


Amongst the intellectuals who.helped 7,500 Russian
\dissident Doukhobors migrate to Canada in 1899 was'a noted
‘Russian ethnegrapher Vladimir D, Bonch-Bruevich. He lived with

the newcomers almost one year and for the first time recorded
‘on paper the oral history and philosophy of the Dot khobors. In
11909 he published the unrevealed Zhivotnaia Kniga
[Doukhobor Book of Lifel, Thanks te'a modern Moscow
ethnographer Svetlana A Inikova, we are now able'to unlock
Bonch-Bruevich’s old archival tecords (from 1886 to ) he 1950s
‘and gain a new history of the Doukhobors. ;

The result is a rich hlstorxcal harvest beginning w1th the
Tsarist time (including splits amongst the groups), the arms
‘protests, and the exile to Canada), the Communist era (with
collectivization when many Doukhobors in Russia were exiled
to Siberia for having too many sheep or cattle), and the Capltahshc
_ period (when the new migrants on the Canadian prairie
with the Goyvernment over the land issue, saw the development
of the 1deology of freedom on unprepared soil, and experienced
w land). The book reveals new
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Volume I: History of the Doukhobors
in V.D. Bonch-Bruevich’s Archives (1886-1950s)

+ Volume II: Doukhobor Incantations through the Centuries

Cover: inset: Russian Doukhobor elders of the Bogdanovskoi
Raion walk towards the sacred site of the arms burning
(1895) located near the village of Orlovka, Republic of
Georgia, and adjacent to the borders of Armenia and
Turkey. (Photo by Svetlana A. Inikova, c. 1990.)
Background: The first mass manifestation of “thou shalt
not kill” on St. Peter and Paul Day, June 29 [July 12th,
new calendar], 1895, Transcaucasia, Russia (Sketch by
Maria O, Inikova)
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Preface
and Acknowledgment

ear readers! You are holding a book which was born with the collabo-

Drative efforts of scholars and others from two countries — Russia and
Canada. The unique historic material from the Russian Archives in
St. Petersburg and Moscow was collected and presented by the author Svetlana
A. Inikova, ethnographer, Russian Academy of Sciences, Moscow, and
illustrated by Maria O. Inikova, Moscow. The book is coming to the world
thanks to the sponsor William N. Papove, a retired civil engineer; myself
Koozma J. Tarasoff, editor and manager of this project; Dr. Robert B. Klymasz,
Curator, East European Programmes, Canadian Centre for Folk Culture
Studies, Canadian Museum of Civilization, Hull, Quebec; and Dr. Leonard G.
Sbrocchi, Legas Publishing, Ottawa.

This is Volume I of a two-volume series relating to the Archives of Vladimir
. Bonch-Bruevich in St. Petersburg and Moscow. It deals with the history of the
Doukhobors as found in archival documents from 1886 to the 1950s. Volume II
focuses on the exotic — on Doukhobor Incantations Through the Centuries.
Both volumes draw on the same archival Fonds and relate to one people — the
group of dissidents who left Russia 100 years ago and settled in Canada.

On the 20th of January 1899 the Big Ship S. S. Lake Huron sliced through
the foggy waters approaching the Halifax Harbour. On deck more than 2,100
people, singing psalms of thanks, were peering at the shoreline, as their
voices flowed in waves expressing their joy, anxiety, and impatience. That
was the first group of a total of 7,500 Doukhobors (Spirit-Wrestlers) who were
forced to leave the Tsar’s Russia because they opposed the institution of the
church and they refused to serve as soldiers in the Tsar’s army.
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For these Doukhobor migrants it was an exhaustive journey from the
Caucasus to Assiniboia (now known as Saskatchewan), including a long train
ride across Canada and a walk by foot to their new village sites on the then
untouched prairie turf. These people were not able to bring much belongings
in their single family trunks, but in their hearts they brought a rich folklore,
culture, folk cures of their Russian heritage — their traditions, customs,
psalms, anecdotes, stories, humour, the love of labour, and the co-operative
ethic. They brought the collective wisdom of their past and continued to carry
it on orally from generation to generation.

