
Some of the accusations are detailed in an "Estract kom the ongoing investigntion 

of various crimes carried out in the Dulrhobor and Molokan colonies of Melitopol ~ e ~ d " "  

In the absence of =tant official records from the investigation, this document is potentially 

important, but it is &O problematic, for it is undated, and there is no indication of its 

provenance. Its most recent testimony dates fiom 4 March 1836, the year in which, 

according to Kolosov, the investigation ended?' On the other hand, it describes just 

nineteen murden, not the twenty-four mentioned by Kolosov, or the figure oftwenry-one 

that appears, uncredited, in the influentid study by nineteenth-century Russian histocian 

Orest Novitski? Still, the nineteen include al1 Cour that Kolosov specifidly mentions in his 

report. Whether or  not the Extract is cornplete, it sheds important light on the charges 

W s t  the Dukhobors. h a closer examination reveals, many of those charges can only be 

described as unfounded ntmour. 

To begin with, it must be stressed that some of the alleged murden aimost ceminly 

did occur. In two cases the murderers conkssed, and one of' these, the 1825 murder of 

see "Spisok Dukhoboctsev prisoedinennykh k pnvoslavnoi tserkvi s 27 Mais 1843 goda po 5 
Iunia 1844," and "Spisok Gosudan~ennykh krest'ianin iz sekta Dukhoborcheskogo . . . 
zhelanie obratit'sia v Pravoslavie," RGUJ 383, 0- 5, d 4319; and "Spisok 
prisoedinovshikhsia Dukhobor~akh k pravoslavnoi tserbc s 1 Iuna 1842 goda po 27 Maia 
1û43 goda," RGmJ 383, o. 4, d 3212 The figure of nventy-seven families reported by 
Woodcock and Avahmovic apparentiy only includes the May 1843 to June 184 kt. 

gD''Vypiska, 8 dela, proimedennogo sledstviem, O raznykh alodeianüakh, 
proiskhodmshikh v Dukhoborskikh i Molokanskikh poseleniiakh h[elitopol'skogo uezda," 
(her&er 'Vypiska, iz dela"), n.d., PpRrUA, file 392 

"Kolosov said the investipion was ordered by Vorontsov in 1834, and took place 
in 1835 and 1836. Secondary accounts oiten refer to a six-year investigation las ting From 
1834 to 1839. See, eg. Baron Von Hzsthausen, Tbe E t ~ s i i m r  E+q ib Peopk, ~INturions, and 
R r r o m ,  trans, Robert Farie, 2 VOIS- (London: Chapman and Hall, 1856), 1293; Woodcock 
& Avakumovic, Tbe Doukhobot~, 57. Novitski says it Iasted h e  year;, from 1835 to 1839 
~ovitskii., Dukbobu~, 14). 

6'Novits& Dukbobort.., 145. 



seventeen-year-old Elisaveta Voronova, nns probably the most notorious of al1 the crimes 

ascribed to the ~ukhobors? The Extract recounts the confession OC Ivan Voronov, 

Elisaveta's bro ther: 

He told how, finding the maintenance of Elisaveta, a mute and a cripple, a burden 
on his shouldea, he k t  intended ro bury her in his garden and put a hay smck over 
the grave, but because his wife Maina refused to go away and stay in the cabin 
[where she couldn't have wiaiessed the murder] because she thought he wanted to 
sneak away to meet with another women, he was forced to dig the grave on the 
steppe instead. 

Ivan was said to have described how he buried his sister dive, then confessed to his mother 

and the village elders. The untortunate Elisaven's body was reportedly moved to an 

unrnvked grave in the village cemetery, then made "invisible by sending cade to trample 

over it!' 

The accusation chat Dukhobon buried people alive surfaces spin and again in 

subsequent accouno. Voronoov abandoned his defence of the Dukhobon in pan, he 

wrote, because they "bury the living in the gro~nd."~' His information was drawn kom 

Kolosov's report, and it thus appears that the evample of the single, admittedly gmesome 

murder ofvoronova was esaggented into a common Dukhobor practice. Hathausen, in 

the most fàmous descripaon of the crimes, says that "bodies were found buned dive," 

although he gives no proof of the claim, and both Novitskii, and Woodcock and 

Avakumovic echo Hasth;iusen."s 

'Tase 12, 'Vypiska, iz dela," 31-36. 
"SVoronaov to Bludov, 13 August 1838, RGWJ lm, o. 197, d 138. 
"Hzuthausen, Tbe hts~irtll EMn, 1:293; Novitskii, Ditkbobortg, 144; Woodcock & 

Avakumovic, Tbe Do~tkbubm, 57. 
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The second conksed rnurder was that OC Evdokim ~ukianov? One day in 1827, 

LulOanov, a convert fiom the Dukhobor hith to Octhodosy, reportedly set out for the 

