 83 names. By the 
end of the month, it had increased to 101 people, although about half were usually 
present at the meetings. The members of the Department included 15 bishops; abbots of 
the Kiev-Pechersk and Trinity-Sergius Lavras; professors Krasnozhen M.G., Ostroumov 
M.A., Pisarev L.I., Pokrovsky I.M., Artobolevsky I.A., Prince Trubetskoy E.N., Fioletov 
N.N.; State deputies Duma Arefiev M.I., Potulov V.A., prot. Gepetsky N.E., princes Urusov 
P.D. and Vasilchikov I.S. In addition, according to the Charter, the members of the Council 
were the official officials of the Holy Synod: Dyakonov M.A. — Control Manager, Osetskiy 
A.A. - Director of Economic Management, Runkevich S.G. - Doctor of Church History, 
Assistant Manager of the Synodal Chancellery, Raevsky S.N. - manager of the treasury 
chamber, prot. Leonchukov G.Ya. - Chairman of the Candle Committee, as well as Pantin 
N.I. - Customs Manager. The list includes many archpriests and teachers from theological 
schools, many with academic degrees, such as Archpriest K.M. Aggeev, Master of 
Theology.


Minutes No. 2. (File 406, pages 3–8) 
	 The Most Reverend Chairman proposed hearing P.I. Astrov's report on the plan for 
the upcoming work and also asking him to accept the report of the Pre-Council Council.

	 Then, A.A. Osetsky, Director of the Economic Administration of the Holy Synod and 
member of the Council, presented a report on the current state of church property and 
facilities. He noted that the report's data are not systematized, but represent a summary 
of individual parts of the church's facilities, relate to various years, and are taken from the 
materials of the State Duma Budget Commission. Nevertheless, they provide a rough 
picture sufficient for assessing its reorganization. He reported that the documents divide 
church property into three categories: land, buildings, and capital.

	 The land is managed by bishops' residences, monasteries, and churches; some 
belongs to the Holy Synod, primarily in the Moscow and St. Petersburg provinces. 

	 The total income from real estate owned by the Holy Synod is 300,772 rubles per 
year.  Monasteries and bishops' residences own 802,436 dessiatines, of which 107,758 
dessiatines are unusable land: 104,086 dessiatines of water, 308,396 dessiatines of  