Amongst the intellectuals and friends the world famous Russian writer
Lev N. Tolstoy who helped the Doukhobors in their migration to Canada, was
a noted Russian ethnographer Vladimir D. Bonch-Bruevich. This remarkable
man, educated as a land surveyor/engineer, turned to be one of the most
influential Russian folklorists. He lived with the newcomers almost one year
recording their unique folklore, customs, economy, and social structure. It was
the first time that the oral history and philosophy of the Doukhobors was
recorded on paper and this was publicly revealed in 1909 when Bonch
published the secret Zhivotnaia Kniga Dukhobortsev [Doukhobor Book of Life].
In Russia he expanded his collection of documents on the Doukhobors by
corresponding with them, the Tolstoyans, and others, right to the end of his
life (1955). In his lifetime, he made a tremendous contribution to Russian
culture in being not only a celebrated ethnographer, but an advisor to Lenin
and his peers, and a curator of the Museum of the History of Religion.

Thanks to Bonch-Bruevich’s keen and deep interest in the Doukhobor
fate and history, today we can go back to their roots and better understand
the history, philosophy and life of the Spirit Wrestlers / Doukhobors — also
known as a social movement, a Christian sect, a philosophy and way of life
which has existed for more than 300 years.

In the Centennial year 1999, one hundred years after the arrival of the
Doukhobors in Canada, William N. Papove (“Bill”), a land surveyor
engineer, a Doukhobor from another generation, made the publication of this
book possible with his donation. This pioneer of Canada contributed not only
to Doukhobor society with his practical advice and work. He mapped the
boundaries of the western Canadian provinces and territories and excelled in
the world as one of the founders of the Canadian International Development
Agency (CIDA) when he introduced a new humanitarian approach to social
and economic development in South East Asia.

HisTORY OF THE DOUKHOBORS 11

He himself is a remarkable man. Currently living in the Greater
Vancouver Area of Canada, Bill was born to one of the Russian Doukhobor
migrants near Blaine Lake, Saskatchewan, where in his youth he organized
Russian drama nights, and otherwise sought ways to preserve the best of his
Slavic culture. He was one of the first Doukhobors to graduate from the
University of Saskatchewan where he obtained his Civil Engineering Degree
in the 1930s; this led him to become one of the outstanding Canadian land
professionals and a pioneer consultant abroad. Bill learned to treat people as
equals regardless of whether they were native, local, or international; as a
result the colonial experience of treating people from the top down was
transformed towards a new more humane democratic approach in
participatory development.

His skills and respect are well known. When the British Columbia
government was preparing to sell back the community land that Doukhobors
had unjustly lost during the 1930s, Bill Papove was commissioned to survey
all the Doukhobor lands for the Land Settlement Board. For his brothers and
sisters Doukhobors, he served as Chairman for two years (1957-1958) of the
Union of Doukhobors of Canada and with Peter S. Faminow (Secretary of
UDC) dared to comment on the mistreatment of zealot children behind a high
wire fence in New Denver, British Columbia.

In financing Volume I, Bill showed his true generosity as a man with
close roots to the soil, with deep ties to the nonviolent approach and one
world, and with a keen desire to probe the frontiers of knowledge so as to
help improve society.

Dr. Robert B. Klymasz, a folklorist with the Canadian Museum of
Civilization, has done us proud when he suggested to the Museum to
purchase select Bonch-Bruevich’s materials on the Doukhobors in Russia. He
also persuaded the Museum to translate this volume into English for the
North American market.

Russian scholar Svetlana A. Inikova is bringing this Volume I to the public
as well as Volume II (Doukhobor Incantations Through the Centuries) at a time
when we the Doukhobors are celebrating our 100 years in Canada. It was a
labour of love as Ms Inikova spent countless hours pouring through the
Bonch-Bruevich Archives in St. Petersburg and Moscow, seeking those gems
of knowledge that provide understanding about the dissident Doukhobor
group of pacifists. The manifestations, such as the arms burning in Tsarist
Russia in 1895, women pulling the plough and cultivating the soil in Canada
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1 IO O Borses aned oxen were scarce), as well as women and old men
SOt v B0 feaditional old country villages (when able-bodied men
W Wb outslde) are actions of pioneers and images that will stay on in
Canandian hintory, Over the pant 100 years they have built Canada as a country
aind v endsedd 1w morality to a higher level.

Svetlana Intkova of the Academy of Sciences in Moscow, Russia, who has
Spent @ 1ot of time searching through the rich Bonch-Bruevich Archives in
Muoscow and St Petersburg, found and collected much useful unpublished

materials that once was frozen during the Soviet era, and now she has opened
them to advance our knowledge. The many Russian archives are indeed a
pillar of new information about the world. My appreciation to the Russian
people for preserving this important world literary resource.