Dukhobor village oÇBogdanovka to boriow some money fiom his father. \Valking dong 

the road he met three Dukhobon, Onùim Botkin and the brothen Semen and Stepan 

Voikin, who O ffered him a lifi in their wagon. He discovered they were iliegally transporthg 

vodka, demanded some, and threatened to tum them in if they refûsed. In the ensuing 

bcawl, he was Irilled. Two other alleged murden, although unproved, also have an air OF 

authenticity. In 1803, in a dispute over an unpaid debt, Semen Negreev was supposedly 

stabbed to death by his brother Pavl and another man? In 1820, during a dispute over a 

cow, a certain Karp Susoev was dlegedly baten and hter died? These three cases, if nue, 

were hardly evidence of a religiously-based crusade against converts. Rather, they are the 

type of mundane violence typical of peasant society throughout Russia. They do not denote 

a crisis in the Molochna Dukhobor comrnunity. 

Severai cases were less mundane, but also less believable due to their reliance on 

extremely questionable witnesses. The snte's star witnesses were Iosif Gankin, a one-time 

Dukhobor village elder, and his son Fomin. They testified in sis cases involving thicteen 

acwed  murdecers and seven victirns. During a Dismct Coun aiai in 1828 they had testified 

in five of these cases, but the charges were dismissed and Iosif and Fomin imprisoned for 

gming Mse evidence. The two escaped and ran off to EhterÏnoslav, where they converted 

to Octhodoxy "for protection," and returned Nith a lener kom die Bishop who had 

converted them asking b r  Ieniency. This did not irnpress Distrîct Court Judge Sokolovskiï 

"Case 14, "Vypiska, iz del%" 45ob.49ob. 
"Case 1, "Vypiska, iz dela," 1 -20b. 
'%se 10, "Vypiska, iz dela," 19-20. 



who threw hem back in jail. They again escapeci, this tirne to Simferopol where they 

a p p d e d  to Langeron, by now retired from his Vice-Gubernatorid position but stiU 

influentid. h e d  with a letter firorn Langeron, they rentrned again, and the still- 

unimpressed Judge Sokolovskü jailed them again, concluding that Langeron's letter 

"protected their heads but not their bodies." This time the apparently much-improved pend 

system managed to hold ont0 Iosif, but Fornin slipped away again, back to Langeron in 

Simferopol, who finally contrived to have the charges dismissed. Vindicated, the IWO 

retumed to the stand to repeat their testimony during the later investigabond8 

The most interesting case involving the Gankins was the alleged 1821 murder of 

Petr Plakein and a fnend, identified only as "Sergei."" h t e r  anecdonl accounn ohen 

mention the exhumation of bodies during the investigation, but the Pldein case û the only 

orample to appear in the Euaa~t?~ According to the Gankins, Petr and Sergei were 

Dukhobors who had been raised in the Molochna and retumed in 1820 as m y  deserten, 

where they were soon heard making dmnken threats to bum down the houses of the elders 

who had singled h e m  out for conscription. Village officiais arrested them, intending to tum 

thern over to the authochies, but the two threatened to reveal names of othet deserters in 

the Dukhobor villages. The Gankins claimed that Vasilii Umykov, leader of the 

Dukhobors, ordered the rwo murdered to prevent them testifjring, and his orden were 

arried out by five Aposdes who disposed of the bodies in a dry well. Dukhobor witnesses, 

however, dkputed the Gankins' testimony, clairning the two men had simply disappeared 

%e mals and tribulations of Iosif and Fomin are related in Case 12, Vypiska, iz 
d&," 31-36. 

69 Case 1 1, "Vypiska, iz dela," 20-3 1. Some tes timony mentions a diird victim, 
identified only as "Ivan." 

"See e.g. Woodcock & Adumovic, The Do~~kbobm,'' 57. 



and were thought to have fled to the town of Azov. During the investigation the 

commission had the weii dug up and found it filled with horse bones, and arnong them 

"one bon+ broken in two, that resembled a human m, and also two more bones that 

resembled human bones." This the commission accepted as verif idon O€ the Gankins' 

sto y. 

The principal witness in six of the other ases was a M o l o h  woman, r\gafiia 

Nernanikhina, who had no penond knowledge of the murders and simply relayed rurnours 

heard by her husband Grigoni, who could not testiQ himself because he was "cruy in the 

head" ~omeshatef~~uo v itntrj? One of' the SLK oses \vas that of Elisaveta Voronova, descnbed 

above, but the othen were more dubious. The least convincing is short enough to quote in 

liill: 

The Fi€& [Case]: Conceming nvo unknown merchana kom the city of 
Feodosiia who came to purchase wool in an unknown y e ~ .  

