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The rationale behind the creation of the institution of the muftiate in 1788 in Ufa
was that the state wanted to better control the spiritual life of Muslims in the Russian Empire and use it as a tool for implementing domestic and foreign policy. It seemed more
convenient for the government to deal with an organized structure incorporated into the
system of state-controlled institutions rather than with separate, non-institutionalized representatives of Muslims who relied mainly on their authority among faithful and did not
need legitimation and support from the state (either financial or legal). A certain number
of Muslim religious figures also did not initially accept this institution. However, by midnineteenth century the Muslim community came to the understanding that it needed the
institution of the muftiate through which they could represent and defend their interests
relative to the state and the Synodal Church as a governmental body.
Moreover, the Tatars began viewing the spiritual assembly in Ufa as a national institution guarding Tatar national identity within the context of the Orthodox state. The
Tatar population of the empire thus appropriated the muftiate, giving rise to the legend
that the institution had historically existed among the Tatars long before they were conquered by the Russians.
The first narratives that the muftiate existed in the Kazan Khanate and was destroyed after the conquest of Kazan in 1552 probably appeared at the end of the nineteenth century. In Soviet times, this point of view was widespread in the 1920–1930s.
Later it was modified and subsequent aspects of the narrative emphasized some aspects
of the history of the muftiate, and concealed others. But the main thesis that the muftiate
is an important institution for preserving the spiritual culture of the Tatar people remained unchanged. These changes in the interpretation of its history became in many
ways a reflection of the processes that took place in the system of Soviet muftiates and,
above all, in the Central Spiritual Administration of Muslims in Ufa in Soviet times.
This point of view contradicted the views of a number of Soviet historians (Lyutsian I. Klimovich, Arshaluis M. Arsharuni, Hadzhi Z. Gabidullin, Galimjan G. Ibragimov and others), who considered the muftiate an exclusively colonial institution imposed on Muslims and serving as an instrument of enslavement and oppression.
Keywords: muftiate, the Orenburg Mohammedan Spiritual Assembly, Rizaeddin
Fakhreddin, Faizrakhman Sattarov, Islam in the USSR
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Introduction
With the loss of statehood by Tatars in the middle of the sixteenth century
the Islamic scholars (‘ulama’) started to play the role of not only religious but
political leaders of the Volga-Ural region. In the eighteenth century, the intentions of the imperial authorities, which sought to bring the religious life of its
minority populations under control, coincided with the above-named processes.
This led to the formation of the so-called ‘Muslim clergy’ as a special social
group within the spiritual estate of the Russian Empire.
On the other hand, in late eighteenth–early twentieth century, the opposite
trend can also be observed. Representatives of the two ideologically opposed
camps – some state bureaucrats, missionaries and hierarchs of the Orthodox
Church on the one hand, and unofficial Islamic religious leaders on the other –
criticized the institutionalization of the ministers of the Islamic religion.
In the eyes of the former, the muftiate (established in 1788 under the name
of the Ufa Spiritual Mohammedan Law Assembly (Ufimskoe dukhovnoe magometanskogo zakona sobranie), later known as the Orenburg Mohammedan
Spiritual Assembly (Orenburgskoe Magometanskoe Dukhovnoe Sobranie,
OMDS), acted as a tool for consolidating Muslims and strengthening the position of Islam in the empire. For the latter, the Spiritual Assembly in Ufa was an
instrument for the state for controlling the religious life of the followers of Islam. The paradox is that these two critical views on the muftiate did not contradict but complemented each other. The muftiate was indeed conceived and implemented as an instrument of control over Muslims, and it continued to fulfill
this function until the fall of the monarchy. At the same time, however, it acted
as a consolidating center for Tatars living in the European part of the country
and Siberia.
