INFORMATION TO USERS

This manuscript has been reproduced from the microfilm master. UMI
films the text directly from the original or copy submitted. Thus, some
thesis and dissertation copies are in typewriter face, while others may be

from any type of computer printer.

The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the
copy submitted. Broken or indistinct print, colored or poor quality
illustrations and photographs, print bleedthrough, substandard margins,

and improper alignment can adversely affect reproduction.

In the unlikely event that the author did not send UMI a complete
manuscript and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if
unauthorized copyright material had to be removed, a note will indicate

the deletion.

Oversize materials (e.g., maps, drawings, charts) are reproduced by
sectioning the original, beginning at the upper left-hand comer and
continuing from left to right in equal sections with small overlaps. Each
original is also photographed in one exposure and is included in reduced
form at the back of the book.

Photographs included in the original manuscript have been reproduced
xerographically in this copy. Higher quality 6” x 9” black and white
photographic prints are available for any photographs or illustrations
appearing in this copy for an additional charge. Contact UMI directly to

order.

UMI

A Bell & Howell Information Company
300 North Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor MI 48106-1346 USA
313/761-4700  800/521-0600






HERETICS AND COLONIZERS:
RELIGIOUS DISSENT AND RUSSIAN COLONIZATION OF TRANSCAUCASIA,
1830-1890

Nicholas B. Breyfogle

A DISSERTATION
in

History

Presented to the Faculties of the University of Pennsylvania in Partial Fulfillment of the

Requirements for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy

1998

o T L
| A ll ¥ ; S :
Y F AU A ]
~ :.",“'7 \ N & (\'J\#.‘l\ .

Supervisor of Dilsertation

i

\\/ a%; /Zg 5/

7/

Graduate Group/éhai'rpers,on



UMI Number: 9840175

Copyright 1998 by
Breyfogle, Nicholas Brenton

All rights reserved.

UMI Microform 9840175
Copyright 1998, by UMI Company. All rights reserved.

This microform edition is protected against unauthorized
copying under Title 17, United States Code.

UMI

300 North Zeeb Road
Ann Arbor, MI 48103



COPYRIGHT

NICHOLAS B. BREYFOGLE

1998



For my parents,
Josephine and Peter Breyfogle

and for my wife.
Jillian Gustin

111



Acknowledgments

It is with great pleasure that [ express my thanks to the many people and
organizations who have helped and supported me during the completion of this
dissertation. My greatest debt is to the members of my dissertation committee, both
official and unofficial. Alfred Rieber has been a model advisor from the outset:
intelligent, supportive, productively critical, and a born teacher. He stuck with me early
on in graduate school while I searched to find my way, suggested this dissertation topic
which has proven so fruitful, and has remained deeply involved in my work despite the
ocean between us. Ann Matter has also been a remarkable teacher and scholar. She
guided me through the study of religion and has been a generous source of support,
guidance, and friendship. The late Jack Reece taught me much of what I know about
European history, as well as what it means to be a successful and dedicated teacher.
More importantly, he showed friendship and believed in my ability as an historian at
times when I doubted myself.

Ron Suny has been a wonderful friend and mentor. He unfailingly supported
my work and enlightened me about Transcaucasia and imperialism. Laura Engelstein
has also been an invaluable mainstay of this project. She generously critiqued many
chapters, enriching my work with her deep knowledge of sectarian and Russian history.
Roy Robson has been a true friend and colleague, bringing vital insight to my work as
well as touring me through Philadelphia's best restaurants. Sheila Fitzpatrick always
found time to discuss, help, and support my research despite all of her commitments
and accomplishments. Finally, John Bushnell also deserves thanks for his generous

support and comments over many years, but especially in the final year of the project.

v



This dissertation owes an enormous debt to the efforts of all these scholars. Without
their help, the project would not be what it is today.

I owe many thanks to the Russian history community at the University of
Chicago who took me in while I lived in Chicago. Much of my training and insight into
Russian history comes from Chicago's workshops and discussions. Special
appreciation goes to Josh and Kim Sanbom who have been wonderful friends, both
here and in Russia. Frequent conversations with Josh did much to clarify my thinking.
Much appreciation goes to Richard Hellie, Terry Martin, Steve Bittmer, Chris Burton,
Matt Lenoe, Jon Bone, Amy Randall, and all of the members of the Chicago Russian
Studies Workshop for their comments, critiques, and post-workshop beers. While in
Chicago I had the great fortune to take part in the meetings of the Midwest Russian
History Workshop. My thanks to those who made comments on a chapter that I
presented, especially to Paul Werth, who has been a great friend and colleague ever
since.

My colleagues at Penn provided me not only with a rich intellectual environment
but also friendship and many laughs. Beth Clement waded through much of my work,
helped me negotiate the trials and tribulations of graduate life, talked me into playing
soccer even when I didn't feel like it, and remained a friend throughout. Gabriella
Safran edited numerous chapters, painstakingly unraveling my ponderous prose, and
helped to make living in Russia fun. Liam Riordan, Max Page, and Paul Howard (the
original squash-sushi group) kept my body sound and my spirit free. They have been
true friends filled with sage advice, brilliant thoughts, and funny stories. Max Collins
unflaggingly kept my spoken Russian in working order. Other friends deserve note for
their friendship and support: Kristen Stromberg, Kathryn Johnson, Sue Schulten, Jim

Heinzen, Michael Kahan, Sumantra Sen, Catherine and James Murdock, Mark and Beth



Meier, Curt King, Russ Kazal, Abby Schrader, Kirsten Wood, and Lesley Rimmel.
My thanks go also to the faculty and staff of the History Department at Penn. The
dissertation was supported by grants from the Fulbright-Hays Doctoral Dissertation
Research Abroad Program, the Kennan Institute for Advanced Russian Studies, and the
University of Pennsylvania.

Many people helped to make my year in Russia an enjoyable and productive
experience. My deepest thanks goes to the archivists and scholars in Russia who took
time from their busy and difficult schedules to help me in my research and discuss
history over tea: especially B. V. Anan'ich, L. G. Zakharova, I. V. Tarasova, S. A.
Inikova, A. Iu. Polunov, I. V. Poltavskaia, S. I. Varekhova, I. V. Mulina, S. A.
Kozlov, and all the staff at RGIA, GMIR, GARF, and OR RGB. Heather Coleman's
advice, good humor, intelligence, and willingness to adventure not only facilitated my
research in profound ways, but also made my stay in Russia a pleasure. John
Strickland was a perfect apartment-mate who taught me about opera and Russian
Orthodoxy over more Baltikas than I care to remember. Thanks also go to J6rg
Baberowski who helped me navigate the archives and regaled me with hysterical stories.
My fond thanks also go to my friends in St. Petersburg and Moscow who have shared
with me all that is great in Russia and repeatedly made my trips to the rodina a pleasure.

Alison Pion, comrade in history, read many of the chapters in their early stages,
made invaluable comments and critiques. and supported me despite all my stress and
anxieties. Jack MclIntosh of the University of British Columbia Library has been a great
bibliographic help, moral support, and host when I worked in UBC's Dukhobor
collections. John Staples provided invaluable help both in Russia and Toronto and

illuminated the Milky Waters region for me.

vi



On a sad note, Charlotte Gustin did not live to see the dissertation completed.
Although I'm sure she wouldn't recognize herself in these pages, she is in them. Her
caring and giving example taught me about human courage and the possibility for one
person truly to make a difference. Bill Breyfogle died many years before I was born,
but his books on my shelves have been a constant reminder that Breyfogles could be
writers.

The dissertation is in part dedicated to my parents, Jo and Peter Breyfogle. With
tremendous love and understanding, they have unfailingly supported me throughout
graduate school. They gave me my love for learning, and have always encouraged me
to reach for the best and make all that I can out of this life. Last but not least, the
dissertation is dedicated to Jillian Gustin, my wife. She has lived with this project daily
and I'm sure knows more about Russian history than she would want, or certainly ever
expected. She has shared my highs and my lows, and her love, caring, and humor have
been a constant inspiration. This dissertation is but a small token for all that these three

people have given me.

Vil



ABSTRACT
HERETICS AND COLONIZERS: RELIGIOUS DISSENT AND RUSSIAN
COLONIZATION OF TRANSCAUCASIA, 1830-1890
NICHOLAS B. BREYFOGLE
ALFRED J. RIEBER

This dissertation examines the settlement of Russian religious dissenters
(Dukhobors, Molokans, and Subbotniks) in Transcaucasia from 1830 to 1890. During
this period, tsarist officials promoted the relocation of sectarians [sektanty] to
Transcaucasia—to the exclusion of other Slavs—in an effort to isolate their "heretical
infection"” from Orthodox Russians. Using previously unexamined archival materials
written by the settlers themselves, this study explores Russian frontier colonization at
ground level. It examines the migration experience, investigates the role of the
periphery in nineteenth-century Russian history, and sheds light on the development of
the Russian Empire. Since religious non-conformists comprised the majority of
Russian migrants, this dissertation also discusses questions of popular religiosity and
the role of religion in Russian society and polity.

Whereas existing scholarship describes Russian empire-building as a bilateral
encounter between state representatives and indigenous peoples, this study demonstrates
that Russian colonists played a vital role in constructing Imperial Russia as a multi-
ethnic, multi-confessional entity. The sectarian-settlers influenced Russia's imperial
enterprise through their interactions with tsarist authorities, local inhabitants, and
Transcaucasia's ecology. Tsarist officials were obliged to rely on these "pernicious
heretics" to administer the region because there were so few other Russians in

Transcaucasia. Paradoxically, these "pariahs” came to be considered "model colonists.”
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The dissertation also asserts that a primary effect of Russian imperial expansion
was to provide arenas on the frontier in which Russians (in this case religious
dissenters) were able to forge alternative existences—"new worlds"—beyond those
possible in the central provinces. The Transcaucasian frontier proved a fertile ground
for contesting labels, manipulating categories, and refashioning notions of self and
community. Distant from central power, and in dynamic interaction with a wide array
of non-Russian peoples, the sectarians constructed and solidified new religious beliefs,
social structures, economic practices, cultural systems, and identities. The use of non-
conformists as colonizers loosened traditional links between Orthodox Christianity and

Russian ethnicity, redefining Russian nationality.

1X



Contents

Acknowledgments

Abstract

Abbreviations

Introduction

I Toleration Through Isolation: The Edict of 1830 and the Origins
of Russian Colonization in Transcaucasia

II To a Land of Promise: Sectarians on the Move

III Heretics and Colonizers: Changing Roles and Transforming
Identities in the Context of Empire

IV Frontier Encounters: Conflict and Coexistence between
Settlers and Non-Russian Transcaucasians

V Religious Refashioning in a New Land: Conversion in a
Multi-Confessional Society

Conclusion

Bibliography

iv

79

146

348

353



Archives:

GARF
GMIR
OR RGB
PJBRMA
RGIA

Abbreviations

Gosudarstvennyi arkhiv Rossiiskoi Federatsii, Moscow
Gosudarstvennyi muzei istorii religii, St. Petersburg

Otdel rukopisei, Rossiiskaia gosudarstvennaia biblioteka, Moscow
Peter J. Braun Russian Mennonite Archive, Toronto

Rossiiskii gosudarstvennyi istoricheskii arkhiv, St. Petersburg

Published Sources:

AKAK

IKOIRGO

MIEBGKZK

PSPRVP

PSZ (1-3)
RTKE

SMOMPK

SPChR (1860)

SPChR (1875)

Akty sobrannye Kavkazskoiu Arkheograficheskoiu Kommissieiu
(12 vols., 1866-1904)

Izvestiia Kavkazskogo otdela Imperatorskogo Russkogo
geograficheskogo obshchestva

Materialy dlia izucheniia ekonomicheskogo byta gosudarstvennykh
krest'ian Zakavkazskogo kraia (7 vols., 1885-1887)

Polnoe sobranie postanovlenit i rasporiazhenii po vedomstvu
Pravoslavnogo ispovedaniia Rossiiskoi Imperii

Polnoe sobranie zakonov (in three series)

Raion Tiflissko-karssko-erivanskoi zheleznoi dorogi v
ekonomicheskom i kommercheskom otnosheniiakh (1897)

Sbornik materialov dlia opisaniia mesmostei i plemen Kavkaza
(46 vols., 1881-1929)

Sobranie postanovlenii po chasti raskola, sostoiavshikhsia po
vedomstvu Sv. Sinoda (2 vols.)