The Molokan womm Aetiia Nemmikhinz repom the mmour that of hvo 
merchana who came to the village of Terpenie to buy wool, one was drowned by 
Dukhoboa in the Molochna River, and the other has disappeared; conceming these 
people nothing Qnher is known? 

Sevenl aspects of the accusations demand comment. To begin with, the nineteen 

murden alleged in the E~tact were not part o h  savage Md-1830s spree, but were spread 

over twenty-six yeacs, €rom 1802 to 1828. This is in sharp conîxast to published accounts, 

which rdy havily on Kasthausen. According to Haxhausen, Ilarion IGlmykov, who 

inherîted the leadership ot the Dukhobon in 1832, was an ineffectuai leader who spent his 

t h e  in d m n b  orgies, while the r d  administration OC the comrnunity fell to a Councii of 

''This k expkined in Case 2, 'Vpiska, iz de$" 20b. 
'Tase 5, "Vypislra, iz dela," 30b. 
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Elders. The Orphans' Home, the Dukhobor seat of administration, soon became a "den of 

crime," while the Council of Elden 

constituted itself a terrible inquisitional tribunai. The prinaple, "Whoso denies his 
God shall perish by the sword," was interpreted according to their caprice; the 
house of justice was called Rai i m~tku, pmd'ie and torture; the place of =ecution 
was on the island at the mouth of the Molochna. A mere suspicion of treachery, or 
of an intention to go over to the Russian Church, was punished with torture and 

In the English version, Haxthausen claims the Council had 200 people murdered, while the 

Geman and French versions give the number as 400.'' Noviakii cites the French version, 

but qualifies it, saying "if one does not believe the mmoa about the number of Dukhobor 

murders, one must in any case accept the results of the investigative commission. [t, 

through al1 of its persistent and skilful unearthing of secret crimes, revealed rwenty-one 

murders."" He then questions his own conclusions, admitting that "unfomnately, the 

documents addressing this matter, the most interesting and important in rhe history of the 

Melitop01 Dukhobors dunng the reign of picholas Il, have still not corne to light."" Even 

the most judicious study, by Woodcock and Avakumovic, quotes Hauthausen at length. It 

cejeas his clairns regarding the number of deaths, but accepa Noviahi's reduced figure of 

~entg-one." The new evidence cited here finally gives firm grounds for dismissing 

Haxthausen's emggerated clairns. 
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Even the nineteen deged murden desctibed in the Eutract were based on the most 

tenuou of evidence. In only taro cases did acntsed murderen confess their crimes. In nine 

the bodies of the alleged victims were not found, although in one, that of Elisaveta 

Voronova, the mucderer had confessed. Thirteen of the fourteen cases had previously been 

investigated without leading to a conviction. One had originaily been nded death by illness, 

one a suicide, and one a drowning. Eleven relied heavily on mmours related by Dukhobor 

converts to Orthodoxy, and none of these convern had k t -hand  knowledge of the events 

they testified to. Six of the cases had as their pnmary wirness the Molokan Nemanikhina, 

who relied evclusively on rumours, while luiother s k  relied on Iosif and Fomin Gankin, who 

had previously been jailed for gwing fdse testimony. These reports are no more credible 

than accusations of rituai mucder levelled so otien against JAVS. They provide no basis for 

conduding the Dukhobor community was deeply troubled in the 1830s. 

A second report of Dukhobor crimes makes the clairns o h  split in the community 

even more doubthl. A December 1840 report of Melitop01 Uezd Slnapbik Procurator] 

Andreevskü provides a surnmary of the "crimes commined by Dukhobors in Melitopol 

Uezd" in the period 1831 to 18407~ According to Andreevskii, there were just fi@-three 

signifiant incidents: eleven cases of mon,  eleven of robbery, nvo of desecrating hoiy icons, 

two of concealing runaways, one each of illegily freeing a prisoner, possessing counterfeit 

money, insolence to a village administrator, and abuse of office, one case of carrging out a 

death penalty on a condernned man nrithout obuining the proper authorisation of the 

authorities, tweive premature daths  from illness, four premmre deaths koom excessive 

consumption ofdcohoi, one suicide, one attempted suicide, and findly, one -jki one - 

nAndreevskii to Vorontsov, 6 December 1M0, GAOOJ 1, o. 200, d 5 2  
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murder. The report speuficaily evduded crimes "presently [under] consideration by the 

Senate," pardy because their disposition had not yet been decided, and p a d y  because they 

induded "cases that occurred pnor to the [specifiedj ten y m . "  Presumably, the =cluded 

crimes were precisely those for which the Dukhoboa were about to be esiled. In other 

words, traenty-two months after Nicholas had ordered the exile, the Senate had still not 

ruled on them. 