The following factors also contributed to the strengthening of the role of
OMDS as a national institution for the Tatars: a) the policy of the imperial authorities, which sought to prevent the expansion of the influence of OMDS outside the Tatar communities (especially since 1860s),1 b) the personnel policy of
1

From the very first yeas of the existence of the institution of the muftiate the
Russian authorities relied on it as a promoter of the Russian influence among Kazakh
population. As the Russian historian Irina A. Rechkina argues, the Russian government
consciously facilitated the strengthening and spread of Islam in Kazakh Steppe. This
policy was aimed at preventing the influence of Bukhara emirate and Khiva khanate
(Rechkina 2006: 80). In 1868 the religious affairs of Kazakhs (Kyrgyzes in the terminology of that time) were removed from the scope of the jurisdiction of OMDS. These
questions were referred to the competence of local mullahs who in turn were subordinate to the civil administration and the Ministry of Internal Affairs.
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the muftis who employed Tatars in the muftiate. Thus by limiting the sphere of
influence of OMDS to only the Tatar-Muslim population, the authorities, indirectly contributed to the transformation of the muftiate into a national institution
for the Tatars and strengthened their national identity.
It seemed more convenient for the government to deal with an organized
structure incorporated into the system of state-controlled institutions rather than
with separate, non-institutionalized representatives of Muslims who relied
mainly on their authority among faithful and did not need legitimation and support from the state (either financial or legal). In addition, the costs associated
with the creation and upkeep of the muftiate seemed to be less than the money
that would have been spent in bribes in order to take control of individual religious figures. Baron Iosif Igelström, the author of the muftiate project2, directly
wrote about this: “As a reward for this small expense [680 silver rubles a year. –
R.B.] all the local peoples upholding the Mohammedan law, when they realize
hereby the extent to which the faith is respected in Your Majesty’s empire, will
be all the more devoted and steadfast” (Yunusova, Azamatov 2013: 26).
That is, the main outcome of Catherine’s reforms in the Islamic sphere was
that holding a position in the system of state institutions rather than enjoying
authority among believers became the primary source of legitimacy for Muslim
religious leaders. In Max Weber’s terminology, the charismatic authority of
Muslim religious leaders was replaced by bureaucratic authority (Turner 2006:
23). It should be noted that the transition from one type of legitimacy to another
did not occur at once but took almost half a century.
However, despite the restrictions that akhuns, imams and mullahs faced because of the campaign for the institutionalization of the Muslim clergy, the establishment of the muftiate at that stage was undoubtedly a progressive step. It was
not the creation of OMDS itself that mattered but the fact that it was one of the
necessary steps towards giving Islam the status of a tolerated religion instead of the
status of a persecuted (unrecognized) faith which it had possessed since 1552 when
Muscovite Rus’ annexed the Kazan Khanate. In other words, the institutionalization and bureaucratization of Islam became the price Muslims of the Russian Empire paid to the state to legitimize it. It was a bargain for all parties. Being forced to
operate in the new legal environment, the ministers of the Islamic religion managed to make the most of the rights they were granted by imperial legislation.
A certain number of Muslim religious figures also did not initially accept this
institution. However, by mid-nineteenth century the Muslim community came to
the understanding that it needed the institution of the muftiate through which they
could represent and defend their interests relative to the state and the Synodal
Church as a governmental body. Moreover, the Tatars began viewing the Spiritual
Assembly in Ufa as a national institution guarding Tatar national identity within
2

Some authors suppose that the idea of the muftiate was proposed by Dmitri B.
Mertvago (1760–1824), who served as advisor to the Ufa provincial administration
(Zagidullin 2011: 4).
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the context of the Orthodox state. The Tatar population of the empire thus appropriated the muftiate, giving rise to the legend that the institution had historically
existed among the Tatars long before they were conquered by the Russians.