I'm glad that Marie O. Inikova, Svetlana’s daughter, a young Russian
artist, has made her debut here in illustrating this history book.

Also my thanks to Leonard G. Sbrocchi, of Legas, for his professional
input in creating a high quality work in publishing with Spirit Wrestlers
Associates these volumes and other books on the Doukhobors and Tolstoy.
As a true publicist and scholar, Dr. Sbrocchi has sought to publish those
works that reveal something vitally important about people and their future.
His many literary and scholarly births have stretched intellectual limits and
have enriched our lives immensely.

For me as editor and manager of this project, this book has been an effort
of many years. It has become a rich harvest of a collective team working across
two countries thousands of kilometers apart. Manuscript drafts crossed these
distances many times before bearing fruit.

I hope that you the Readers will enjoy the fruits of our labour in bringing
to you these two Volumes with rich archival materials that transcend the
boundaries of time and space.

Koozma |. Tarasoff,
Ottawa, Canada

Introduction

ardly any other scholar has done more research on the Doukhobor
Hsect than Vladimir Dmitrievich Bonch-Bruevich. Numerous ex-
cellent articles about the history and ethnography of the Caucasian
and Canadian Doukhobors, a book The Doukhobors in the Canadian
Prairies, as well as two books published in the series Material on the
History and Research of Russian Sectarianism — The Letters of the
Doukhobor Leader Peter Vasilevich Verigin (with V. G. Chertkov) and
Zhivotnaia Kniga Dukhobortsev. These books allow us to consider
Bonch-Bruevich as a discoverer of the religious doctrine, way of life,
and culture of the Doukhobors.
V. D. Bonch-Bruevich did not have any special training in history.
By trade he was a land surveyor. Bonch-Bruevich began participating
in the revolutionary movement as a student and as a result in 1896 was
forced to emigrate to Europe where he spent ten years. At that time in
the late 1890s, thanks to his future wife V. M. Velichkina, Bonch-Brue-
vich became acquainted through correspondence with Vladimir G.
and Anna K. Chertkovs, followers of Lev N. Tolstoy, who were exiled
abroad for organizing a campaign to help Doukhobors persecuted by
the Tsarist government. At Chertkov’s request, Bonch-Bruevich
accompanied the fourth group of Russian Doukhobors to Canada.
Besides compassion and simple interest in the group, Bonch-Bruevich,
as a revolutionary, was attracted by the social trend of the movement;
under its religious cover, he discerned a protest of Russian peasants
against the autocracy of the state.
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It was in Canada that he became keenly interested in researching
this group. “I am becoming more and more fascinated by data
collection and am getting more and more convinced that the
Doukhobors, in spite of all their colossal imperfections and ugliness,
are still astonishing people with a distinctive culture, literature, tact,
endurance, and upbringing. On top of that, they are organized and
free people..”, he wrote in his letter to Anna K. Chertkov on
November 3, 1899. Bonch-Bruevich intended to spend his winter in
Canada and visit various villages to record the Doukhobor psalms
(MS RSL, Fo. 369, C. 223, f. 1, pp- 51 and over-52). During that year
Bonch-Bruevich, like the Doukhobors, was half-starving; during the
cold winter he went from village to village writing down psalms,
recollections, and stories of the Doukhobors. He collected the originals
and copies of the letters received by the Doukhobors in the 1890s from
their sons and husbands who were serving their sentences in penal
battalions, prisons, and exile. All this made up the core of his
collection of documents about the Doukhobors. Bonch-Bruevich’s
archives expanded during the following years as well. The Canadian
Doukhobors wrote him regularly right until his dying days; they sent
him information about their life in Canada and in the commune, about
their relations with the government, and about their ideology.

In the early years of the Soviet regime (1917-1920), Vladimir
Dmitrievich served as Administrator of the Council of People’s Com-
missars (CPC). At that time and during the following years, he often
worked for the government as an expert on sectarianism. Doukhobdrs,
both Canadian and Soviet, often turned to him with various requests
and informed him of their difficulties. Bonch-Bruevich meticulously
collected and preserved their letters. :

Some of the documents collected by Bonch-Bruevich have already
been used by him in his works; several documents have been entirely
or partially published by Chertkov’s publishing house Svobodnoe
Slovo [Free word].