Andreevskii's reports of arson must mise the eyebrows of anyone farniliar wvith the 

history of the Dukhobors in Canada, but due to the dearth of surviving court records 

regarding crime in neighbouring communities, it is impossible to know if this represents an 

unusuai pattern or incidence of crime." Desecnting icons was certain to attract the 

attention of the Orthodox state, but two incidents in ten yean  could hardly have warranted 

a wholesale Harbouring ninaways was the most common complaint a p n s t  the 

Dukhobon, but e n  Andreevskii repom only two instances. Aitogether, the total number 

of incidents - an average of just 5 3  per year - is not indicative of severe disturbances in the 

comrnunitg. By cornparison, Steven L Hoch documents an average of256 disciplinarg 

actions pcryear in the 3500-person serf estate of Petrovskoe in Tambov gubemiia in the 

same e n w  Peasant soaeties are notociously violent and crime-cidden, and it would be 

h o u s  to daim that no murden ocnirred in the Molochna Dukhobor villages, but barring 

the discovery of the records of the investigative commission, the accusations of mass 

murder must be treated as goundless. Most of the murders probably never happened. 

arson in Canada, see Woodcock & Aval,ïmovic, T6c D o ~ k b o b o ~ ,  308-331. 
%men L Hoch, ScIfdonr and Soiai Conlrolin ILissia Petmv~he, a Vike in Tambov 

(Chicago: University OC Chicago Press, 1986). 160-161. 
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Unfortunately, the state believed they did, basing ia decision on K6ppen1s report, 

and by extension on Kolosods description of the crimes. Kolosov implied the murders 

were proved beyond doubt, but in mth the accusations were so dubious that District Coun 

Judge Sokolovskü jailed two of the main accusen in 1828. \%y were accusations, so 

defmitively dismissed in 1828, reopened in 1835? Athough no clear evidence e-ists in this 

regard, likely determinants were the cholera epidemic and the Great Drought. Under such 

circumstances, the Dukhobors' large land holdings may have prompted jeaiousy among 

neighbouts. Jews in Russia and elsewhere often found themselves singled out as sapegoas 

in times of aises, and the Dukhobors, as a prominent religious minority, may have su&red 

from a siMlar pattern of discrimination." 

This suggestion does not, however, esplain why Koppen accepted KoIosov's 

version of evena. One imponznt hctor W ~ S  undoubtedly Cornies' implicit endorsement. As 

chairman-for-Me of the Molochna Mennonite Dismct's Agriculhiral Society and a frequent 

correspondent of Kiselev and other top olticials, Comies was the most powerful, trusted, 

and influentid man in the h~olochna." At the time he was unhappy over what he saw as the 

Dukhoboa' unscrupulous interference in his program to provide merino sheep to the 

Nogai Tatars. In an 1836 Ietter to his friend Aieksandr Fadeev, who had recently lefi die 

Guardians hip Cornmittee to become Chiei Guardian of die ICalmyk Horde, he expressed 

revukion at the crimes desccibed in the investietive commission's report, writing "1 have 

"See, e-g., Midiael 1. konson, c'Geographicai and Socioeconornic Factors in the 
1881 Anti-Jewish Pogroms in Russia," Rr~~sian Rrùrrv 39:l (January 1980). 18-31. 

%ornies' political role is descrïbed in Harvey L Dyck, "Russian Semitor and 
Mennonite Hero: Light and Shadow in Images OC Johann Comies," J o r d  o f M r n d e  
St'uFkr 2 (1984), 941. On Cornies' anger about Dukhobor dealings with the Nogai Tatars, 
see 'Trikaz Dzhuretskomu volostnomu pnvleniiu," PflRM4, file 691. 
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corne to an end with the Dukhobon, crime upon crime, it makes your skin crawl-"" In his 

report to Kiselev, Kôppen named Comies as a primary informant on Dukhobor religious 

practices, implying that Cornies supported his conclusions. Cornies' implied endonement 

would have reassured Kiselev, and must have helped create support in the capital for 

Koppen's recommendations. 

Religious considerations must be given fint place in any explmation for the exile, 

but it is not by itselFan adequate eqhmation. Afier dl ,  there is no evidence that the 

Molokans were subjected to similar pressures, despite the common perception they were dl 

but identicai to the Dukhoboa. Kolosov's report, so openly hostile to Dukhoboa, says 

only that Molokans were "distinct" koom their sectarian neighboun. Koppen gives a fuller 

description, concluding that "a significant portion of the Molokans, while not renouncing 

the general tenets of that sect and their mistaken attitudes towards Orthodoxy and the 

puformance of their duties, show in their written addresses the feelings of devotion to the 

throne of hithhl subjects, and are prepared to afirm their  obligation^."^ It is perhaps 

possible to discem Cornies' influence here, too, For he held the htolokans, who were people 

of the Book, in higher esteem than the Dukhobon. However, there was a second important 

difference between the two groups. The Molokuis were land-poor, and there could have 

been litde profit in Ievelling accusations against them. The implication is that Kolosov stood 

to profit fiom accusations against the Dukhoboa. Circumstantial evidence supports this 

supposition. 