Sobranie postanovlenii po chasti raskola
(Ministry of the Interior, 1 vol.)

xi



Government Institutions

MGI Ministerstvo Gosudarstvennykh Imushchestv [Ministry of State Domains]

MVD Ministerstvo Vnutrennykh Del [Ministry of Internal Affairs]

Archival and Published Citations:

f. fond

op. opis’

d. delo

1. L) list (listy)

otd. otdelenie

st. stol

ch. chast’

d-vo deloproizvodstvo
k. kartonka

doc. document number
t. tom

vyp- vypusk

xii



Introduction

“Migrarion and colonization of the country constituted the fundamental features
of our history, to which all other features were more or less directly connected."”

— V. O. Kliuchevskii

"History shows us no people which from its first appearance has manifested as
persistent and indestructible a drive to colonize as the Russians."

— August von Haxthausen!

On October 20, 1830, Tsar Nicholas I issued a decree which fundamentally
altered two previously unconnected aspects of Russian history.2 It redirected the
trajectory of Russian colonialism in the Empire's southernmost region—the newly
incorporated provinces of Transcaucasia’—while simultaneously recasting the fate of
Christian religious dissenters throughout the Empire. The 1830 edict ordered that
thenceforth all religious sectarians [sektanry] who were classified as "most pernicious”
(including Dukhobors, Molokans and Subbotniks, but not Old Believers) were to be

relocated to Transcaucasia, by either forcible exile or voluntary resettlement. The

1v. O. Kliuchevskii, Sochineniia v deviati tomakh (Moscow: Mysl', 1987) 1:50-51 and August von
Haxthausen, Studies on the Interior of Russia, ed. S. Frederick Starr, trans. Eleanore L. M. Schmidt
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1972), 176.

2PSZ (2), 1. 5, otd. 2, 1830, no. 4010, pp- 169-170. The decree can also be found in RGIA f. 379. op.
1, d. 1043, 1830-1837, 1l. 1-1ob and SPChR (1875), pp. 104-106.

3Today Transcaucasia comprises the new republics of Azerbaijan, Armenia and Georgia. On the process
of Russian expansion into Transcaucasia. see Muriel Atkin, Russia and Iran, 1780-1828 (Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press, 1980); Firuz Kazemzadeh, "Russian Penetration of the Caucasus." in
Russian Imperialism from Ivan the Grear to the Revolution, ed. Taras Hunczak (New Brunswick:
Rutgers University Press, 1974), 239-263; John F. Baddeley, The Russian Conquest of the Caucasus
(London: Longmans, Green and co., 1908); Tadeusz Swietochowski, Russian Azerbaijan, 1905-1920:
The Shaping of National Identity in a Muslim Communiry (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
1985), 1-11.



legislation was a conscious effort on the part of the tsarist state to utilize the Empire's
periphery as a means to segregate sectarian Russians from Orthodox ones. From 1830
until the 1880s, Tsarist policy promoted the relocation of dissenters to the exclusion of
all other Slavs in an effort to eliminate what state and spiritual leaders saw as their
heretical "infection” of Orthodox subjects. Although small numbers of Russians had
moved to Transcaucasia before 1830, the decree turned a trickle into a torrent. Over the
course of the next fifty years, tens of thousands of dissenters left central Russia for the
southern frontier. Until the 1890s, these non-conformists comprised the majority of
ethnic Russians in Transcaucasia.* That religious dissenters dominated the settler
communities did much to define the character of Russia's imperial presence in the region
by inextricably linking popular religiosity with Russian Imperialism.

This study examines the settlement of Russian religious dissenters in
Transcaucasia between 1830 and 1890. In so doing, it provides a window onto the
development and internal functioning of the Russian Empire, and the role of the frontier
in nineteenth-century Russian history. The dissertation views events from the "on-the-
ground" perspective of the settlers themselves, as well as from the vantage of central
and local authorities. It explores the interrelations between Russian colonists,
indigenous peoples, and state authorities. Finally, it investigates the internal
development of the sectarians' communities in their new environment. Why did the
Tsarist administration decide to earmark the Transcaucasus for the settlement of

religious non-conformists, and why did the dissenters take up the state's offer in such

4Svod statisticheskikh dannykh o naselenii Zakavkazskago kraia, izvlechennykh iz posemeinyvkh
spiskov 1886g. (Tiflis: 1893). According to these statistics, sectarians comprised more than seventy-
five percent of the Russian population in Transcaucasia in the mid-1880s. Soldiers and administrators
made up the majority of the remainder. The dissenters' percentage of the Russian population dropped
drastically in 1890s and 1900s with the advent of a new and aggressive policy of settlement in the
Transcaucasus of Orthodox Russians. See D. I. Ismail-Zade, Russkoe krest'ianstvo v Zakavkaz'e: 30-e
gody XIX-nachalo XX v. (Moscow: Izdatel'stvo Nauka, 1982), esp. 94-283 and Firouzeh Mostashari,
"Tsarist Colonial Policy, Economic Change, and the Making of the Azerbaijani Nation: 1828-1905
(Ph. D. diss., University of Pennsylvania. 1995), 225-250.

2



large numbers to relocate there voluntarily? What was the fate of the migrants once they
arrived in their new homes? How did their religious, economic, social, and cultural
practices, as well as their notions of self-identity, evolve in their new context? What
consequences did this migration have for the destiny of Russian imperialism, for the
history of Transcaucasia, and for the future development of these branches of
Christianity?

Since the disintegration of the Soviet Union, there has been an explosion of
interest in the imperial aspects of Russian history and the non-core, "frontier” regions of
the Russian empire.’ Traditionally, scholarship has tended to describe Russian
imperialism as a geopolitical and administrative process defined by military conquest,
political administration, and macro-economic integration. In this approach, historians
depicted an Empire which functioned unidirectionally from the central Russian core

outwards.® More recently, scholars of Russian Empire have taken cues from the

5Paul Werth, "Subjects for Empire: Orthodox Mission and Imperial Governance in the Volga-Kama
Region, 1825-1881" (Ph. D. diss., University of Michigan, 1996); Nathaniel Knight, "Constructing the
Science of Nationality: Ethnography in Mid-Nineteenth Century Russia” (Ph. D. diss., Columbia
University, 1994); Robert Paul Geraci, "Window on the East: Ethnography, Orthodoxy. and Russian
Nationality in Kazan, 1870-1914" (Ph. D. diss., University of California, Berkeley, 1995); Daniel R.
Brower and Edward J. Lazzerini. eds., Russia's Orient: Imperial Borderlands and Peoples, 1700-1917
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1997); Virginia Martin, "Law and Custom on the Steppe:
Middle Horde Kazakh Judicial Practices and Russian Colonial Rule. 1868-1898" (Ph. D. diss.,
University of Southern California, 1996); Yuri Slezkine. Arctic Mirrors: Russia and the Small Peoples
of the North (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1994); Mark Bassin, "Inventing Siberia: Visions of the
Russian East in the Early 19th Century,” American Historical Review 96 (1991): 763-794; Thomas M.
Barrett, "Lines of Uncertainty: The Frontiers of the North Caucasus," Slavic Review 54, no. 3 (fall
1995): 578-601; Wayne Dowler, "The Politics of Language in Non-Russian Elementary Schools in the
Eastern Empire, 1865-1914," Russian Review 54, no. 4 (1995): 516-538; Susan Layton. Russian
Literature and Empire: Congquest of the Caucasus from Pushkin to Tolstoy (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1994); Theodore R. Weeks, Nation and State in Late Imperial Russia: Nationalism
and Russification on the Western Frontier, 1863-1914 (DeKalb: Northern Illinois University Press,
1996); and see also the articles in Russian Review 53, no. 3 (July 1994) and Russian History 19, nos.
1-4 (1992).

60n this tendency in general, see Michael Rywkin, ed.. Russian Colonial Expansion to 1917 (London:
Mansell Publishing Limited, 1988); Hunczak, ed., Russian Imperialism; Alton S. Donnelly, The
Russian Conquest of Bashkiria, 1552-1740 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1968); and John P.
LeDonne, The Russian Empire and the World, 1700-1917: The Geopolitics of Expansion and
Containment (New York: Oxford University Press, 1997). On this trend in Transcaucasian
historiography, see D. M. Lang, The Last Years of the Georgian Monarchy, 1658-1832 (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1957); Atkin, Russia and Iran; Baddeley, Russian Conquest; O. E.

3



historiography of Western European imperialism. They have widened the scope of
study to include "events and developments in the outlying regions," the formation of
empire in the localities, and the interrelations between metropole and colonies. At the
same time, they have shifted the thematic focus to cultural, representational, and

"o

linguistic issues: "cultures and their fragments," "iconographies of the 'other,

" identity
formation, and "knowledge-structuring paradigms.”’ Yet most historians have
continued to characterize the development of the Russian Empire as the binary encounter
of Russian domination (be it political, military, cultural, or linguistic) and native
response (whether accommodation or resistance), and have been particularly interested
in the formation of national identity among the colonized peoples.8

Absent from this story of imperial expansion are the millions of Russian settlers
who migrated to the frontier as part of Russian Empire-building and their influential role

in constructing and constituting Imperial Russia as a multi-ethnic, multi-confessional

entity.? Thomas Barrett has eloquently underscored this gap in our knowledge in his

Tumanian, Ekonomicheskoe razvitie Armenii 2 vols. (Erevan: Armianskoe gosudarstvennoe
izdatel'stvo, 1954); Kolonial'naia politika Rossiiskogo tsarizma v Azerbaidzhane v 20—60-x gg. XIX v..
2 vols., Moscow: [zd-vo Akademii Nauk, 1936-37); Mostashari. "Tsarist Colonial Policy;” and L. H.
Rhinelander, "Russia's Imperial Policy: The Administration of the Caucasus in the First Half of the
Nineteenth Century,” Canadian Slavic Papers 17, nos. 2&3 (1975): 218-235.

7The quotations are taken from Bower and Lazzerini, Russia’s Orient, xiv. 4.