At one time, Bonch-Bruevich’s single archives was divided into
two. Documents on the history of religion and ethnography of the
Doukhobors and an overwhelming majority of the letters are kept in
the State Museum of the History of Religion (SMHR) in St. Petersburg.
Work manuscripts and a small part of the letters are found in the
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Manuscript Section of the Russian State Library in Moscow (MS RSL).
Bonch-Bruevich Fonds in SMHR are of the greatest interest an'd .Value
for a researcher of the Doukhobor movement. They are classified as
Fonds No. 2 and consist of 29 document inventories. The documents
of the seventh inventory are exclusively devoted to the Doukhobors.
The inventory includes 993 files. Part of these documents were
transferred to SMHR by Bonch-Bruevich himself who was the head 'of
the Museum of History of Religion from 1946. The rest of tht:‘: I%‘lat.el‘l?l
was transferred to SMHR in accordance with Vladimir Dmitrievich’s
ishes after his death. .
WH};:eamain part of the documents was received by the Manuscrll?t
Section of RSL from Bonch-Bruevich’s heirs in 1956 and 1963 after his
death (1873-1955). This material formed Fond Number 369. They con-
sist of 433 inventories. Inventories 39-45 are entirely devoted. to Fhe
Doukhobors. Correspondence of Bonch-Bruevich and V. M. .Velx.chkma
with the Doukhobors and Tolstoy’s followers was included in c'hfferent
inventories. Most of Bonch-Bruevich’s manuscripts were pubhs'hed as
articles, commentaries, and prefaces, and were includec.l 1T1 Th.e
Doukhobors in the Canadian Prairies. However, this material in this
volume has not been published before.

The two-volume collection of documents The Movement Among
Russian Peasants, So-called Doukhobors, Exiled to t}'le Transcaucasu-s
by the Tsarist Government (1886-1900) which was d_edmated to the anti-
government resistance of the Caucasian sectarians in the late 1880s and
in the 1890s is the most interesting among the unpublished works.

All the documents from both Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds can be
classified and examined under the following topics:

1. The movement of the Caucasian Doukhobors in the late

1880s and 1890s.

Emigration to Canada.

The Doukhobors in Canada.

The Doukhobors and Tolstoy followers.

The problem of re-emigration of the Canadian Doukhobors

to the USSR.

6. The Caucasian Doukhobors and a resettlement of part of
them to the Salsk prairies.

O W
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7. Personalities of the Doukhobor |
P Verigin.

8. The policy of the Sovie
t government toward
Doukhobors in the 19205 and 1930s. o

Doukhobor ideology, world view, and historical vision.

eaders P. V. Verigin and

The author’s goal is to show how extensively and thoroughly the

§ covers one topic or another.

Fig. 3. — Russian Doukhobors on S.S. Lake Huron en route to Canada 1899

Photo by Leopold Sulerzhitsky.

Chapter I

The Movement of the Caucasian Doukhobors
in the late 1880s and 1890s

he movement of the Caucasian Doukhobors which in 1895 grew

beyond a local conflict between the Doukhobors and the
(‘aucasian authorities, received a wide response in Russia and abroad.
Thanks to Lev N. Tolstoy’s followers, the events in the Caucasus were
widely discussed amongst the democratic intelligentsia. The first non-
violent mass protest against government laws, against serving this
gpovernment, and against killing aroused an entire movement in sup-
port of the Doukhobors.

In this movement Tolstoy’s followers saw an example of a struggle
for the transformation of the world on Christian principles. V. D. Bonch-
Bruevich saw it as a mass social movement of the Russian peasants. In
spite of the differences in their outlooks, Tolstoy’s followers and
Bonch-Bruevich considered it necessary to record these events for the
future. With different goals in mind, they collected the material con-
cerning persecution of the Doukhobors, their suffering, and heroism.
This topic is presented to its fullest in Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds.