" Cornies to Fadeev, 28 July 1836, P]BRMA, file 236. 
&%ecret Section of the MVD to Vomntsov, 22 February 1838, GAOO,f: 1, o. 200, d 



Wtth good land growing increasingly smce  in the Molochna, i l  the Dukhobon were 

forced to vacate theirs, someone was sure to profit. A sigiificant result of the investigations 

of the 1830s was to break the Dukhobon' perpetuai lease and free their 26,878 denalia of 

prime land for ceallotment A possible beneticiary from this was Kolosov, for although 

there is no record of him nceiving Dukhobor land, he was in a position to influence its 

allocation, a potentially pro fitable process foc anyone no t averse to a little grak There is 

support for this inference elsewhere. In 1841, in a petition appealing their exile, Dukhobon 

specifidly identified Kolosov as the tme source of their troubles, accusing him of 

"enriching himself in various oppressive ways with Our money and estates."" Another 

indication the Dukhobon were subject to extomon by local officiais came €rom a group of 

Dukhobor exiles en route to the Caucasus, who told Geman toologist iMoria Wagner that 

their money "611ed many an official pocket."' Inniguingly, in 1903 Joseph Elkinton 

reported a Dukhobor tradition th3t rheir exile uns spacked by @se accusations of a single, 

unidentified officiai angered by their rehsal to meet his blackmail demands." The 

Dukhobors' accusations are at lesst plausible. h Zemzkki Irpmik Kolosov was in a position 

in 1835 to hstitute the investigition, while his former job as Chair of the District Court 

would have provided direct knowledge of the cases that constinited the charges against the 

qetition from the Dukhobors to Nicholas I,22 iMarch Ml,  GAO0,J: 1, o. 151, d 
77. Note that this petition rehtes Aylrner Maude's argument, echoed by Woodcock & 
Avakumovic, that the Iack of Dukhobor protests tends to c o n h  theuguilt (Maude, A 
Pem&arPc~p&: Tbe Doz~kbobo~ pe\v York Funk and Wagnells, 1904],t49; Woodcock & 
Avahurnovic, Tbe Doztkhobon, 59) ). 

86Q~oted in Frys The Doitkbobon, 278. 
*]os eph EUiinton, Tbr Dottkboborx Th& Hirlory M Rw.rià Tb&lM&rion to Cima& 

(Phhdelphk Ferris & Leach, 1903). 261-262 



The Dubobor  reference in their 1811 petition to their "estates" is particulacly 

important, for the only Dukhobor land that tiered in Kolosov's denunciation was the 

26,878 desiarinas of leased land that brought the Dukhoboa under scrutiny in 1832. Kolosov 

objected to the advantage Dukhobors gained over neighbouring "land poor" Orthodox 

state peasants by renting the large tract, and also to their paying only an "insignificant price" 

for i tg  His concerns were echoed by Koppen, who observed that similar land brought lease 

payments of as much as a ruble per de~iatinu.~ In 1838 the confiscation of this "excess land" 

figured prominently in the Ministry of Internal Affairs' recommendations for dealing with 

the ~ u k h o b o a , ~ ~  and in 18.12, in reiecting a Dukhobor plea to mainnin control of the land, 

an official in the Ministry of State Domains concluded that "in as much as the land is 

extremely good and contains everything needed for new settlers, and considering that the 

treasury can realise from it an incomparably greater return, while it now receives only a 

token payment of twenty kopeck per dcsiafit~a. . . I recommend that it be returned to the 

treasury, particularly in view of the fact that the Dukhoboa have in no way earned such 

kindness from the ~tate."~' 

It is plausible, then, that Kolosov manipulated the state for personal gain. It still 

needs to be explained why the state might have been open to manipulation. In part, the 

answer lies in the shitt in state policy after Alexander I's death in 1825. Almost immediately 

af'ter his ascension. Nicholas I introduced sharply reactionary policies toward sectarians. An 

~ ~ o l o s o v ,  "Sekretnaia zapiska," 870 b. 
' ~ i i ~ ~ e n ,  "0 raskol'nt?iakh," Mob. 
w"Zapish Takliuchaiushchaia v sebia pcedpolozheniia o merakh v omoshenii 

Mdakanov i Dukhobortsov Tavricheskoi gubemii," 22 February 1838, GAOO,J: 1, o. 200, d 
52 