8See, for instance, Swietochowski, Russian Azerbaijan; Vartan Gregorian, "The Impact of Russia on
the Armenians and Armenia,” in Russia and Asia: Essays on the Influence of Russia on the Asian
Peoples, ed. Wayne Vucinich (Stanford: Hoover Institution Press, 1972), 167-218; David Lang, "A
Century of Russian Impact on Georgia," in ibid., 219-247; Mostashari, "Tsarist Colonial Policy;"
Ronald Grigor Suny, The Making of the Georgian Nation, 2nd ed. (Bloomington: Indiana University
Press, 1994); idem., Looking Toward Ararat: Armenia in Modern History (Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1993); idem., ed., Transcaucasia: Nationalism and Social Change (Ann Arbor:
Michigan Slavic Publications, 1983); and Audrey Altstadt, The Azerbaijani Turks: Power and Identiry
under Russian Rule (Stanford: Hoover Institution Press, 1992).

90f late, there have been certain notable exceptions to this absence. See Willard Sunderland, "Making
the Empire: Colonists and Colonization in Russia, 1800-1850s" (Ph.D. diss., Indiana University,
1997); idem., "Peasants on the Move: State Peasant Resettlement in Imperial Russia, 1805-1830s."
The Russian Review 52 (October 1993): 472-485; idem., "Russians into [akuts? 'Going Native' and
Problems of Russian National Identity in the Siberian North, 1870s-1914." Slavic Review 55, no. 4
(winter 1996): 806-825; Barrett, "Lines of Uncertainty;" idem., "Crossing Boundaries: The Trading
Frontiers of the Terek Cossacks,” in Russia's Orient, eds.. Brower and Lazzerini, 227-248; and Robert
E. Jones, "Runaway Peasants and Russian Motives for the Partitions of Poland,” in Imperial Russian

4



recent investigation of the North Caucasus in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries,
although his voice remains almost alone in the historiography.
What has been missing, and what is essential to an understanding of how the
borderlands fit into the Russian Empire, is a history of those who moved
there and lived at the edge of empire, how diverse people interacted there,
their cultural exchanges, and the new landscapes, economies and societies
that they created. ... a history of society, economy, and transcultural contact
in one borderiand region of Russia helps to "ground” our understanding of
the empire, an understanding that is all too often portrayed from the
perspective of the center, and only in terms of policies, institutions, and
cultural representations. !0
By arguing that scholars have neglected the function of colonists in their study
of the Russian Empire, I do not mean to imply that historians have not broached the
topics of resettlement or migration at all. Whether to the borderlands, to cities, abroad,
or seasonally within the provinces of central Russia, historians have long realized that
movement was an inalienable characteristic of the Russian people throughout the
nineteenth century, with important ramifications both for the point of departure and the
place of destination.!! The great nineteenth-century Russian historian, V. O.

Kliuchevskii, wrote in his Kurs russkoi istorii that: "The history of Russia is the

Foreign Policy, ed. and trans. Hugh Ragsdale (New York: Woodrow Wilson Center Press and
Cambridge University Press, 1993), 103-116.

10Barrett, "Crossing Boundaries,” 228-229. The sentences are in reverse order in the original.

11See for example: Francois-Xavier Coquin, La Sibérie: Peuplement et immigration paysanne au
XIXe siécle (Paris: Institut D'Etudes Slaves, 1969); idem., "Faim et Migrations Paysannes en Russie au
XIX siécle," Revue d'Histoire Moderne et Contemporaine Tome XI (April-June 1964): 127-144; E. L
Druzhinina, /uzhnaia Ukraina v 1800-1825 gg. (Moscow: Izdatel'stvo Nauka, 1970), esp. 69-172; David
Moon, Russian Peasants and Tsarist Legislation on the Eve of Reform: Interaction Between Peasants
and Officialdom, 1825-1855 (London: Macmillan Press, 1992), 23-61; Joseph Bradley, Muzhik and
Muscovite: Urbanization in Late Imperial Russia (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1985), esp.
103-141; Timothy Mixter, "The Hiring Market as Workers' Turf: Migrant Agricultural Laborers and
the Mobilization of Collective Action in the Steppe Grainbelt of European Russia, 1853-1913." in
Peasant Economy, Culture, and Politics of European Russia, 1800-1921, ed. Esther Kingston-Mann and
Timothy Mixter (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1991), 294-340; Jeffrey Burds, "The Social
Control of Peasant Labor in Russia: The Response of Village Communities to Labor Migration in the
Central Industrial Region, 1861-1905." in ibid., 52-100: Evel G. Economakis, "Patterns of Migration
and Settlement in Prerevolutionary St. Petersburg: Peasants from Iaroslavl and Tver Provinces,"”
Russtan Review 56 (January 1997): 8-24; Sunderland. "Making the Empire;” Judith Pallot and Denis J.
B. Shaw, Landscape and Settlement in Romanov Russia, 1613-1917 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990);
and Barbara Alpern Engel, Between Field and City: Women, Work, & Family in Russia, 1861-1914
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 1996).



"12°S. M. Solov'ev placed no less

history of a country undergoing colonization.
importance on the uninterrupted process of colonization in formulating his overarching
framework for Russian history and what he saw as Russia's stark retardation and
immaturity in comparison with Western Europe.!3

Despite the emphasis placed by these pre-revolutionary historians on migration
and colonization, scholarship of these processes has exhibited distinct limitations. First,
the focus has been on the legislative and demographic aspects of population movement,
ignoring the voices and perspectives of the migrants themselves. We know surprisingly
little about the personal meanings and experiences of resettlement beyond the composite

picture of laws and numbers.!4 Second, historians have, not unexpectedly,

concentrated on the post-Emancipation period.!> Third, western scholarship has been

12Kliuchevskii, Sochineniia , 1:50.

13gee the discussion of Solov'ev's interpretation in Mark Bassin, "Turner, Solov'ev, and the ‘Frontier
Hypothesis': The Nationalist Signification of Open Spaces,” The Journal of Modern History 65
(September 1993): 473-511.

4This is especially the case regarding studies of Transcaucasia. Extant scholarship of sectarian
resettlement in the Transcaucasus tends to be either legislative or statistical in approach, and has been
particularly concerned with socio-economic questions. It includes Ismail-Zade, Russkoe krest'ianstvo;
idem., "Russian settlements in the Transcaucasus from the 1830s to the 1880s,"” in The Molokan
Heritage Collection, ed. Ethel Dunn and Stephen P. Dunn (Berkeley: Highgate Road Social Science
Research Station, 1983), section 3: I. V. Dolzhenko, "Pervye russkie pereselentsy v Armenii (30—50-¢
gody XIX v.), Vestnik Moskovskogo Universiteta Sertia IX Istoriia no. 3 (May-June 1974): 58-66;
idem., "Russkie begletsy v Zakavkaz'e (k istorii formirovaniia russkoi diaspory v 1830-1850-e gody).”
Emograficheskoe obozrenie no. 1 (1995): 53-66; and idem., Khoziaistvennyi i obshchestvennyi byt
russkikh krest'ian vostochnoi Armenii (konets XIX—nachalo XX vv.) (Erevan: [zd-vo AN Armianskoi
SSR, 1985). However, a series of volumes of collected essays from Moscow's Institute of
Anthropology and Ethnology have taken an increasingly broad approach to the study of the sectarian-
settlers in the Transcaucasus. See V. 1. Kozlov and N. A. Dubova, eds., Russkie starozhily
Azerbaidzhana, 2 vols., (Moscow: IEA RAN, 1990); V. 1. Kozlov and A. P. Pavienko, eds.,
Dukhobortsy i Molokane v Zakavkaz'e (Moscow: IEA RAN, 1992); and V. I. Kozlov, ed., Russkie
starozhily Zakavkaz'ia: Molokane i Dukhobortsy (Moscow: IEA RAN, 1995). For the statistical
historiographical trend more generally, see S. I. Bruk and V. M. Kabuzan. "Migratsiia naseleniia v
Rossii v XVIII—nachale XX veka (chislennost’, struktura, geografiia),” Istoriia SSSR no. 4 (July-
August 1984): 41-59 and V. A. Aleksandrov, I. V. Vlasova, and N. L. Pushkareva, Russkie:
Etnoterritoriia, rasselenie, chislennost’, istoricheskie sud'by (XII-XX vv.) (Moscow: [EA RAN, 1995).
153ee, for example, Edward Judge, "Peasant Resettlement and Social Control in Late Imperial Russia,”
in Modernization and Revolution: Dilemmas of Progress in Late Imperial Russia , eds. Edward Judge
and James Simms (New York: Columbia University Press, 1992): 75-93; Steve G. Marks,
"Conquering the Great East: Kulomzin, Peasant Resettlement, and the Creation of Modern Siberia,” in
Rediscovering Russia in Asia: Siberia and the Russian Far East, eds. Stephen Kotkin and David Wolff
(Armonk: M. E. Sharpe, 1995): 23-39; and Donald Treadgold, The Great Siberian Migration:
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preoccupied with attempts to apply F. J. Tumer's "Frontier Thesis" to Russia, either in
toto or by way of comparison.!é Fourth, and most important to our story here, when
historians have written about the process of Russian resettlement to the Empire's
periphery, it has been discussed almost exclusively as a "peasant question” and an
"internal” process. A. A. Kaufman, in his seminal Pereselenie i Kolonizatsiia (1905),
saw Russia's peripheral regions as "a continuation of Russia,"” and peasant settlers as
internal migrants rather than external colonists.!? Yet, as this dissertation will show, to
describe the phenomenon simply as internal population movement, with its nationalistic
implications for a Russian Manifest Destiny, belittles the complexity of Russia's
resettiement process and the salience of settlers to the construction of Empire. There is
no doubt that migration was a vital component of nineteenth century Russian peasant
history. However, as we will discuss in the following chapters, peasant resettlement
was more than simply a passive offshoot of Russian empire-building, it was also an
outcome-producing force. The settlers’ activities, goals, efforts, and experiences were
powerful agents in shaping the contours of the Russian empire in its manifold aspects—
spatially, politically, economically, religiously, ethnically, and cultrally.

While existing scholarship describes Russian imperialism as a bilateral encounter
between state agents and indigenous peoples, this study demonstrates that Russian
Empire-building was more than a pas de deux. Russian colonists played a vital role as a

third force in the colonial encounter, both as actors and those acted upon. The sectarian-

Government and Peasant in Resertlement from Emancipation to the First World War (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1957).

16Examples of efforts to use Tumer's thesis in the Russian case include: Pallot and Shaw, Landscape
and Settlement, esp. 13-32; Donald W. Treadgold, "Russian Expansion in the Light of Tummer's Study
of the American Frontier," Agricultural History 26, no. 4 (October 1952): 147-152; Joseph L.
Wieczynski, “Toward a Frontier Theory of Early Russian History." The Russian Review 33, no. 3
(1974): 284-295; and the special issue of Soviet Geography 30, no. 3 (March 1989).

17See the discussion in Firouzeh Mostashari, “The Politics of Colonization: Sectarians and Russian
Orthodox Peasants in Nineteenth Century Azerbaijan,” Journal of Central Asian Studies 1, no. 1
(1996): 16-18.



settlers strongly influenced the course of Russia's imperial enterprise through their
interactions with colonial authorities, with local inhabitants and with Transcaucasia's
ecology. Tsarist officials were obliged to rely on these "pernicious heretics” to
administer the region because there were so few other Russians in Transcaucasia. Both
willingly or not, the sectarian-settlers performed military, administrative and economic
functions vital to the Russian imperial cause. In return, they received a variety of
privileges including access to arms, tax breaks, and permission to travel and trade
abroad. As a result, these "pariahs” paradoxically came to be considered by tsarist
officials as "model Russian colonists” who comprised the advance guard of
“russification” [obrusenie] and the bulwark of Russia's presence in the region.!8
However, the sectarians often performed these functions on their own terms and with
their own notions of their purpose in Transcaucasia. Tsarist practices of banishing
sectarians, criminals, and other "undesirables" to the borderlands forced local officials
to use as colonizers people who felt neither a sense of colonial mission, nor held a stake
in Russian state power. Efforts to refashion outcasts into colonists proved
transformative not only for the settlers but also for Russian imperialism.