The first narratives that the muftiate existed in the Kazan Khanate and was
destroyed after the conquest of Kazan in 1552 probably appeared at the end of
the nineteenth century. One can only guess what caused the emergence of these
narratives. If not the chief, then one of the main reasons was the desire of the
Turkic-Tatar authors to substantiate the idea that the institution of the muftiate
had its roots among the Muslims of the Volga-Ural region. It seemed important
to them to emphasize that the muftiate was not a colonial institution, but a national one created by the Muslims themselves. This point of view was widespread in the early Soviet times during 1920–1930s. Later it was modified and
subsequent aspects of the narrative emphasized some aspects of the history of
the muftiate, and concealed others. But the main thesis that the muftiate is an
important institution for preserving the spiritual culture of the Tatar people remained unchanged. These changes in the interpretation of its history became in
many ways a reflection of the processes that took place in the system of Soviet
muftiates and, above all, in the Central Spiritual Administration of Muslims of
Inner Russia and Siberia (Tsentral’noe Dukhovnoe Upravlenie Musul’man
Vnutrenney Rossii i Sibiri), established in 1920 in Ufa.
In this article I investigate two texts produced by Islamic religious figures
in Soviet time: the memorandum of Mufti Rizaeddin Fakhreddin compiled in
1923 and the sermon of the imam-khatib of the Leningrad Cathedral Mosque
Faizrakhman Sattarov dedicated to the fiftieth anniversary of the October Revolution (1967).
Rizaeddin Fakhreddin: “The Russian government…
constantly ran into opposition from the Muslim clergy and,
naturally, oppressed it by all measures”
The Orenburg Mohammedan Spiritual Assembly, which a number of Muslim religious figures initially perceived as hostile, began over time to be viewed
as a primordially national institution, if not for all Tatars, then at least for those
who lived in the Volga-Ural region. This is reflected in narratives dating back to
the twentieth century that are part of the so-called “Islamic discourse.” According to the German Islamic studies scholar Reinhard Schulze, Islamic discourse
comprises “all media, institutions, linguistic statements and symbols deliberately using a vocabulary and a sign system which convey concepts of the Islamic tradition” (Schulze 2002: 9).
One of the key elements of the narratives about the Spiritual Assembly as
the primal national institution of Tatars of the Volga-Ural region is the legend
that the muftiate had existed long before the eighteenth century. Thus in the
nineteenth-century composition Tawarikh Bulgaria (Bulgarian Chronicles), the
author, a Tatar historian by the name of Khusain Amirkhanov, writes that at
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least the post of mufti was known in the Kazan Khanate (Amirkhanov 2010:
87). However, this statement may result from a misconception of the term
“mufti” that came into use among Muslims of the Volga-Ural region in a later
era (the late eighteenth century). In other words, Amirkhanov could have called
muftis religious figures who in fact had other titles. Unfortunately, not all materials that could shed light on the history of religious life in the Kazan Khanate
have been put into circulation, and the scanty information we do have only allows us to learn about the place which Islamic religious figures occupied in the
system of government in the Kazan Khanate.3
To the best of my knowledge, the first mention of this legend in texts authored by Muslims dates back to the early Soviet era, specifically, to a Memorandum by Mufti Rizaeddin Fakhreddin (Ridha al-Din Fakhr al-Din) sent to the
Presidium of the All-Russian Central Executive Committee (VTsIK)4 on behalf
of the Central Spiritual Administration of Muslims of Inner Russia and Siberia:
Following the adoption of Islam, the Turkic peoples of the Volga and
Urals organized their Spiritual Administration with the posts of mufti, qazis,
mullahs and muezzins. This form of organization of the Spiritual Administration of Muslims existed before they were conquered by Ivan the Terrible
[my emphasis. – R.B.]. Russian tsars, intolerant of all non-Christian religions, completely destroyed the Spiritual Administration and destroyed the
prayer houses . . . Despite such oppression, the Muslims of the Volga and
Ural regions completely preserved their religion and their spiritual organization, although in an illegal, underground form (Arapov 2010: 40).
The above extract introduces several important ideas:
1) The muftiate was known to the Muslims of the Volga-Ural region long
before Russian rule, and, therefore, this institution is not a product of imperial
bureaucracy.