As a result of his many years of work, in 1950 Bonch-Bruevich pre-
pared two volumes of the document collection The Movement Among
Russian Peasants, So-called Doukhobors, Exiled to the Transcaucasus by the
Tsarist Government (1886-1900) for publication. This material has not
yet been published and is preserved, as manuscripts, in the MS RSL
in Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds. These two volumes were divided into
five archival sections. Fo. 369, C. 42, f. 1 is a file which includes a
large introductory article of Vladimir Dmitrievich and his
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Fig. 4. - Getting married in Russia

Sketch by Maria O. Inikova
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bibliography. C. 42, f. 2 and C. 43, f. 1 are documents that formed the
first volume. They are the letters, recollections, and stories about the
Doukhobor movement written by the Doukhobors; they are the writ-
ten records of sectarian stories, letters that talk about the sectarian
movement, and recollections of relations with the sectarians written
by Tolstoy’s followers or people who lived close to the Doukhobors.
In these two files there is a small number of official documents from
the government and police agencies. The second volume of the collec-
tion The Movement Among Russian Peasants... is entirely dedicated to
the official documents. In the archives it is also divided into two
archival files: C. 44, f. 1 and C. 45, £. 1.

Bonch-Bruevich worked on the document collection at the time
when he was the head of the Museum of the History of Religion and
Atheism. The archives of the Museum also contained the Fonds of
I’avel I. Biryukov, of the publishing house Svobodnoe slovo, and of Ivan
M. Tregubov. Bonch-Bruevich used many documents from these Fonds
for his collection. Unfortunately, the documents from volumes I and II
do not have references, i. e., it is not indicated where the archives and
Fonds were taken from. This reduces their scientific value. That is why
if a document is both in the collection, The Movement Among Russian
Peasants in MS RSL and in Bonch-Bruevich’s Fond in SMHR, we give a
reference to SMHR, marking the number of the file with a star (*).

Bonch-Bruevich’s collection also includes the material published
earlier in the illegal publications such as L. N. Tolstoy’s Archives, or in
the immigrant publications (Listki Svobodnogo Slova [Leaflets of the
Free Word] and brochures), as well as in The Material on the History and
Research of Russian Sectarianism. With time they became difficult to
access and Bonch-Bruevich intended to republish them.

Essentially the document collection The Movement Among Russian
Peasants... exhausts the topic of the socio-religious movement of the
Caucasian Doukhobors. Materials on this topic which we found while
working in other archives and Fonds do not bring anything substan-
tially new.

The first volume of the collection includes 226 documents on the
period of 1886 to 1900. It begins with I. A. Verigin's story About the
Death of Lukeria V. Kalmykova in December 15, 1886 (MS RSL, Fo. 369,
C. 42, F. 2, pp. 1-2). The death of the childless Doukhobor leader “dear
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:;zshefchka”, as she Was called by all her supporters, raised the ques-
n o a successor. Five years before her death, L. V. Kalmykovaqtoc;k

P gty e
eter Vasilevich Verigin, a young Doukhobor from the village of

Slavyanka in the Elizavetpol province, to the Sirotskii Don' [orphan-

age] which was located in the village of Goreloe of the Akhalkalak dis- |

;r;zt Icr)lfa’(l;iﬂlij pr}?ViI}C& Lukeria persuaded Verigin to divorce his wife
e him her lover. After L. V. Kalmvkova’s d i
and all the Doukhobors from o i ¢ e

the village of Gorel
acknowledge him as her success s e
. or and, consequently, as their lead
3;,}1119}1, r.ecelved the name of malaia partiia [Small Party] zgne(a)veerr '
elming majority of the Doukhobors recogni i :
nized V i
leader. They were called bolshaia partia [Large%’arty] i i
o ;::}c,;:(ordl?g to common folk law, Sirotskii Dom, being in Lukeria V
ova's name, was considered to be commun ‘
: . al property. Yet ac-
rcl(;rcthnfg 1:0 government laws, this property was to be transferr}:ed to ta}fe
E : oV in —.——.to her brother. Based on arguments of the Small Party
eter V. Verigin was exiled to Northern Russia as an instigator of the’

disturbance. The lawsuit for the rights to the Sirotskii Dom began

between the villagers of Goreloe and Verigin's followers

* % %

:ViO}I\Iat) ;Vlisf the %Zu%obor society like at this time? One gets an impres
rom The Command to All Villages from all th A
. S H
Z;d fSemor Representatives dated December 2{)’: 1886 (MeS ROSTr;Zle?)I;;OPCZe
Do,u k}i) lFp. ?—4) a;d from the description of life and cust,omé of ,the
ors from the village of Slavyanka written b i ili
0b y D. D. Mikhailidi
.the principal of the Slavyanka school (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f 545a)1 IT}IZ
Lszzz; of land ovslmer;hip within the Doukhobor society arlld tax (iistri
were explored in the letter written by Nikolai :
Bonch-Bruevich. In the 1890s D B el
) udchenko was serving his time i i
P i : 5 Dud rving his time in exile
g rationalistic ideas among the i
Doukhobor village of Bashkichet (SMHR, Fo. Zg, inv. 7P6f’a259“)‘t5) i