In other words, rather than the linear, center-out relationship that contemporary
scholarship describes, this study of Russian settlers in Transcaucasia demonstrates that
Russia’s center and periphery were linked in an interactive system in which the colony
was as likely to influence the metropole as the reverse. Attempts to resolve internal
tensions by sloughing problems off to the periphery proved impermanent because, as a
contiguous landmass, the Russian empire could never fully separate itself from its

unwanted people.

18Russification took on a variety of forms in different parts of the Russian empire. Compare with E.
C. Thaden, ed., Russification in the Baltic Provinces and Finland (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1981) and Weeks, Nation and State.



The relationships between Russian settlers and local Transcaucasians also helped
fashion the structure of Russian imperialism. The types and tenor of these interactions
are essential to understanding what the Russian imperial presence meant to the colonized
peoples. Outside of urban areas. local Transcaucasians interacted with the sectarian-
settlers more frequently than with tsarist officials and military personnel—indeed in
these rural parts, the dissenters in many respects represented Russia. Day-to-day
contacts created bonds and tensions between peoples and cultures who were left to
devise their own relations and mutual preservation. In their encounters, sectarian-
settlers and the wide variety of ethno-confessional groups in Transcaucasia forged
relations not dissimilar to what Richard White has called "the middle ground:" "... the
place in between: in between cultures, peoples, and in between empires and the nonstate
world of villages.... a common, mutually comprehensible world."19 In sectarian—local
interactions, patterns of violence coexisted with those of mutual aid, economic
exchange, and cultural transformation. Rather than unidirectional domination and
accommodation/resistance, locals often dictated the terms of inter-ethnic encounters and
the "colonizers" accommodated as frequently to Transcaucasia as the reverse.

In addition to seeing a triad of actors at work in the formation of Empire, [ argue
that a primary effect of Russian imperial expansion was to provide an arena on the
frontier in which Russians (in this case religious dissenters) were able to forge
alternative existences—"new worlds"-—beyond those possible in the central provinces.
Indeed, the Transcaucasian frontier proved a fertile space for contesting labels,
manipulating categories and refashioning notions of self and community. First, the
option to relocate to Transcaucasia provided these religious dissenters with new

possibilities to escape unwanted circumstances and to fulfill their aspirations for a better

I9Richard White, The Middle Ground: Indians, Empires, and Republics in the Great Lakes Region,
1650-1815 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1991}, ix-x.
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life. Second, in outlying Transcaucasia—distant from central power—these religious
dissenters were left alone to regulate their own communities. In these spaces, and in
dynamic interaction with a wide array of non-Russian ethnic groups and differing
physical landscapes, they constructed and solidified new religious beliefs, social
structures, economic practices, cultural systems, and identities. Third, the use of non-
conformists as colonizers loosened traditional links between Orthodox Christianity and
Russian ethnicity. In the process, it transformed the meanings of both national (russkii)
and imperial (rossiiskii) identity for both the sectarians and tsarist officials. In
examining these new worlds, this study uncovers Russian peasant communities that
were dynamic, vital, and volatile.20

Widening the lens of study to include the Russian settlers also has important
implications for our understanding of Russia's place in the larger picture of Europe's
interactions with the extra-European world in the nineteenth century. So much of our
general picture about European imperialism derives from the study of the British and
French (and to a lesser degree Dutch) cases. Yet, throughout the nineteenth century,
Russia must be considered one of the great imperialist states and its colonial experiences
need to be integrated into a larger European framework. Historians of Russia have long
argued that the relationship between metropcle and colony in the Russian case was
differently integrated and mutually-influential because the Russian Empire was a

contiguous landmass—an internal empire rather than an overseas empire.2! However,

200n the frontier, the traditions and structures of central Russian peasants which resisted change were
more quickly altered or discarded in the face of new imperatives. For an overview of "slow history" and
questions of "cohesion, strategy, and equilibrium” among the central Russian peasantry. see Ben Eklof,
"Ways of Seeing: Recent Anglo-American Studies of the Russian Peasant (1861-1914) Jarbucher fur
Geschichte Osteuropas 36 (1988)," pp. 61-64.

210n the relationship between center and periphery, and its impact on administrative structures in
Russia, see Alfred J. Rieber, "Struggle Over the Borderlands,” in The Legacy of History in Russia and
the New States of Eurasia, ed. S. Frederick Starr (Armonk, New York: M. E. Sharpe, 1994), 67-68.
See also the call "for careful interrogation of the relationship of colonial state to metropolitan state” in
the historiography of western European states. Ann Laura Stoler and Frederick Cooper, "Between
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as I assert here, Russia's overland Imperialism was also distinct from western European
variants because of its relatively aggressive practice of settling peasants in its colonies.
This practice granted these agrarian colonists a seminal role in the process of Empire-
building. As such, the Russian empire contrasted sharply from British India, for
example, where "[bly the middle of the nineteenth century, India's colonial society was
marked by a sharp disjunction between a small, alien ruling group, British in culture,
and a quarter of a billion Indians whom the British effectively controlled."22 Indeed,
the Russian case was similar to certain types of western European colonialism that had
recourse to settling outcasts or adventurers in their colonies—such as the British in
Australia and Canada and the French in Algeria.23 The Russian Empire, it will be clear,
was formed through the interaction among state agents, indigenous peoples, as well as
Russian settlers. This tripartite model challenges the universal applicability of the binary
frameworks that have dominated much of recent scholarship on European
imperialism.24

While not a part of Russian historiography, studies of the "new worlds" forged
on imperial frontiers have yielded rich results in the scholarship on North America.
Indeed, recent studies in the history of the American West have revised our

understanding of the form and function of frontier regions. and of the experiences of

Metropole and Colony: Rethinking a Research Agenda,” in Tensions of Empire: Colonial Cultures in
a Bourgeois World, eds., idem. (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1997), 1-56.

22Bernard S. Cohn, “"Representing Authority in Victorian India,” in The Invention of Tradition, eds.,
Eric Hobsbawm and Terence Ranger (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1983): 165.

23John Comaroff highlights a not dissimilar process involving the Boers in South Africa in his
discussion of three models of colonialism among Europeans: state colonialism, settler colonialism, and
civilizing colonialism. See his "Images of Empire, Contests of Conscience: Models of Colonial
Domination in South Africa,” in Tensions of Empire, eds., Stoler and Cooper, 178-191.

24For the founding texts, see Edward Said, Orientalism (New York: 1979) and idem.. Culture and
Imperialism (New York: 1993). Scholars of western European imperialism have begun to challenge
these binary constructions. In a recent collection of essays reevaluating European imperialism,
Frederick Cooper and Ann Stoler assert that in the future "scholars need to attend more directly to the
tendency of colonial regimes to draw a stark dichotomy of colonizer and colonized without themselves
falling into such 2 Manichaean conception.” Stoler and Cooper. "Between Metropole and Colony," 3.
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settlers in creating and transforming them.? In my study of Russian settlement on the
empire's Transcaucasian periphery, I draw on the insights and parallels of these
revisionist studies of North American frontiers. Recently, scholars have argued that the
American frontier was characterized not simply by isolation, as Frederick Jackson
Turner's school asserted, but also by "connectedness.” They also claim that the
transformation of "frontiers" into "regions” is best understood as a "process" which

involved such diverse developments as "species shifting,” "market making,” "land

oo

taking,” "boundary setting,” "state forming" and "self-shaping.” Moreover, these new
studies have shifted focus to examine the day-to-day experiences of settlers as they
attempted to resolve "the chief puzzle facing all frontier communities: whether to
reproduce the ways of the old world or abandon them for the new."26 In discussing the
historiography of the lower Mississippi valley in eighteenth century North America,
Daniel Usner asserts that "[the] focus on geopolitical affairs has long obscured the
ordinary people who actually shaped society and economy within the region yet
remained overshadowed by a few great men acting upon the grand stage of
diplomacy."?7 William Cronon adds:
By keeping close to the land, frontier and regional history can move back
and forth between the nitty-gritty details of ordinary life—activities like
growing crops, raising children, building homes—and the larger meanings
people have attached to such activities. It can embed people and their

communities in the most abstract of historical processes without losing
sight of what it was like to live through those processes.28

25See for example William Cronon, George Miles and Jay Gitlin. eds., Under an Open Sky:
Rethinking American's Western Past (New York: W. W. Norton & Co., 1992); Patricia Nelson
Limerick, Clyde A. Milner II and Charles E. Rankin, eds., Trails: Towards a New Western History
(Lawrence, Kansas: University Press of Kansas. 1991); Daniel H. Usner, Ir., Indians, Sertlers and
Slaves in a Frontier Exchange Economy: The Lower Mississippi Valley Before 1783 (Chapel Hill:
University of Carolina Press, 1992); White, The Middle Ground; and William Cronon, Changes in the
Land: Indians, Colonists and the Ecology of New England (New York: Hill and Wang, 1983).
26These concepts come from William Cronon, George Miles, and Jay Gitlin, "Becoming West: Toward
a New Meaning for Western History,"” in Under an Open Sky: Rethinking American’s Western Past,
eds. idem. (New York: W. W. Norton & Co., 1992), 3-27.

27Usner, Indians, Settlers and Slaves, 4.

28Cronon et. al. "Becoming West,” 8.



Since religious sectarians comprised the majority of Russian migrants to
Transcaucasia before 1890, this dissertation is also a story about popular religiosity and
the role of religion in Russian society and polity.29 Like the historiography of Russian
empire, the study of religion in pre-revolutionary Russian history has also undergone a
certain rebirth in western historiography.3¢ On occasion, the two historiographical
shifts have been linked and scholars have explored the importance of religious questions
to Russian empire, particularly concerning missionary efforts to convert non-Orthodox

peoples and the demands for rights to their faiths by Russia's colonized peoples.3!

291n my discussion of popular religion, I incorporate frameworks form a rich body of sociological and
anthropological literature. Examples of such scholarship include, but are not limited to, Talal Asad,
Genealogies of Religion: Discipline and Reasons of Power in Christianity and Islam (Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1993); Peter Berger, The Sacred Canopy: Elements of a Sociological
Theory of Religion (New York: Doubleday & Co., 1967); Emile Durkheim, The Elementary Forms
of Religious Life (1915. Reprint, New York: George Allen and Unwin, 1964); Clifford Geertz,
"Religion as a Cultural System,” in The Interpretation of Cultures (New York: Basic Books, 1973);
Max Weber, The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, wans. Talcott Parsons, (New York:
Routeledge, 1992); Bryan R. Wilson, ed., Patterns of Sectarianism: Organization and ldeology in
Social and Religious Movements (London: Heinemann, 1967); Natalie Zemon Davis, "From 'Popular
Religion’ to Religious Cultures,” in Reformation Europe: A Guide to Research, ed. Steven Ozment
(St. Louis: Center for Reformation Research, 1982): 321-341; Daniel L. Pals. Seven Theories of
Religion (New York: Oxford University Press, 1996); and Robert Anthony Orsi, The Madonna of
115th Street: Faith and Community in Italian Harlem, 1880-1950 (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1985).