2) The muftiate continued its existence after the fall of the Kazan Khanate
in an “underground form”; that is, it was a body in opposition to the current
government.
A similar interpretation by the leadership of TsDUM of the history of
spiritual administration among the Tatars is the result of a well-thought-out
strategy of relations with the highest state authority in Soviet Russia – the Presidium of the All-Russian Central Executive Committee. The author of the
Memorandum (perhaps it was a collective author) had the task of convincing
Soviet officials “to allow schoolchildren under eighteen years of age to study in
groups in mektebs, mosques, and general civilian school buildings outside Muslim classroom hours” (Arapov 2010: 44). In addition, it was necessary to protect
3

I am grateful for this reference to the historian Azat M. Akhunov from Tatarstan.
All-Russian Central Executive Committee (VTsIK) – supreme legislative, administrative and regulatory body of state power in the Russian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic in 1917–1937.
4
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the Spiritual Administration from oppression by the republican authorities (particularly the leadership of the Bashkir Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic, in
whose capital TsDUM was located).
The spiritual administration in Ufa acted as an intermediary between Moscow and Muslim citizens. Being limited in its rights, TsDUM, represented by
the mufti, used the opportunity to defend the interests of Muslims. In particular,
in some cases the appeals of the mufti on behalf of TsDUM to the authorities
responsible for the implementation of confessional policy in Moscow helped to
cancel or mitigate decisions of the authorities of the national republics directed
against the muftiate and believers.
The author of the Memorandum indicates that the muftiate had nothing to
do with the administrative institutions of the tsarist regime, but arose in Volga
Bulgaria (10 – 13 centuries).5 This state itself is not mentioned, but the phrase
“after the adoption of Islam organized their Spiritual Administration” refers to
the indicated historical period. The legend put forward in the Memorandum that
the institution of the muftiate was created precisely in Volga Bulgaria and not
later (under the Golden Horde or the Kazan Khanate) has its own explanation.
The Memorandum was compiled in 1923, when the Golden Horde and the Kazan Khanate were still considered, in accordance with the traditions of prerevolutionary historical science, as feudal states hostile to Muscovite Rus’.6 At
the same time, the attitude toward Volga Bulgaria of Russian and then Soviet
historians in the early 1920s was more neutral than hostile. Thus, whoever drew
up the Memorandum or advised its author had a good idea of the addressees,
namely representatives of the new government who spoke the language of class
struggle. That is why “the Muslim clergy” in the Memorandum are presented as
an oppressed group under the tsarist regime and the muftiate is described as a
national institution that defended the interests of the masses and fought against
the chauvinistic Russification policy pursued by tsarist officials:
The Russian government, pursuing an embarrassing policy [among]
the foreigners of Russia, constantly ran into opposition from the Muslim
clergy and, naturally, oppressed it by all measures. The only support of the
Muslim clergy came from the popular masses: the clergy, closely uniting
with the people, taught them religion, literacy and always consoled them in
difficult days. It is appointed by the people themselves. All the ministers of
the Islamic religion were always chosen by believers and were responsible
to them. They do not receive a salary. The population pays them in a
strictly voluntary manner as much as they can for the performance of spiritual rituals. The rural clergy is engaged in ordinary peasant farming
(Arapov 2010: 42).
5

See Rashid I. Malikov’s work, which holds that the Muslim clergy as a separate
social stratum probably formed in Volga Bulgaria (Malikov 2013: 29).
6
For more details on the perception of the history of the Kazan Khanate in Soviet
historical science, see, for example: (Khamidullin et al. 2012).