1. Sirotskii Dom wa i
Dom was a Doukhobor administrative centre, i.e. the centre of all

Doukhobor villages, the central
¥ treasury, the d i i
elders, and the residence of the Doukhr())’boreleavc\l]:lsmg gt s
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Living prosperously, the Doukhobors greatly departed from the
(hristian ideals, originally propagated by their forefathers. The split
among them and the lawsuit for the Sirotskii Dom putan end to their
(uiet life. By the decision of the court, the Doukhobor sacred place
changed hands several times. The Large Party was indignant that the
court ignored the public opinion and did not take into consideration
{he testimonies of their neighbors, the Armenians and Tatars.

Bonch-Bruevich included the manuscript written from
| P. Abrosimov’s own words, “We, Christians, owned the Sirotskii
Dom”? (MS RSL, Fo. 369, C. 42, . 2, pp. 203-204) into the collection The
Movement Among Russian Peasants... Many Doukhobors learned the
{ormer text by rote as a psalm. There was a tradition in this group of
memorizing especially important texts by rote, so that, if questioned
by strangers, everyone would answer the same way. Because of this,
many documents of that time are very similar in content, especially

the letters of the Doukhobors to Tolstoy’s followers, in which they
described their beliefs and their conception of events.

The conception of the Large Party when describing the split is
summarily stated as follows: Lukeria V. Kalmykova took Peter V.
Verigin into the Sirotskii Dom to prepare him for the role of leader.
However, the insidious and greedy villagers of Goreloe barred the
rightful master from it. It was in this form that this conception was
stated in detail in the Note About the Doukhobors That Was Written from
Their Own Words on the Basis of One Manuscript (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f.
505)° and in the Doukhobor note An Explanation of the Life of Christians
(MS RSL, Fo. 369, C. 42, £. 2, pp. 187-202).* Many Doukhobors consid-
ored Peter Vasilevich to be Lukeria V. Kalmykova’s adopted or even
natural son (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 354" {. 646).

Valuable information about the split and the reasons of it is found
in S. V. Vereshchagin’s story The Doukhobors’ Struggle for Their Faith,
written almost forty years later (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 489) and in

2. This manuscript was published in Material on the History and Research of Russian
Sectarianism, 2nd edition, England, 1901.
3. A passage from this note was published in the Materials on the History of Russian

Sectarianism, 4th ed., England, 1902.
4. The note “An Explanation of the Life of the Christian” was published in the

Materials on the History and Research of Russian Sectarianism, 2nd ed., England, 1901.
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memoirs of the Doukhobors Shcherbakov and Zibin (SMHR, Fo. 2,
inv, 7, f. 589)*,

Unfortunately, neither Bonch-Bruevich nor Tolstoy’s followers
had any contact with the Doukhobors of the Small Party whose view-
point on the event of those years is practically absent from the archival
documents. One letter written in 1909 by a Caucasian Doukhobor who
vlearly did not belong to Verigin's party, stands out from the majority
ol the documents which were almost identical in content. For him, the
teasons for the split were as follows: “The society of Goreloe knew his
[I'. V. Verigin’s - S. I.] actions very well. He was cruel and he often cre-
ated disturbances, got drunk and chased after Lukeria Vasilevna with
a sword...” This is precisely why the Small Party did not want to ac-
knowledge him as the leader (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7 {. 450, p. 1).

Many years after those events, already in Canada, a Doukhobor
Viasia Pozdniakov wrote in his memoirs The Truth About the
Doukhobors that Lukeria V. Kalmykova did not appoint P. V. Verigin
to be her successor at all. The people who claimed that confessed that
they did it to please Verigin (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 953, p. 4).