30Marjorie Mandelstam Balzer, ed. Russian Traditional Culture: Religion, Gender and Customary Law
(Armonk, NY: M. E. Sharpe, 1992); Stephen K. Batalden, Seeking God: The Recovery of Religious
Identity in Orthodox Russia, Ukraine, and Georgia (DeKalb: Northern Illinois University Press, 1993):
Christopher Chulos, "Peasant Religion in Post-Emancipation Russia: Voronezh Province, 1880-1917"
(Ph. D. diss., University of Chicago, 1994); idem., "Myths of the Pious or Pagan Peasant in Post-
Emancipation Central Russia (Voronezh Province)," Russian History 22, no. 2 (Summer 1995): 181-
216; John Eugene Clay, "Russian Peasant Religion and its Repression: The Christ-Faith
(Khristovshchina] and the Origins of the 'Flagellant Myth, 1666-1837" (Ph. D. diss., University of
Chicago, 1989); idem.. "The Theological Origins of the Christ-Faith [Khristovshchinal," Russian
History 15 (1988): 21-41; Robert O. Crummey, "Old Belief as Popular Religion.” Slavic Review 52,
no. 4 (winter 1993): 700-712; Laura Engelstein, "Rebels of the Soul: Peasant Self-Fashioning in a
Religious Key," Russian History 23, nos. 1-4 (1996): 197-213; Gregory Freeze, "Subversive Piety:
Religion and the Political Crisis in Late Imperial Russia,” Journal of Modern History 68, no. 2 (June
1996): 308-350; Roy R. Robson, Old Believers in Modern Russia (DeKalb: Northern Illinois
University Press, 1995); Vera Shevzov, "Chapels and the Ecclesial World of Prerevolutionary Russian
Peasants,” Slavic Review 55, no. 3 (fall 1996): 585-613; Christine Worobec, "Witchcraft Beliefs and
Practices in Prerevolutionary Russian and Ukrainian Villages," Russian Review 54, no. 2 (April 1995);
and the special issue of Revue Des Etudes Slaves 69. no. 1-2 (1997) on the Old Believers and Sects.
31paul Werth, "Baptism. Authority, and the Problem of Zakonnost' in Orenburg Diocese: The
Induction of over 800 'Pagans’ into the Christian Faith," Slavic Review 56. no. 3 (fall 1997): 456-480;
idem., "Subjects for Empire;" Geraci, "Window on the East;” Daniel Brower, "Russian Roads to Mecca:
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This study's discussion of the sectarians continues the recent trends to see
religious beliefs and practices as vital forces and independent actors in Russia rather
than the passive and secondary entities that earlier scholarship tended to depict. In
contrast to the socio-economic reductionism of most Soviet-era scholarship on the
sectarians, I regard sectarianism as a socio-cultural complex of behaviors and meanings
that included dedication to faith and theology, practices of everyday life, and social,
economic, and political activity.32 The dissertation also underscores the importance of
religious questions to the formation and the Russian empire. Religious considerations
played central roles in the formation of policy—both “secular” as well as "spiritual"—in
the central corridors of power, and in the everyday lives of Russian sectarians. For
instance, religious imperatives were the catalytic forces behind the state’s decision to
colonize Transcaucasia. They also spurred sectarians to move to Transcaucasia.
Moreover, a plurality of Russia's sectarians came to find their home in the
Transcaucasus, thereby providing a thriving territorial core for the sectarian population
which until then had been spread often thinly around the central provinces.33 The result
was a spiritual ferment and vibrant religious life that breathed new strength into religious

movements that had been increasingly constricted in the central Russian provinces.

Religious Tolerance and Muslim Pilgrimage in the Russian Empire.” Slavic Review 55, no. 3 (fall
1996): 567-584; and Michael Khodarkovsky, "'Not by Word Alone": Missionary Policies and Religious
Conversion in Early Modern Russia,” Comparative Studies in Society and History 38. no. 2 (April
1996): 267-293.

32A. 1. Klibanov is perhaps best example of this reductionism, but D. L. Ismail-Zade also suffers from
rigid theoretical parameters. A. [. Klibanov, Istoriia religioznogo sekiantstva v Rossii (60-e gody XIX
v. —1917 g.) Moscow: Nauka, 1965) and Ismail-Zade, Russkoe krest'ianstvo.

33Significant numbers of sectarians were also found in Siberia and, between 1802-1840, in New
Russia.
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Introducing the Actors: Who were the Religious Sectarians?

This study focuses on three communities of religious sectarians who may be
called Russia’s "indigenous" Christian sects: Dukhobortsy, Molokane (and their
different sub-sects: Pryguny, Obshchie, Postoiannye, Dukhovnye), and Subbotniki
(also called Iudeistvuiushchie and Zhidovstvuiushchie).34 These religious communities
broke away from the Orthodox Church to embrace different forms of theology and
practice. I differentiate them from "imported” Western Protestant sects such as Baptists
(and Shtundists), Mennonites, and Pentecostals because of their Russian origin; and
from Old Believers, who considered themselves the true practitioners of Orthodoxy. In
addition to these religious distinctions, I leave out of this project Protestant sects, Old
Ritualists, and other Russian sects (such as the Khlysty and Skoptsy) because they did
not migrate to Transcaucasia, or did so in such small numbers as to be tangential to the
story.

“Sectarians” did not accept the label "sectarian” placed upon them by religious
and secular authorities, believing that they practiced and upheld true Christianity in the
face of the debauched Orthodox Church and the misguided faith and rituals of other
sectarians. Without making judgments on legitimacy or truth, I will use the term
"sectarian” in this study because of its widespread historical usage; and such English
equivalents as dissenter and non-conformist in order to avoid repetition. I should also
note that throughout much of the nineteenth century, Russian authorities used the more
inclusive word raskol'niki [schismatics] to refer to those communities that I label

"sectarians” here. Only in the second half of the nineteenth century did tsarist discourse

34Dukhobortsy are usually translated as "Spirit-Wrestlers," Molokans as "Milk-drinkers." and
Subbotniks and "Sabbatarians.”
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evolve to apply the term raskol'nik almost exclusively to Old Believers and consistently
to separate sektanty from staroobriadtsy.

While I have divided the Russian religious world neatly into categories, these
divisions should not be reified. In their beliefs and practices, these sectarians shared
much in common with each other, and with the Russian Orthodox Church from which
they consciously separated themselves. At the same time, the process by which groups
and individual believers were labeled Dukhobor, Molokan or Subbotnik was fraught
with changes and incongruities. Rather than discrete groups, Dukhobors, Molokans,
and Subbotniks should be understood as forming part of a spectrum of religiosity with
the hues and shades of faith and practice often blending with one another.

These different religious movements shared many similarities with other
sectarian groups, Old Believers, and Orthodox Christians. Each of these varieties of
Christianity came from similar spiritual roots in the Eastern Christian tradition, and
"sectarians” and their "Orthodox" neighbors were not always easily discernible in their
day-to-day religiosity.35 Those who did make a switch to a sectarian faith from
Orthodoxy frequently continued to attend Orthodox services and fulfill Orthodox
religious practices, in part out of tradition, and in part to avoid persecution for their
change of faith. Moreover, while Dukhobor, Molokan and Subbotnik religious beliefs
and practices were distinct in many vital respects, they shared certain commonalties:
complete and intense opposition to the Orthodox Church, refutation of the need for
priests and hierarchies (or any other mediators in a relationship with God),36 and
abjuration of Orthodox sacraments (notably water baptism), icons, saints, relics,

candles and churches. The Dukhobors, Molokans and Subbotniks also shared certain

33Clay, “Theological Origins” and Pierre Pascal, The Religion of the Russian People (London:
Mobrays, 1976).

361n one small exception, certain Subbotnik communities did attempt to integrate Jewish Rabbis into
their communities and religious services.
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social and political viewpoints that developed from these common religious beliefs.
They rejected secular authorities such as the Tsar and state officials, and opposed the
power of landowners and other social elites, arguing that all humans were equal.

The origin and use of sectarian labels were also problematic. Dukhobor,
Molokan and Subbotnik were all names that tsarist religious official gave to these people
and were later taken up, to varying degrees, by the sects themselves. Struggles erupted
between state labels and self-generated names and notions of self. Such contestations
provide a fruitful point of access into the larger question of the structures, meanings,
and fluidity of identity (be it political, social, religious, gender, or ethnic) in Imperial
Russia.37 For instance, Molokans called themselves "Spiritual Christians," whereas
official sources used the same term as an umbrella expression to encompass Dukhobors
and Khristovers as well. In addition, tsarist authorities and religious officials were not
always cognizant of fine theological distinctions, and applied labels to people practicing
non-Orthodox aspects of faith without considering whether their beliefs and practices
actually corresponded to those subsumed under the category "Dukhobor.” "Molokan,"
or "Subbotnik.” Cases abound of petitions from sectarians expressing their
consternation at having been categorized as Dukhobor, say, when they considered
themselves Molokans.3¥ Furthermore, the labeling of religious beliefs varied
regionally. Individuals categorized as belonging to one denomination by administrators
later came to realize that they shared little in common with those ostensibly belonging to

the same confession in the neighboring province.3? Such blurred boundaries between

37 Alfred Rieber, "The Sedimentary Society.” in Between Tsar and People: Educated Societv and the
Quest for Public Identity in Late Imperial Russia, eds., Edith W. Clowes, Samuel D. Kassow, and
James L. West (Princeton: Princeton University Press. 1991); Gregory L. Freeze, "The Soslovie
(Estate) Paradigm and Russian Social History,” American Historical Review 91 (1986): 11-36; Elise
Kimmerling Wirtschafter, Social Identity in Imperial Russia (DeKalb: Northern Illinois University
Press, 1997); Barbara Alpern Engel, "Engendering Russia's History: Women in Post-Emancipation
Russia and the Soviet Union,” Slavic Review 51, no. 2 (summer 1992): 309-321.

383ee, for instance, GMIR f. 2, op. 7. d. 596, n.d., Il. 124-127.

39See, for example, GMIR f. K1. op. 8, d. 516. n.d., II. 1-5.
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groups were exacerbated by the fact that these religious movements were not necessarily
self-aware groups from the beginning, nor were their theological beliefs and practices
defined explicitly at the outset. Like many other religious movements, these
communities underwent substantive changes in their religiosity over the decades.
Despite the similarities and complicating factors, there were divergent beliefs
among the Dukhobors, Molokans, and Subbotniks and they consciously saw
themselves as distinct from each other. At the heart of the Dukhobor faith lay the belief
that the spirit of God resides in all human beings and the essentials of the Dukhobor
faith included "the knowledge and recognition of God by intemnal feeling and
experience."40 As the recent observers of Dukhobor life, Woodcock and Avakumovic
have written, "the central, constant element in Dukhobor Christianity ... is the belief in
the immanence of God, in the presence within each man of the Christ spirit, which not
merely renders priesthood unnecessary, since each man is his own priest in direct
contact with the divine, but also makes the bible obsolete, since every man can be
guided, if only he will listen to it, by the voice within."4! In place of the Bible,
Dukhobors maintained a strong oral tradition of psalms and hymns known as the Living
Book [Zhivotnaia kniga] through which they transmitted their religiosity from
generation to generation.42 Since all humans are deified, Dukhobors recognized no
social distinctions, and refused to take part in violence towards others because such
actions literally represented violence against God. The Dukhobors were ruled by a
single Christ-leader. In each generation, they believed, a personification of Christ

would appear who would manifest the strength and characteristics of the son of God,

40Qrest Novitskii, O Dukhobortsakh (Kiev: 1832). 48.