9'Minisay of State Domains to Inzov, 3 February 1812, CAO0,J 1.0. 152, d 16. 
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important objective OF his "Official Nationality," with its tenets of "Orthodoxp, autocracy, 

and nationaiity," was to r d € i  the cornmonditg of goals of church and state? This rather 

arnorphous principle could have had littie focused espression at regionai levels, for the 

inefficiency of aarist administration in peripheral regions is legendacy. Still, the general tenor 

of Nicholas' policies must have made the Dukhoboa an obvious t q e t  for regional oficials, 

for the sectarians could no longer =pect support from S t  Petersburg. On 20 October 1830, 

Nicholas issued a decree directed at "Dukhoboa, Ikonobon, Molokans, Judaizers and 

othen recognised as particularly pemicious heresies."" Its k t  clause retlects a sharp m m  in 

Dukhobor afhics, ordenng that "dl dlsenters . . . accused of spreading their heresies and 

attracting othen to hem, [and] &O [accused oq tempntion, unruliness and insolence 

against the church and the clergy of the Orthodos faith are to be handed over to the 

courts." The choiera rioa of 1830 and 1831 must have hrther poûoned state attitudes 

toward Dukhobocs, for the rios had scared Nicholas, making him particulady sensitive CO 

any hint of popular unrest."' Although the iLIolochna Dukhobors, who had acquired a 

repueition For peacehl prosperity dunng Alesander's reign, avoided any repercussions und 

1835, the decision to exile them must be seen within the context of such policies. 

If Nichoh' reactionary policies worked against the Dukhoboa, oddly enough so 

did his peasant reforms. the sute serio~dy considenng reducing land alIoaents of 

state peasants from fifieen d~~iatinru per mde sou1 to eight, it is not suqrising the large 

%Etcial Nationaiirg was not oCCiciaiIy proclaimed u n d  2 A p d  1833, but the 
attitudes underlyuig it date fiom die stan of Nicholas' reign. n i e  standard account is 
Nichoias Riasanovsky, N . h  I mrd O$iaLNationd. in Rmri~ 1825-1855 (Berkeley: 
University of California Press, 1967). 

93KPSZ; 5:JOlO. 
whfcGcew, &.nia md tbe Cbohq 127-1îû. 



Dukhobor allotmene attracted attention? While this may no t have been enough to make 

the state's representatives accept open lies about Dukhobor crimes, it was surely motivation 

not to question wel1-phrased exaggerations when the opportunity arose to break the 

Dukhobor tease. 

Unfortunately for the Dukhoboa, the snte accepted the accusations of Kolosov 

and othea. The 26 January 1841 proclamation of exile reads: 

AU your crimes have been discovered, and the innocent blood which you have shed 
Qlls down upon your heads the rigours of the law. By your actions you have 
rendered yourselves unworthy of the indulgence and pardon which were gcanted to 
you by his Maiest-, and you have eshausted the patience of the authonties, who are 
in the end convinced that you should be transferred into distant regions where you 
will no longer be iniunous to your ieliow men? 

The Dukhoboa did not go without cornplaint. In March 1811 they petitioned the 

state, describing their fate in pathetic tems: 

We untortunate 4,000 souk, tom kom our homes and the land which we, over 
dozens o f y m  and with great dilfculty obtained, and spilling tears in 
comprehension of our fate, must set out on a joumey, a long joumey, and settie in a 
barren climate on infertile land, impoverished, brought aimost to the sacrifice of our 
lives, comlorted only by the knowledge that we are guiltless?7 

In the petition they asked permission to sny in the Molochna, but adamantly 

rehsed to abandon theu religious convictions. A second petition, from the group 

designated for =iIe without apped, asked only that the esile be delayed by a year so they 

could obtain hir pries for the belongings they could not cike with thern? h third petition, 

"Fust Department of the htinisüy of State Domains to Kiselev, 31 May 1843, 
RGL4,J 383, o. 1, d 190. 

%Quoted in Woodcock & Ad'umovk, Tbc Dor~kbobon, 59. 
*~ukhobor eiders to NichoIas I,22 March 1811, GAOOJ 1, o. 151, d 77. 
98~ulihobor eldecs to Nicholas 1, 18-41, CAOOJ 1, o. 151, d 77. 



tuming to the question ofpropectg, asked that the Dukhobon be allowed to retain conwl  

of their 26,878 d~akirat  O€ leased land, pcsumably by subiemng i r .  M were rehsed. 