The law-suit for the Sirotskii Dom lasted until August 1893, when
the Doukhobor sacred place, finally by the decision of the court
which was bribed by the people of Goreloe, was transferred to
l.. V. Kalmykova's brother. The Doukhobor society changed a great
deal during those years; its relations with the authorities changed as
well. The Doukhobors began to view all the initiatives and orders
from the Caucasian authorities with much distrust and even hostili-
ty. They became indignant with the unrestrained bribery which was
considered a standard business earlier. Conflict situations arose one
after another straining the already tense atmosphere. E. R. Kanigan
in his story A Forty-day Flogging (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7 f. 518)* and L.
Abrosimov in his Description of Our Flogging in 1894 (SMHR, Fo. 2,
inv. 7, f. 550)* provided some interesting and detailed recollections
of those events. The same topic was addressed in the memoirs of V.
Potapov, I. Abrosimov, and V. Kukhtinov (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f.
565). V. I. Popov wrote about it in his story “Suffering for the True
Way “ (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 562)*, and F. Popov gave his account
in The Dull and Sad History of the Doukhobors in the Caucasus... (SMHR,
Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 563)*.
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Fig. 6. — A break for lunch to feed the body

Sketch by Maria O. Inikova
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Influenced by these events and by Peter V. Verigin's “advice”, which
he went in his letters and through those who visited him, the Doukhobors
decided to build a new life based on Christian principles. There is a very
valuable document in SMHR, the memoirs of N. I. Dudchenko’ who was
i witness to all the changes in the life and ideology of the Doukhobors.
I'le wrote that the building of the new life started when Ivan Ivin and
Vaulli Obedkov returned from their meeting with P. V. Verigin. They
visited all the villages and delivered their leader’'s “advice” to the
Doukhobors. Some of the Doukhobors immediately accepted the rules of
the new life: they stopped drinking, smoking, eating meat and fish. They
were called postniks [vegetarians, people who abstain from meat and
lish]. The Doukhobors discussed their attitude toward the government
and their socio-economic structure (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 501)*.

From the spring of 1895, incited by elders, the young Doukhobors
who served in the army, began to refuse to bear arms explaining that
they were fulfilling God’s commandment “thou shalt not kill”. On St.
I"eter and Paul day, June 29 [July 12th, new calendar], as the name-day
ol . V. Verigin, the Doukhobors-postniks collected and burnt all their
weapons they had in their possession. This act of protest against war,
killing, and army service became a culmination of the entire
Doukhobor movement. After that the Doukhobors refused not only to
bear arms, but also to keep reserve certificates and participate in the
lottery.® These events were repeatedly described by those involved in
them such as by N. V. Strelaev in his story “N. V. Strelaev’s Life”
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 577)* [by G. L. Soukarev in his Memoirs My
Refusal to Serve in the Army (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 580*) and by I. L.
[Khudiakov in Doukhobor Memoirs (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 586). In
Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds in the SMHR there is also an account of the
events which described people seeing I. I. Khudiakov going off to
exile, written by an unknown author (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 547)*.
People perceived these young men as martyrs for their faith, bearing
their cross for the whole Doukhobor society.

5. A fragment from N.L.Dudchenko’s recollections was published in Materials on the
History and Research...”

6. Those who completed their service in the army or were transferred to the reserves
usually received reserve certificates. Draft age Doukhobors, as with other draft age
men, took part in the lottery which determined who would serve in the army.
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Fig. 7. - The first mass manifestation of “thou shalt not kill” on St. Pe
June 29 [July 12th, new calendar], 1895,

ter and Paul Day,
Transcaucasia, Russia
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In the letters of Tolstoy’s followers who lived in the Caucasus,
much attention was paid to the movement of those who refused to
serve in the military. M. V. Alekhin (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 257) and
Ilena Nakashidze (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 191) wrote about it in their
letters of 1895-96.

The burning of weapons took place in three locations: Akhalkalak
district of Tiflis province, Elizavetpol province, and Kars region. The
event passed peacefully in the two latter localities; however, it had the
jravest consequences for the Doukhobors in the Akhalkalak district.
I'rompted by a call from the Small Party, the Cossacks tortured those
who participated in the arms burning. After suppressing the dis-
turbance, more than four thousand postnik-Doukhobors were moved
in groups of two to three families to the Georgian villages and Tatar
auls [mountain villages in the Caucasus] for an indefinite period of
time without any means of sustenance. Doukhobors themselves have
many times described the arms burning event and their eviction. All
heir narratives are similar because the same events were described
from the same point of view. Nonetheless, each author concentrated
on specific details that were clear in their memory; consequently, each
document is interesting and valuable.