41George Woodcock and Ivan Avakumovic, The Doukhobors (London: Faber and Faber. 1968), 19.
See also my discussion in "Building Doukhoboriia: Religious Culture, Social Identity and Russian
Colonization in Transcaucasia, 1845-1895," Canadian Ethnic Studies 27, no. 3 (1995): esp. 27-34.
42The Living Book was published just after the turn of the century. V. D. Bonch-Bruevich, ed..
Zhivotnaia Kniga Dukhobortsev (St. Petersburg: 1909).
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such as the absence of sin and an incapacity to be wrong, and who would lead the
Dukhobor community. The Christ-spirit, and leadership, was passed hereditarily from
generation to generation within one bloodline.

Like Dukhobors, Molokans completely denied the Orthodox Church, its
sacraments, rites, saints, icons and relics. They also forsook any specially designed
church buildings. Unlike Dukhobors, Molokans believed that the Bible's Old and New
Testaments were the only source of religious authority and spiritual teaching. However,
while Molokans found no truth outside the Holy Scriptures, they consciously
interpreted the Bible "allegorically.” They derived their justiﬁcar.ione for doing so from
two places in the Bible in particular: "the word kills, the spirit gives life” and "it is
necessary to bow to God in spirit and in truth.” As a result, Molokans understood all
sacraments in allegorical or spiritual terms. For instance. they did not practice water
baptism because they understood the word water in the non-literal sense of "living
water” (from John 7:38) and believed that baptism was concluded by hearing the word
of God and living in a Godly way. Molokans were also characterized by their
fascination with the coming of the apocalypse, and their tendency to fracture into many
sub-sects based on small theological differences and the power of charismatic leaders.
During the nineteenth century a variety of Molokan groups appeared, including
Molokane Donskago tolka, vodnye, pryguny, postoiannye. obshchie, dukhovnye,
voskresniki and presniki.*3

The Molokans' teachings were also filled with social and political components.
They believed that Christ was the only true ruler and that all humans are "brothers” and
equal, and there was no cause for either rich or poor people to exist. Molokan

communities did have elders [szartsy, nastavniki], but these leaders were not considered

43Some of these names referred to similar groups. but varied because of regional differences in
nomenclature.
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to have received any special powers from God. Despite their extra responsibilities in the
community, they were to be approached as equal to others spiritually. Politically,
Molokans did not recognize the Tsar as the earthly arbiter of heavenly power, although
they did respect the Tsar as a secular authority. However, Molokans refused to obey
laws that they believed contradicted divine law. Most pronounced here was their refusal
to fulfill military service and swear oaths.*

In contrast to Molokans and Dukhobors, Subbotniks adhered to some, or all, of
the tenets and laws of Judaism (or at least their interpretation of these laws and tenets).
Scholars and tsarist officials have posited three different origins of the Subbotniks.
First, tsarist officials frequently saw the Subbotniks as the progeny of the interaction of
Jews and Orthodox Russians. Second, other commentators have argued that the
Subbotniks represented another appearance among Russians of the "Judaizer heresy”
which dates back (although not continuously) to the fifteenth century. Finally, scholars
have noted that the Subbotniks also arose from a divergent wing of the Molokans.
Indeed, the history of Molokans and Subbotniks in Russia are so intertwined that it is
difficult at times to separate the one from the other. From their outset, Molokans argued
amongst themselves whether or not they were required to follow the Mosaic dietary
laws as well as other Old Testament practices in their lives. If Christ had followed Old
Testament practices, and kept Old Testament holidays, should not they also? Certain
Molokans began to celebrate the Sabbath on Saturday and to keep Mosaic holidays.
Those Molokans who held the Sabbath on Sunday became known colloquially as

voskresniki [Sunday-ers}, and the Mosaic Molokans as Subbomiki. The followers of

44N. B-v, "Molokane," in Entsiklopedicheskii slovar' T. 19, ch. 2 (St. Petersburg. 1896): 644-646; A.
Iv. Masalkin, "K istorii zakavkazskikh sektantov: I Molokane,” Kavkaz no. 306 (1893): 2-3;
"Istoricheskiia svedeniia o molokanskoi sekte," Pravoslavnyi sobesednik (September 1858): 42-80 and
(November 1858): 291-327; N. Kostomarov, “Vospominaniia o molokanakh," Otechestvennyia zapiski
no. 3 (1869): 57-78; Frederick Cormnwallis Conybeare, Russian Dissenters (New York: Russell and
Russell, 1962 (1921)); and Fedor Vasil'evich Livanov, Raskol'niki i ostorozhniki: ocherki i razskazy, 4
vols., (St. Petersburg: Tip. M. Khana, 1872-1873).
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the Subbotnik tendency of the Molokans soon merged with those branches of the
Judaizers found in Russia to form a separate religious movement.43

Subbotniks debated throughout the nineteenth century over exactly what aspects,
and to what degree, a true believer should follow the dictates of Mosaic law, and how
close to Judaism a Christian should shift to worship God properly. As a result, the
beliefs and practices of those who considered themselves Subbotniks, or who the state
labeled as Subbotniks, varied widely. On one end of the spectrum were Subbotniks
who kept the Sabbath on Saturday, believed the Old Testament to be of greater
importance than the New, and considered themselves Christians. At the other end were
those who identified themselves as Jewish, followed Jewish law only, hired Rabbis to
conduct their services in Hebrew, and embraced the Talmud in place of the Bible.46 In
between these poles, Subbotniks followed any combination of the above-mentioned
practices as well as circumcision, Jewish dietary restrictions, Jewish holidays (and

especially Passover), and Jewish services conducted in Russian.

The Archaeology of the Settler Experience: Sources

The majority of sectarians who settled in Transcaucasia were peasants, although

there was also a not inconsequential number of merchants and meshchane. The

personal experiences of Russian peasants in nineteenth-century Russia, especially

45A. Iv. Masalkin, "K istorii zakavkazskikh sektantov: II Subbotniki.” Kavkaz no. 307 (1893): 2; I'ia
Zhabin, "Selenie Privol'noe, Bakinskoi gub., Lenkoranskago uezda,” in SMOMPK vol. 27 (Tiflis:
Tip. Kantseliarii glavnonachal'stvuiushchago grazhdanskaiu chastiu na Kavkaze, 1900), Otdel II, 42-94:
"Subbotniki," in Entsiklopedicheskii slovar' T. 31 (St. Petersburg: 1901): 874-875;
"Iudeistvuiushchie,” in Entsiklopedicheskii slovar’ T. 13, ch. 2 (St. Petersburg: 1894);
"Zhidovstvuiushchie," in Entsiklopedicheskii slovar’ T. 11, ch. 2 (St. Petersburg: 1894); "'Subbotniki’
v Erivanskoi gubernii,” in Pamiatnaia knizhka Erivanskoi gubernii na 1912 g. (Erevan: 1912),
Literaturnyi otdel, ch. ITI, 1-11; and N. M. Astyrev, "V gostiakh u dukhobortsev i subbotnikov," in Na
taezhnykh progalinakh. Ocherki zhizni naseleniia vostochnoi Sibiri (Moscow: tip. D. I. Inozemtsev,
1891).

46In Transcaucasia, these latter Subbotniks were called Gery.
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before emancipation, are difficult to unearth.47 In available sources, peasant voices are
almost always mediated through the perspectives and assumptions of elite culture. In
reading descriptions about the peasantry, we learn as much if not more about the
ethnographers, state officials, priests, statisticians, or writers who relate them. The
Transcaucasian sectarians represent an exception to this silence. In place of the usual
absence of peasant-generated sources, the dissenters left behind a rich collection of
letters, memoirs, group histories, liturgical texts, and artwork, much of it unpublished.
These sources permit the sectarians to tell their own story and bring to life aspects of
colonization and popular religious belief and practice that are absent in other studies of
these topics which rely on state-produced documentation alone.*8

The sectarians' articulation of their histories resulted from three factors. First,
literacy spread rapidly to the sectarian communities in the second half of the nineteenth
century, much as it did to other Russians. The dissenters, especially Molokans. began
to record their histories and theology and to publish those documents already in their
possession.¥? Second, in the wake of the Dukhobor movement of 1895-1899 and the
immigration of large numbers of Dukhobors and Molokans to North America at the turn
of the century, V. D. Bonch-Bruevich, an ethnographer and future Bolshevik leader,
began a systematic ethnographic study of Russia's sectarians. Writing to sectarian

communities both in Russia and North America, he asked them to record their life

470n the historiography of peasant Russia, see Eklof, "Ways of Seeing;" Esther Kingston-Mann,
"Breaking the Silence: An Introduction” in idem and Timothy Mixter, eds., Peasant Economy, Culture,
and Politics of European Russia, 1800-1921 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1991), 3-19: and
David Ransel, "Rural Russia Redux,”" Peasant Studies 18, no. 2 (1991): 117-129.

48This study also uses state archival sources and published statistical and ethnographic studies.
49Examples of the publications from this period include: S. K. Zhabin, K dukhovnomu svetu. Krarkii
kurs Zakona Bozhiia dlia dukhovnykh khristian (postoiannykh molokan) (Tiflis: 1912); N. F.
Kudinov, Stoletie Molokanstva v Rossii 1805-1905 gg. (Baku: Parovaia tipo-lit A. M.
Promyshlianskago, 1905); Otchet komiteta po okazaniiu pomoshchi ranenym voinam pri Bakinskoi
Obshchin Dukhovnykh khristian (Molokan). S 7-go Sentiabria 1914 g. po 28-oe Fevralia 1915 g.
(Baku: Tip. Bakinskago T-va Pechatnago Dela, 1915); Otchet o Vserossiiskom s ezde dukhovnvkh
khristian (Molokan), sostoiavshemsia 22 iiulia 1905 goda (Tiflis: 1907); and the journals Molokanin,
Molokanskii vestnik, and Dukhovnyi khristianin.
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stories and to send any letters or documents from their past that they might have with
them. They responded to his request with gusto. Bonch-Bruevich published many of
these source materials in a series of volumes before the revolution.5¢ However, the
majority remain unpublished and are housed today in St. Petersburg's Museum of the
History of Religion (GMIR) and the Manuscript Division of the Russian State Library
(OR RGB) in Moscow.5! Third, in immigration, both Molokan and Dukhobor
communities began to write down their histories and theological principles in order to
retain their faith and cultural distinctiveness in their new homes, and to pass on to their
children.52

Of course, these sources come with their own biases and much be approached
with the same critical caution as all documents. Although there are materials and stories
dating back to the eighteenth century, the majority were written down only at the turn of
the century and suffer from certain distortions of hindsight. This is especially true
because many were published following the Dukhobor uprising of 1895-1899 in
Transcaucasia. This pacifist movement, which was severely persecuted by tsarist
authorities, represented a watershed in the relations between state and sectarians and

altered the sectarians’ notions of themselves and their past. Nonetheless, these sources

50See V. D. Bonch-Bruevich, Programma dlia sobranii svedenii po issledovaniiu i izucheniiu russkogo
sektantstva i raskola (St. Petersburg: 1908) and his multi-volume series Materialy k istorii i izucheniiu
russkogo sektantstva, 4 vols., (Christchurch: 1901-1902) and Materialy k istorii i izucheniiu russkogo
sektantstva i raskola, 6 vols. (numbered 1-5, 7), (St. Petersburg: 1908-16).