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The author of the Memorandum is silent about the fact that the mufti and
assessors (qazis) received good salaries from the state and were incorporated
into the system of the imperial state bureaucracy. He only writes about mullahs
and other notable ministers of religion, who indeed depended materially on the
community that elected them (mahallah). Being the representatives of the peasant estate (social class) themselves, the mullahs were not only materially but
also, due to their origin, closely connected with the masses. The imams are singled out as Muslim clergy, but they just did not fall into this category. “The
Muslim clergy” comprised a small privileged group of Muslim bureaucracy that
included the mufti and members of the board of the muftiate (qazis). Neither
does the author of the Memorandum mention about the role of assistants and
allies of the Russian authorities which the Tatars – the ministers of the Islamic
religion played in the colonization of the Kazakh Steppe.
Thus, the author of the Memorandum is telling the truth, as it were, but
only part of the truth. Strictly speaking, in the context of communist ideology,
the muftis, who were fairly affluent, were as oppressive as other representatives
of the tsarist administration (Arapov 2010: 42). The Memorandum deliberately
obscured this fact, noting only the following:
One of the issues that had been worrying and displeasing the Muslim
population was the appointment of the mufti and qazis. They were appointed by the Russian government. Muslims constantly protested against
this, demanded permission to choose the mufti and qazi and, along with
this, separation of the church from the state (Arapov 2010: 42).
As a matter of fact, the question of separating the church from the state
was not raised either by the spiritual authorities or by Muslims until 1917.
However, the decree “On the Separation of the Church and the State, and the
School from the Church” of 1918 was indeed met with enthusiasm by a significant number of Muslims. The qazis of TsDUM, including Mufti Fakhreddin,
cooperated with the Soviet government. Therefore, it was important for the
mufti to emphasize the completely different role the Spiritual Administration on
the one hand and the ministers of the Islamic religion on the other hand played
in the Russian Empire and in Soviet Russia. In summary, this role was formulated as follows: in tsarist Russia, the clergy protected the people from oppression by the authorities, and in Soviet Russia the Spiritual Administration acted
as a natural ally of the Soviet government in the “political and economic liberation of the Muslim peoples of the East” (Arapov 2010: 42).
Quite naturally in the eyes of the author of the Memorandum, the muftiate
promoted “the establishment of necessary calm among the Muslim population,
recognition and good will towards the Soviet government, the power of workers
and peasants” (Arapov 2010: 43). Indeed, if under the monarchy the Muslim
clergy raised their voices in defense of the disadvantaged, now it could not but
act as a natural ally of the regime which spoke on behalf of the underprivileged.
The Memorandum of 1923 is also of particular interest because Mufti
Rizaeddin Fakhreddin, whose signature appears under the typewritten text, was
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known in pre-revolutionary years for his criticism of OMDS in his book Government Orders Relating to Muslims (Fakhreddin 1902: 9–10). The main emphasis in his criticism was that OMDS showed excessive zeal in promoting the
interests of the Russian state among Muslim subjects of the empire.
Faizrakhman Sattarov: “there were no organizations
for conducting religious affairs”
Another important element of the narrative about the muftiate that was
formed in the Soviet era was the myth about the disenfranchised position of the
ministers of the Islamic religion in the Russian Empire. Thus in 1967 the imamkhatib of the Leningrad Cathedral Mosque Faizrakhman Sattarov (1929–2015)
noted in his sermon dedicated to the fiftieth anniversary of the October Revolution
how many benefits Muslims received from the Soviet government. 7 Among other
things, he touched on the role of the muftiate, contrasting the position of the Spiritual Administration in tsarist Russia with its current position in the USSR. Evidence of the dismissive attitude of the imperial authorities towards Islam was that
“there were no organizations for conducting religious affairs” (Bekkin 2018: 302).
He goes on to note:
True, in 1788 the tsar allowed the organization of a religious center
called the Spiritual Assembly of Islam in Ufa. About a hundred years later
[in] 1872, it was allowed to create a Muslim religious center in Transcaucasia.8 However, these organizations were only formal, because the ministers appointed to head these centers were not allowed to do anything. The
ceremony of marriage, divorce, naming, everything was in the hands of the
tsarist government (Bekkin 2018: 302).