As for the final benehctors in the reailoünent process, rnost Dukhobor land went 

to land-short Orthodox peasuits. The MoIokans, whose need for land had instigated the 

f i r ,  ais0 benefited. In 1842 they were p t e d  enough Dukhobor land to bring their total 

holdings to fifieen dcrakkzr per male soul.'" This did not cornpletely sa&+ the Molokans, 

for roughly 1,200 of them asked for and received permission to join the Dukhobor trek to 

the Caucasus."" Such permission was given only grudgingly, for chere were suspicions in 

some quanen that the Molokans were simply aying to avoid rau arrears that had built up 

during the crop Ulures of 1839.'" Those who remained in the Molochna aber 1845 no 

l ons r  held the state's attention. For the mosr part, the governor of Tavride guberniia 

contented himself with one or nvo sentences in annud reports to St. Petersburg, reassuring 

the capid that the local sectarians were an exemplary l o ~  hrming their fields, tending their 

gardens, and keeping their religious v i e w  to themsel~es.'~~ 

The single largest benetactoa of the exile were Johann Comies and his brother 

David. In 1845,4,039 &riadnm of the land taken kom the Dukhobon passed into their 

PJ~inistry oEState Domains to Intov, 3 February 1842, CAOOJ 1, a 152, d 16. 
'%nistry of Smte Domains, Depamnent of Agriculture, Tavride Province to 

Ministq of State Domains, Fint Department, Sr. Petersburg, 14 April 1842, RGIAJ: 383, o. 
1, d 234. 

laThe precise number who emiptcd is unclear, but between 1842 and 1845 the 
number of Molokans in the Molochna dropped by 1221, from 2961 to 1740. See "Otchetov 
Tamicheskikh Gubematorov," 1842. RGU,/ond 1281, qp& 4, deh 733-1843; "Otchetov 
Tavricheskikh Gubematorov> 1835, RGIA,jOnd 1281, tpi~ 4, &O 6%-1846. 

lm% pros'ba Molokan MelitopoPshgo Uezda seleniia Astcakhanlii . . . O dozvolenü 
im pereselit'süa Pkavkaz," LM1, RGIA,J: 1î84, o. 199, d 74. 

'%e, e-g., "Otchetov Tavrichakikh Gubematorov . . . ra 1847," RGLA,/, 1281, o. 4* 
d 3 h  
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hands. The lease ptice was the same, low, original twenty kopecks per dwiatzlina pet y e d W  

There is no srnall irony that the Comies bro thers received land that was taken away kom 

the Dukhobors in part due to religion, in part because it e'cceeded the standard state peasant 

doment ,  and in part because the twenty kopeck per dena~i~ia lease payment was only 

"token." After dl, Johann and David were also not on ho do^, and were themselves sure 

peasants. Of coune, the Cornies brothea were peasants in narne only. Johann, the most 

powerful man in the Molochna, had hosted both Alexander I and Nicholas 1 in his home, 

and as chair-for-lih of the Agnculniral Society acted as the Ministry of State Domains' main 

representative in the area. No doubt he had " m e d  such kindness" kom the  tat te.'^^ 

This account of the Dukhobor exile is of interest on mmy levels. Most basidly, it 

disputes the accuracy of published accounts of the sect by rehting the charges of mass 

murder that have been levelled against them and concomitant assumptions about stria and 

dismptions in their community. Even LVoodcock and Avakumovic, who are at once 

judicious and sympathetic toward the Dukhobors, are constnined to conclude that "it is not 

impossible that at one moment in their history the Dukho boa, isolated at [the Molochna 

River] like the Anabaptists in Münster, s hould have found the sense of their divine mission 

becoming so demanding that destruction did not seem too bad a fate for the hereti~al."'~ 

The violence OC the deged crimes has ahvays stood at odds with the Dukhobors' self- 

prodaimed belief in the in-dwelling spirît of God and consequentiy in pacitism, and thus it 

'@'The terrns of the original lease are mentioned in correspondence regarding David 
Comies' request to renew it in 1861. See Lfinistry of State Dornains ro Govemot General of 
Novorossüa, 24 June 1861, GAO0,J: 1, o. 81, d 90. 

'OsSee Footnote 91- 
106Woodcock and Avakumovic, ï%e Dortkboborr, 59. 



has raised doubts about the consistency of those beliek. It has also stood at odds with what 

is known about their behaviour generally in this time. \%th evidence of the murders refuted, 

what remaisu are accounts of a pmsperous and uncommonl y unifed religious community, 

victimised by religious penecution, not victimiser. 

The Dukhobor sto y also refleca the Russian state's broader policy toward religious 

dissent. The smdasd account emphasises Alexander 1's benevolence and Nicholas I's 

reactionary consemtism. Richard Cmmmey, in his study of the Vyg community of Old 

Believers, writes rhat Nicholas "was often inconsistent and more frequently eshibited 

inflexibility, insensitivity, and heavy-handed good intentions than maiice or delibemte 

crueltg."'* Nicholas' inconsistency is evident in the Dukhobor case. They were a urget of 

opportunity, singled out almost by accident by K6ppen as he conducted a survey primkly 

concerned with finding land for state pesants hom interior guberniias. However, the exile 

of the Dukhobon was manifestly cruel, and even mdicious, showing a patently cynical 

wiKigness to employ criminal accusations to force conversion. There was nothing subtle 

about this. It was not the crimes but the opportunity to conven the Duhobon that caught 