510nly cursory information has been published about these archives. On GMIR, see V. I. Rutenburg,
"Kratkii putevoditel' po fondam lichnogo proiskhozhdeniia rukopisnogo otdela Muzeia istorii religii i
ateizma,” in Ateizm, religiia, sovremennost’' (Leningrad: Nauka, 1973). On OR RGB, see S. V.
Zhitomirskaia, ed.. Vospominaniia i dnevniki XVIII-XX vv.: Ukazatel’ rukopisei (Moscow: Kniga.
1976) and S. V. Zhitomirskaia, L. V. Gapochko, and B. A. Shlikhter, "Arkhiv V. D. Bonch-
Bruevicha," Zapiski otdela rukopisei, vyp. 25 (Moscow: 1962).

52Examples of these publications include: Peter Malov. Dukhobortsy: ikh istoriia, zhizn i borba
(Thrums, B. C.: 1948); V. A. Sukhorev, Istoriia dukhobortsev (Winnipeg: 1944); Koozma Tarasoff,
Plakun Trava: The Doukhobors (Grand Forks, B. C.: Mir Publications Society. 1982); S. F. Reibin,
Trud is mirnaia zhizn. Istoriia dukhobortsev bez maski (San Francisco: 1952); John K. Berokoff,
Selecrions from the Book of Spirit and Life (Whittier: 1966); and Maksim Gavrilovich Rudometkin,
Utrenniaia zvezda (Los Angeles: Raduga Printing Co., 1915).
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offer an exceptional window onto peasant life and popular religiosity and help to revive

the voice of the peasantry in Russian history.

24



Chapter 1

Toleration Through Isolation:
The Edict of 1830 and the Origins of Russian Colonization in
Transcaucasia

The edict of October 20, 1830 legislatively laid the foundation for the systematic
and long-term settlement of ethnic Russians in Transcaucasia. As the following
chapters demonstrate, its passing altered the fate of religious sectarians throughout the
empire while simultaneously transforming the process of Russian imperialism in the
Transcaucasus. This chapter explores the origins and goals of this seminal decree in
order to provide context to the sectarians' history in Transcaucasia. Why did state
authorities chose sectarians, of all possible Russians, to be the primary settlers in
Transcaucasia; and how was it that the destiny of Russian colonization in this
southernmost region of the empire came to be inextricably linked with the fate of
religious dissent? In the process of answering these questions, the chapter acts as a case
study of bureaucratic decision-making in pre-reform Russia; sheds light onto the
interrelations between center and periphery; and underscores the importance of religious
forces to the construction of empire. In addition, it explores the transition in policy
making from Alexander I to Nicholas I. Rather than a sharp shift in legislative practice,
many of the restrictive policies that Nicholas implemented towards religious dissenters
were actually conceived in the last years of Alexander's reign.

With the 1830 edict, legislators attempted simultaneously to combine three goals:
to reduce religious dissent in the heartland; to ensure the fulfillment of state obligations
(particularly to strengthen frontier defense through military service); and to provide
colonists for newly conquered Transcaucasia. Of the three objectives, by far the most

important was the desire to weaken the sects and reduce their ability tc spread their
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"heresy" by isolating them on the Empire's Transcaucasian periphery.! Such
segregation took on two forms. Those sectarians found guilty of spreading their
heresy, of "tempting"” or converting others, or of insolence towards the Orthodox
church and its priesthood, were impressed into Caucasian military service or exiled to
the Transcaucasus. Other religious dissidents were encouraged to undertake voluntary
resettlement on the Empire's periphery in order to purge the interior provinces. Officials
envisioned different possible outcomes ir implementing the decree. At the very least,
certain administrators hoped to control the spread of the sectarian "infection” by
physically removing them from the vicinity of Orthodox Russians. Others saw the
policy as a means to eliminate the sectarians altogether either by exterminating or
converting them to Orthodoxy. Exile to a remote and dangerous area of the empire
would reduce their life chances; the mere threat of banishment to the borderlands (and
offers of tangible rewards) might convince others to convert to Orthodoxy.2

Second, the edict aimed to ensure that these religious non-conformists, despite
their status as "especially dangerous,” would nevertheless perform services and fulfill
responsibilities beneficial to the Empire. Thus, persons found guilty of religious crimes
were sent into military service in the volatile Caucasian region where they could perform
their state obligations without fear that they would infect other Russians with their
beliefs. Finally, the law of 1830 was also designed to initiate the process of Russian
colonization of Transcaucasia—although, in the minds of legislators, this was by far the
least important aspect of the decree. Those sectarians unable to complete military

service, women, and all voluntary settlers were to be sent to Transcaucasia in order to

IRGIA f. 1284. op. 196-1833, d. 33, Il. 90b-10; RGIA f. 381, op. 1, d. 23322, 1846, 1. 8; RGIA f.
1268, op. 8. d. 275, 1856, 1. 2; and K. S-A., "Russkie raskol'niki, poselenye v Bakinskoi gubernii,”
Kavkaz no. 9 (January 21, 1868): 2.

2pSZ (2) t. 5, otd. 2, 1830, no. 4010, p. 169, articles 1. 2, 4-6, 8; RGIA f. 383, op. 4, d. 3212, 1841-
1843. 1. I; RGIA f. 379, op. 1, d. 1043, 1830-1837, II. 19-190b: AKAK vol. 7, doc. 415, p. 466; and
GMIR f. 2, op. 7. d. 596, n.d,, 1. 47-78, 113-131.
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begin populating the region as part of Russia's larger colonial project in its southern
borderlands. Officials in Transcaucasia were charged to map out places for settlement
appropriate "as much in respect to populating the region as in respect to terminating the
means to spread the sectarian faith."3

This new era in religious and colonial policy was not developed and imposed
solely by policy-makers in the highest ranks of government. Rather, the 1830 rescript
was forged during the preceding thirty years by the triangular interaction of central
decision-makers, local authorities, and the sectarians themselves, each with their own
demands, goals, and actions. Policy evolved not so much from the implementation of a
preconceived vision but from the twists and turns of bureaucratic bargaining to produce
often unanticipated outcomes. It also resulted from a shift in Alexander I's religious
policies during the latter years of his reign which generated increasingly intolerant
legislation. In examining these protracted negotiations about the place of sectarians in
Russian society and polity, we witness a clear example of the contingent and often
haphazard policy-making process of early nineteenth-century Russia. We also see the
powerful influence of events and decisions in the Empire's periphery on central
legislation.

The administration's decision to send "especially pernicious” sectarians to the
Transcaucasus appears paradoxical. Having only recently been brought within Russia's

borders, Transcaucasia remained volatile and only nominally under Russian control.4

3PSZ (2) 1. 5. otd. 2, 1830, no. 4010, p. 169, articles 2, 3. On the goal of colonization. see also
"Istoricheskiia svedeniia o molokanskoi sekte.” Pravoslavnyi sobesednik (November 1858): 293.

40n the process of Russian expansion into Transcaucasia, see Muriel Atkin, Russia and Iran, 1780-
1828 (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1980); Firuz Kazemzadeh, "Russian Penetration of
the Caucasus,” in Russian Imperialism from Ivan the Great to the Revolution, ed. Taras Hunczak (New
Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 1974), 239-263; John F. Baddeley, The Russian Conquest of the
Caucasus (London: Longmans, Green and co., 1908); Tadeusz Swietochowski, Russian Azerbaijan,
1905-1920: The Shaping of National Identity in a Muslim Communiry (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1985). 1-11; Ronald Grigor Suny, The Making of the Georgian Nation, 2nd ed.
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1994), 42-95; and Audrey Alistadt. The Azerbaijani Turks:
Power and Identity under Russian Rule (Stanford: Hoover Institution Press. 1992), 1-20. On the
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In addition, tsarist authorities considered the dissenters to be disloyal, disrespectful to
Tsar and government, and a threat to state power. Why, then, did the tsarist
administration send "heretical pariahs" en masse to a region which might seem to require
settlement of the most loyal and willing subjects in order to stabilize Russian control and
successfully incorporate Transcaucasia into Russia?

The answer to this question lies in the fact that the edict of 1830, and its
transplantation of Russian colonists into Transcaucasia, was primarily driven by the
need to resolve internal tensions caused by religious heterogeneity, not by concerns of
empire-building or colonialism. The edict attempted to solve an essential dilemma of
tsarist religious policy: how to regulate a multi-confessional empire in which one
faith—Orthodoxy—was not only privileged, but state-sponsored and considered a
national church.5 For Russian officials, this question became increasingly pressing
over the course of the 18th century. The combination of imperial expansion, which
brought large numbers of Muslims, Jews, Catholics, Protestants and "pagans” into
Russia, and the proliferation of schismatic and sectarian religious movements in the
central provinces brought the tsarist government face to face with the demands of

rapidly expanding religious diversity.6

difficulties in controlling the region, see also Stephen F. Jones, "Russian Imperial Administration and
the Georgian Nobility: The Georgian Conspiracy of 1832," Slavonic and East European Review 65,
no. 1 (1987): 53-76; Firouzeh Mostashari, “Tsarist Colonial Policy, Economic Change, and the
Making of the Azerbaijani Nation: 1828-1905 (Ph. D. diss., University of Pennsylvania, 1995); and
Moshe Gammer, Muslim Resistance to the Tsar: Shamil and the Conquest of Chechnia and Daghestan
(London: Frank Cass & co., 1994).

5This was a question that plagued tsarist Russia until its demise. See Peter Waldron, "Religious
Toleration in Late Imperial Russia,” in Civil Rights in Imperial Russia, eds. Olga Crisp and Linda
Edmondson (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989), 103-119; M. A. Reisner. Gosudarstvo i vieruiushchaia
lichnost’ (St. Petersburg: 1905); A. M. Bobnshchev-Pushkin, Sud i raskol’niki-sektanty (St.
Petersburg: 1902); N. L. Solov'ev, Pol'nyi krug dukhovnykh zakonov (Moscow: 1907); V. I. Iasevich-
Borodaevskaia, Bor'ba za veru: istoriko-bytovye ocherki i obzor zakonodatel'stva po staroobriadchestvu
i sektantstvu v ego posledovatel’nom razvitii (St. Petersburg: Gosudarstvennaia Tipografiia, 1912); and
K. K. Arsen'ev, Svoboda sovesti i veroterpimost’ (St. Petersburg: 1905).