At first glance it might seem that these extracts from the 1923 Memorandum and the Sermon of 1967 containing an interpretation of the history of the
muftiate strongly contradict one another. In fact, however, the texts are mutually complementary. The Memorandum states that the muftiate was a primordial
national institution known even to the ancestors of the modern Tatars, and that
it was then organized once again already in imperial times. The Sermon says
nothing about the period preceding the Russian conquest of the Kazan Khanate,
but it is clear from its text that the creation of the muftiate in Ufa was a kind of
concession of tsarism to Muslims. This statement does not contradict the text of
the Memorandum, whose author tries to talk less about the muftiate during the
imperial period and more about it before the Russian conquest. At the same
time, Sattarov, like the author of the Memorandum, strongly emphasizes the
institution is needed for the normal functioning of Islam. The Sermon therefore
reproaches the imperial authorities for not creating the muftiate or an organiza7

For a detailed analysis of this Sermon, see: (Bekkin 2018).
This refers to the Transcaucasian Mohammedan Spiritual Directorates of Sunni
and Shia Teachings.
8
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tion similar to it for a long time (according to the Memorandum, the muftiate
existed in the sixteenth-eighteenth centuries, albeit illegally, but this narrative
was either not known to Sattarov, or was ignored by him).

Imam-khatib Faizrakhman Sattarov (at the center) at prayer in the Leningrad
Cathedral Mosque, 21 April 1967. To his left is muezzin Musa Nemeshev.
Photo by D.I. Iskakov (Courtesy the State Museum of the History of Religion)

Even after 1788, Sattarov notes, the muftiate could not be regarded as a
full-fledged representative of the aspirations of Muslims oppressed by the Romanov monarchy. It was a fictitious organization that did not have any rights
and opportunities. The Spiritual Administration in Ufa, according to the Sermon, did not have any opportunity to conduct even the main rites, not to mention represent the interests of Muslims vis-à-vis government officials. And it
was not until the Soviet regime, according to Sattarov, that Muslims acquired
the right to have an organization that fully corresponded to their aspirations.
Needless to say, most statements in the sermon concerning the religious
life of Muslims before 1917 do not stand comparison with reliable sources. In
1967, when the text we are considering was prepared, these sources were not
available to most believers who listened to Sattarov. Among the parishioners of
the Leningrad Cathedral Mosque there were, however, many living witnesses of
the pre-revolutionary era. These people remembered what happened after October, when Muslim religious leaders fell into the category of “disenfranchised”,
that is, were deprived of many civil and social rights. How they perceived the
words contained in the sermon that the imams were not allowed to carry out
religious rituals before the October Revolution is anyone’s guess.
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Initial sheets (1–4) of a typewritten copy of Faizrakhman Sattarov’s Friday sermon,
read on the occasion of the 50th anniversary of the Great October Socialist Revolution,
1967 (Courtesy the State Museum of the History of Religion)
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Thus, according to the Sermon, the golden age in the history of the muftiate came after the October Revolution of 1917. In this respect, the Memorandum diverges somewhat from the Sermon, maintaining that the golden period
occurred during the existence of independent Muslim states in the Volga-Ural
region. Regarding the position of the muftiate under the Soviet regime, the author of the Memorandum is more restrained. This is not only because F. Sattarov and R. Fakhreddin were representatives of different generations of Muslim religious figures, but also because in 1923 both the future of the Soviet government itself and potential changes in the government’s confessional policy
in relation to Muslims and the Spiritual Administration were unknown.