Kiippen's attention, and in d l  subsequent correspondence, this manipulation was openly 

acknowledged. Yeq curiously, the real objective, conversion, h y s  remained dependent on 

the aiminal accusations. By cornparison, the Molokans were never subjected to simiiv 

pressures, because, although the snte considered hem close relatives of the Dukhobors, 

there were no criminal accusations, and hence there was no opportunicy to force their 

lrn~obert Crummey, Tbe OH B e I ' m  und tbe Worid fAnhbtirt- Tke Qg Contnztm3 and 
t&e bcIf'mr J'e 1634-1855 (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1970). 202 For a 
different assessrnent of the application of Crummey's conclusions to the DuWiobor case, 
see Fry, "The Doukhobors," 200-201. 
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convasion. There is an implication here that even the reactionary Nicholas was concemed 

about public reaction to blatantiy unjust religious persecution. and so required a less 

contcoversial justification for his actions. 

Beyond the treatment of dissidents by the state, and of more direct importance €or 

the present study, the Dukhobor aftair dso sheds light on centre-periphery relations in 

Imperid Russia. Sociologists who study centre-perip hey relations sometimes make a usehl 

distinction between penphecies, as areas hlly subocdinated to the centre, and frontien, as 

"areas of growth in 'virgin' temto y."lm The Ministry of State Domains' evpecrabon that 

land would be available for setdement in the Molochna w;is based on a perception of New 

Russia as Frontier in this sense. The Dukhobor story shows that this w;is not the case. Land 

leased to the Dukhobon in perpetuity for just nventy kopeck per desiatina in 1824 had by 

1837 appreciated by a tactor of five. a clear indication that good Iand was becoming 

increasingly scuce. 

On the other hand, "penphery," with its connotation of politicai subordination. is 

also a problematic label for the Molochna. A detining characteristic of Imperid Russiats 

administrative system was the inability of the centre to etrectively administer oudying 

regions. In the Molochna, l o d  oficials had been aware of Iand shortages since at Ieast 

1832, when Molokans requested more land, but dc i r ly  the same knowledge did not &t in 

St. Petersburg. The gip between the rediry of Molochna conditions and the knowledge of 

centrai policy makers formed an important bmier to effective cena l  control. 

"'%airnondo Shassoldo, "Centre-Periphery and System-Boundaqc Culturologid 
Perspectives," in Jean Gofhm,  ed., Ce~tn wd PeIr;bbery: Spatial Prà,+&on in PoLti~,  (Beverly 
Hills: Sage Publications, 1980). 50. 
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Kolosov preyed on this gap between regional reality and centrai knowledge. Setting 

aside the human tragedy OC the Dulhobor aEGr, this is probably the most important lesson 

it has to offer. T h i s  obscure regional officiai was able to bring the MI weight of the 

automtic state down upon the Dukhoborç with n féw carehlly worded and grossly 

exaggerated charges. This is an important refinement to evisting interpretations ofcentre- 

periphery relations, for Kolosods report could not have a&cted the Dukhoboa if the state 

were not in a position to euercke its power. This was not a case of a jack of centrai power, 

but of its misdirection. A criticai element leading to the esile m s  Wppen's arrivai in the 

region, for as represenntive o h  sa te  intent upon reasserting power over ia pesants, 

Koppen provided Kolosov a channel into the centre. In a classic example of the tail 

wagging the do& the regional O triciai directed the power of the centre ro his own ends. 

By the 1830s, then, the Molochna was neither frontier nor periphery. In hct, what 

happened to the Dukhobors is best undentood as part of a transition from frontier to 

peciphety. Koppen, a prime esample of the men W Bmce Lincoln tems "enlightened 

bureaucrats," carne CO the Molochna to conduct a survey in preparation for the refom of 

the state peasantry.l" Reform uns by definition an assertion oi control, and the atternpt to 

bring the Dukhoboa into conformity tvith the rnajority of Russian state peasmts, both by 

converting them to Orthodoxy and by reducing their land holdings to the snte peasant 

nom, aras part of the process of ~se r t ing  this control. On the other hand, the fraud that 

iustified the exile aras only possible because of the snte's ignorance, a product of its lack of 

£ùlI control in the transitional perïod. 
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By the 1830s, aii Molochna seden Faced the need to renegotiate their relationship 

with the central state. Dukhobors, confronted by both religious prejudice and jealousy 

because oftheir large land holdings, could not defend themeIves against the abuse of 

power, and consequendy were euiled. The smys other settiea dealt with the need to defend 

theV land holdings against cenaal decnands as well as internai demands, is taken up more 

hlly in chapters five and six. 