60n the proliferation of new sectarian movements in the eighteenth centurv, see F. V. Livanov,
Raskol'niki i ostorozhniki: ocherki i razskazy, 4 vols. (St. Petersburg: Tip. M. Khana, 1872-1873);
Orest Novitskii, O Dukhobortsakh (Kiev: 1832), 3-24; John Eugene Clay, "Russian Peasant Religion
and its Repression: The Christ-Faith [Khristovshchina)] and the Origins of the ‘Flagellant Myth, 1666-
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Beginning with Peter III, and especially during the reigns of Catherine II and
Alexander I, the autocracy confronted this dilemma by introducing varying degrees and
forms of religious toleration.” Their tolerance had its limits, however. Russian
monarchs proved unwilling to accept any challenge to the preeminence of the Orthodox
Church, and especially could not condone the growth of Russian Christian sectarians at
the expense of Orthodoxy. Both Catherine II and Alexander I struggled continuously to
find an acceptable middle ground between outright acceptance and complete
criminalization of non-Orthodox Russians—a middle ground that would permit the
sects' existence, even grant them certain civil rights, while simultaneously considering
them apostates whose beliefs could not be permitted to thrive. During the first third of
the nineteenth century, tsarist policy-makers developed the practice of what I will call
"toleration through isolation” in response to this dilemma. That is, non-Orthodox
Russians could be tolerated in the Russian Empire only if they were completely
separated from the Orthodox population. Thus, in 1830, Russian officials strove to
resolve the dilemma of religious diversity by taking advantage of the Empire's vast size
to isolate sectarians on the periphery. Although the edict included a stipulation to ensure
their proper settlement in the region, its goal was primarily to rid the central provinces of
the religious non-conformists. Only in the final stages of policy formation did tsarist
officials give any thought to what would happen to the settlers—or indeed to

Transcaucasia—once these Russians arrived.

1837" (Ph. D. diss., University of Chicago. 1989); idem., "The Theological Origins of the Christ-Faith
[Khristovshchinal,” Russian History 15 (1988): 21-41; Laura Engelstein, "Rebels of the Soul: Peasant
Self-Fashioning in a Religious Key," Russian History 23, nos. 1-4 (1996): 197-213; S. A. Inikova,
"Tambovskie Dukhobortsy v 60-e gody XVIII veka," Vestnik Tambovskogo universiteta. Ser.
Gumanitarnye nauki vyp. 1 (1997): 39-53.

7Between Catherine II and Alexander I, Paul I introduced a wave of persecution of the Dukhobors,
although he was relatively tolerant of the Old Believers. See Obzor meropriiatii ministerstva
vnutrennikh del po raskolu s 1802 po 1881 god (St. Petersburg: [zdanie Departamenta Obshchikh Del,
1903), 27-43, esp. 29-30; E. R. "Russkii raskol i zakonodatel'stvo,” Vestnik Evropy 15, kn. 4 (April
1880): 512-513; and SPChR (1860) vol. 1, pp. 771-772, 783-789.

29



The exploitation of the borderlands as a safety valve to release social, political
and religious tensions was by no means unique to Transcaucasia at this time. One need
only look to the use of Siberia as a dumping ground for criminals and political
dissidents during the tsarist period to realize that this case formed part of a larger
relationship between periphery and center.8 However, the expulsion of sectarians to
Transcaucasia was different in important respects to the exile of criminals to Siberia. It
was devoid of the latter's harsher aspects such as civil execution and branding.
Moreover, it involved not only state-imposed banishment but also voluntary resettlement
of non-conformists to the region.?

At the same time, the example of the Transcaucasian sectarians is distinct from
instances of Russian colonization elsewhere in the Empire because of the religious
impetus for population movement. In their examination of the reasons for state-
sponsored settlement of Russians in the non-Russian periphery in the late-eighteenth
and early-nineteenth centuries, historians have pointed to military, economic, and
"social transformation"” factors as the driving forces.!0 In contrast to the existing

historiography, we see here a case of Russian borderland colonization in which

8G. F. Fel'dshtein, Ssylka: ocherki eia genezisa, znacheniia, istorii i sovremennago sostoianiia
(Moscow, 1893), especially pp. 147-185; Mark Bassin, "Turner, Solov'ev, and the 'Frontier
Hypothesis': The Nationalist Signification of Open Spaces," The Journal of Modern History 65
(September 1993): 473-511; and Alan Wood, "Crime and Punishment in the House of the Dead,” in
Civil Rights in Imperial Russia, eds. Olga Crisp and Linda Edmondson (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1989), 215-233.

9Wood, "Crime and Punishment," esp. 217-224 and Abby M. Schrader, "The Languages of the Lash:
The Russian Autocracy and the Reform of Corporal Punishment, 1817-1893,” (Ph. D. diss., University
of Pennsylvania, 1996): 178-234.

lol'-’rancois‘-Xavier Coquin. La Sibérie: Peuplement et immigration paysanne au XIXe siécle (Paris:
Institut D'Etudes Slaves, 1969); Richard Pipes, "The Russian Military Colonies. 1810-1831," Journal
of Modern History 22 (1950): 205-219; Denis J. B. Shaw, “The Settlement of European Russia during
the Romanov Period (1613-1917)," Soviet Geography 30, no. 3 (March 1989): 207-228: Marc Raeff.
"In the Imperial Manner." in Catherine the Great: A Profile, ed. idem. (New York: Hill and Wang,
1972), 197-246; and Willard Sunderland. "Making the Empire: Colonists and Colonization in Russia,
1800-1850s" (Ph.D. diss., Indiana University, 1997), 8-51.
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religious factors prompted state-sponsored colonial settlement, while military and

economic considerations played a decisively secondary role.!!

Corporatism, National Religions, and the Sectarian Dilemma

To better understand the etiology of the 1830 decree, we must explore the
intellectual framework in which Russians were working in regards to the sectarians. In
the background of Russia’s policies of religious toleration during the early nineteenth
century lay a belief in the close relationship between religion and ethnicity which
permeated (in various guises) educated circles through much of the Imperial period.
Indeed, on a broad level, Russian notions of the connections between religious and
national affiliation restricted the choices available to policy-makers. making the
somewhat clumsy policy of "toleration though isolation” seem like the best possible
option.

Like many other multinational empires, Imperial Russia applied a corporatist
approach to religious toleration: tolerating non-Orthodox confessions as corporate
groups rather than allowing freedom of conscience to individual believers. In his
discussion of the structures of toleration in multinational empires, Michael Walzer
argues that:

Imperial autonomy tends to lock individuals into their communities and
therefore into a singular ethnic or religious identity. It tolerates groups and
their authority structures and customary practices, not (except in a few
cosmopolitan centers and capital cities) free-floating men and women. The
incorporated communities are not voluntary associations; ... Though there is

some movement of individuals across their boundaries (converts and
apostates, for example), the communities are mostly closed, enforcing one

110n religiously based population movement not part of state policy, see Robert O. Crummey, The
Old Believers and the World of Antichrist: The Vyg Community and the Russian State, 1694-1855
(Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1970), 3-38.
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or another version of religious orthodoxy and sustaining a traditional way of
life.12

We can see this structure of toleration at work, for example, in the religious
policies of Catherinian Russia. In the words of one historian:
As a rational being, she believed neither in forcible conversion nor in the
persecution of religious minorities, provided that her subjects all had
religion, and fulfilled the religious duties it imposed on them. Religion was
to her a valuable element in the preservation of public order and the
maintenance of public and private morality, but it should never be allowed to
rival the influence of the government.!3
In Imperial Russia the corporatist approach to religious pluralism led to a frequent
coupling of religious affiliation and nationality [narodnost’]. Writing on these questions
at the turn of the century, the jurist M. A. Reisner argued that nineteenth-century
Russian officials and intellectuals believed religion to be the "foundation of nationality,"
and that each ethnic group naturally possessed its own "national religion."!4 The
primordial religion for Russians was Orthodoxy—ijust as Judaism was for Jews and
Islam for Tatars. The nineteenth-century French observer of Russia, Anatole Leroy-
Beaulieu, echoed these views. "For Russians, 'Catholic’ means 'Pole’ and 'Protestant’

"

means '‘German.” Elsewhere he added: "[i]n the eyes of the masses, indeed of the
highest classes and the government itself, no one is a true and thorough Russian who is

not Orthodox."!3

12Michael Walzer, On Toleration, (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1997), 16. Russia's approach
to religious tolerance is emblematic of toleration in multinational empires across time and geographical
boundaries. See the theoretical discussion of toleration in multinational empires (especially in
comparison with consociations and nation-states, and in comparison with the practices of the Ottoman
Empire) in ibid., 14-36.

13[sabel de Madariaga, Russia in the Age of Catherine the Great (New Haven: Yale University Press,
1981), 503. For a discussion of her policies of religious toleration more generally, see ibid., 503-518
and A. M. Ammann, "Church Affairs,” in Catherine the Great: A Profile, ed. Marc Raeff (New York:
Hill and Wang, 1972), 294-297.

14The following discussion is drawn from Reisner, Gosudarstvo, especially pp. 194-196 and
Bobrishchev-Pushkin, Sud, 1-50.

15Anatole Leroy-Beaulieu, The Empire of the Tsars and the Russians, vol. 3, Religion (New York: G.
P. Putnam's Sons, 1896), 45 and 511, respectively. I will argue in chapter three that the bonds between
Orthodoxy and Russianness were at times stretched and even severed briefly. For suggestive comments
on the evolving relations between nationality and religious affiliation in the case of Russians and
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In outining his interpretation of the formation of Russian religious policy towards
non-Orthodox subjects of the Empire, Leroy-Beaulieu depicted an intricate relationship
between religious affiliation, nationality and corporatist religious policies.

As [Russia] extended her frontiers in Europe and Asia, she had to make legal
room for the religions of the annexed countries. At every acquisition the Tsars
engaged to respect the religion of their new provinces. They were and
remained for all that the Orthodox Tsars, jealously bent on preserving for their
own Church her ancient monopoly amid their old subjects. ... The other cults,
introduced in to the empire by conquest, were sanctioned for the conquered
peoples, not for the Russian of Old-Russia. The Pole was allowed to remain a
Catholic, the Tatar a Mussuiman, the German a Protestant, the Jew a Jew, but
the Russian was to remain Orthodox. ... For the Russian Church, as has
already been pointed out, is not only a State church, but an essentially national
one. so strongly knit by history and habits to the existence of Russia that it
really seems as though, outside of her, one cannot be a Russian. In the eyes
of the government as well as of the people, the quality of Orthodox Christian
is (even now) the surest pledge of patriotism and loyalty.!6
Without overlaying religious and national identity quite as unproblematically as
Leroy-Beaulieu, recent scholarship has also underscored how these two webs of
constructed and coded meaning existed in dynamic and mutually-influential interaction.
In particular, scholars have discerned a vital nexus between Orthodox Christianity and
Russian nationality. This coupling derives in great part from the emphasis placed on
Orthodoxy during the reign of Nicholas I as an integrative and educational tool of
Empire—a vital pillar of those beliefs and practices known as Official Nationality.!”
Indeed, Theodore Weeks has written recently that "throughout the empire the terms
'‘Russian’ and 'Orthodox’ were nearly always treated as obvious synonyms" in the

nineteenth century. Importantly, Weeks finds that this linkage continued in one form or

Orthodoxy, see Gregory Freiden. "Romans into Italians: Russian National Identity in Transition," in
Russian Culture in Transition, vol. 7 of Stanford Slavic Studies. ed. idem. (Stanford: 1993), esp. 243-
251.

16 {_eroy-Beaulieu, Empire of the Tsars, 508-510.

I7Nicholas Riasanovsky, Nicholas I and Official Nationality, 1825-1855 (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1961); Richard S. Wortman, Scenarios of Power: Myth and Ceremony in Russian
Monarchy, Vol. I From Peter the Great to the Death of Nicholas I (Princeton: Princeton University
Press. 1995), 379-381; and Jeffrey Brooks, When Russia Learned to Read: Literacy and Popular
Literature, 1861-1917 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1985), 214-245.
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