The narratives discussed above were important not only in order to solve
some current problems associated with the functioning of the Spiritual Administration in Ufa. In 1920–1930 some studies appeared whose authors sought to
prove that “the version so far prevalent in literature and supported by the Muslim clergy about the persecution of Islam as a religion by the Russian autocracy
is false” (Klimovich 2002: 93–133). The most prominent representative among
historians professing such views was Lyutsian I. Klimovich, who insisted that
the tsarist government did not fight Islam as a religion but only old Islamic administrative bodies, “which did not want to come to terms with Russian domination” (Klimovich 2002: 10). Klimovich describes the Muslim clergy themselves as “agents of autocracy,” and through a tendentious selection and interpretation of facts from the history of the muftiate, tries throughout his work Islam in Tsarist Russia to present the Muslim clergy as a natural ally of the autocracy in suppressing the masses of peoples traditionally professing Islam
(Klimovich 2002: 10). Moreover, Klimovich’s oppressors are not only the socalled highest clergy (the mufti, qazis, etc.), but also ordinary ministers of the
Islamic religion9. Biased though Klimovich’s works are, one thesis repeated
throughout the book is obviously correct: “For us . . . the role of tsarism in relation to Islam as a religion is important. From the first steps of the Russian autocracy, this line is expressed in the desire to enlist Islam in its service”
(Klimovich 2002: 10). Soviet officials also pretty soon realized that it was important for them not only to rely on the loyal ministers of the Islamic religion to
carry out their policies, but also to keep the muftiate in Ufa inviolable, as a
structure that would allow them to control the religious life of believers.

9

There were also some Tatar historians who criticized the muftiate and the clergy.
Thus, in particular, a famous Tatar writer and historian Galimjan Ibrahimov wrote about
the Muslim clergy: “With its “decrees,” metrics, prayers, offered in mosques for the tsar,
in particular, with its Spiritual Assembly, muftis, it was firmly soldered to the autocracy
(samoderzhavie).” (Ibragimov 1926: 8).
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НАРРАТИВЫ О ПРОИСХОЖДЕНИИ МУФТИЯТА
СРЕДИ ТАТАР В СОВЕТСКОЕ ВРЕМЯ
Р.И. Беккин
Институт востоковедения РГПУ им. А.И. Герцена
Санкт-Петербург, Российская Федерация
Институт Африки Российской академии наук
Москва, Российская Федерация
bekkin@mail.ru
Причиной создания института муфтията в 1788 г. было желание государства
наиболее эффективным образом контролировать религиозную жизнь мусульман.
Правительству казалось более удобным иметь дело с организованной структурой,
включенной в систему контролируемых государством религиозных организаций,
а не с отдельными, не институционализированными представителями мусульман,
которые полагались в основном на свой авторитет среди верующих и не нуждались в легитимации и поддержке со стороны государства. Значительное число
мусульманских религиозных деятелей изначально не признали институт муфтията
и систему утверждения имамов государством. Однако к середине XIX в. тюркотатарское население Российской империи стало рассматривать духовное собрание
в Уфе как институт, охраняющий его национальную идентичность в православном государстве. Таким образом, произошло присвоение муфтията определенной
частью мусульманского населения империи. В результате возникла легенда о том,
что муфтият как институт исторически существовал у тюрко-татар задолго до
того, как они были покорены Москвой.
Первые нарративы о том, что муфтият существовал в Казанском ханстве и
был разрушен после завоевания Казани в 1552 г. Иваном Грозным, вероятно, появились в конце XIX в. В советское время эта точка зрения была широко распространена в 1920–1930-е гг. Позже легенда о муфтияте как национальном институте татар подверглась модификации, но главный тезис о том, что муфтият является
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важным инструментом сохранения духовной культуры татарского народа, остался
неизменным. Изменения в интерпретации истории института муфтията во многом
стали отражением процессов, происходивших в системе советских духовных
управлений мусульман в советское время.
Нарратив о муфтияте как исконном национальном институте татар противоречил взглядам ряда советских историков (Л.И. Климовича, М.А. Аршаруни,
Х.З. Габидуллина, Г.Г. Ибрагимова и др.). Они рассматривали муфтият исключительно как колониальный институт, навязанный мусульманам и служивший инструментом их порабощения и угнетения.
Ключевые слова: муфтият, Оренбургское магометанское духовное собрание, Ризаэддин Фахреддин, Файзрахман Саттаров, ислам в СССР
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