In S. V. Kolesnikov’s memoirs, for example, we can find an
answer to the question of who initiated the action. Was the weapons
burning act an expression of the will of all postnik-Doukhobors or
was it initiated by Peter V. Verigin and the starichki [old men, as the
most respected Doukhobors were called]? According to him, the
events were carried out in strict secrecy; only the family heads knew
about the preparations (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 511). His words were
confirmed in a story about the life of Doukhobor M. V. Makhortov
(MS RSL, Fo. 369, C. 43, f. 1, p. 943) written by herself. Among the
many documents about weapons burning, we need to single out P.
Planidin’s story “Persecution of Christians” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f.
560)*, “The Story of the Doukhobor Vasia Pozdniakov” (SMHR, Fo. 2,
inv. 7, f. 450) which was published by Tolstoy’s followers,” and the
memoirs of G. I. Shcherbakov and V. V. Zibin which have been men-
tioned previously.

7. Materials on the H{Gtory and Research of Russian Sectarianism,3rd ed., England, 1901.
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A social protest against the government, based on brutal and anti- ;
humane laws, can be clearly sensed in many documents. Shcherbakov ‘

and Zibin wrote: “Looking at this godless system, our conscience per-
suaded us to reject everything connected with them: their rules and
their laws...” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 589)*. Tolstoy’s followers made
many contributions toward an understanding of this issue. Ivan M.
Tregubov;, for example, travelled to native villages to question the
postnik-Doukhobors who lived there and to record their stories which
became the basis of his History of Weapons Burning (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7
f. 507). Arms burning and suppression by the Cossacks were described
very figuratively and vividly in the letter-story of I. K. Diterikhs to the
Chertkovs. Diterikhs served the Cossack troops in the Caucasus at that
time (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 330). He personally became acquainted

with the sotnik [lieutenant of the Cossack troops] Praga and described

him in the letter as a cruel and hypocritical person.

Suffering for their ideals is a theme that can be traced throughout
the material about the Doukhobors in penal battalions as well as those !
who moved to new locations. The living conditions in penal battalions

and prisons were described as horrible. Torture took the lives of many

or crippled others. This theme was especially emphasized by the |

Doukhobors and Tolstoy’s followers. Doukhobors wrote about this
condition in the letters to their relatives and close friends (SMHR, Fo.
2, inv. 7, f. 367, 415, 438, 803; MS RSL, Fo. 369 C. 43, f. 1, p. 705).
However, Doukhobors seem to have become addicted to suffering, as
indicated in I. E. Konkin’s letter of May 6, 1896 written from exile to
Tolstoy’s follower E. I. Popov. According to him, Doukhobors invite
suffering as a means of cleansing souls.

“Enduring hardships,” wrote Konkin to Evgeny Popov, “they, the
sufferers, found spiritual purity for themselves. At the same time, they
serve as heralds, luminaries, and examples for the next generation.”
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 354)*, Writing to an unknown person in
November 17, 1895, M. V. Alekhin was astonished when visiting
Doukhobors in jail, the people he met there were “cheerful in spirit
joyfully awaiting future sufferings” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 2573

Doukhobors who settled in the Tiflis province lived in dreadful in-
human conditions. Even now, one hundred years later, it is impossi-
ble to read their letters without shuddering. The most detailed and
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[nformative letters were written by V. Potapov Yvho was ex:le?’(;gto‘ltlh:
Hignakh district of Tiflis province (SMHR, Fo. 2, 1nv.'7, f. 397 i,l ; :
VUK, 775). Followers of Tolstoy as well as symp.athlzers of the move
ment visited them. One such visit was described by an unknovirln
suthor in his letter of 1896 to Tolstoy’s .fo},lower P, Bu.lanzthe
[Boulanger] (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f.412).In hlS: Repor-t Cor.lc.ernmg the
Doukhobors”, Tvan M. Tregubov described his 'szlt to . #
Doukhobors who were settled separately (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7,£. 584)*.
[n a letter to their friends in England, December 1895,1. V. FSlazkov
and A, V. Samsonov, on behalf of the Doukhobors, detscrll.)ed. the
svents which occurred in the Caucasus and also stated their principles
by R Ea 2, inv. 7, £325)". .
(HMllill:glish followers of Tolstoy were fully sympathetic to the Dogk-
hobors, as reflected in the collection The Movemen't Am’ong Russzay
Peasants... (MS RSL, Fo. 369, C. 42, f. 2, p. 582). A. Bllkov S lette.r 'to' ;
I, Diterikhs of February 19, 1898 contains information on the visit }1ln
parly 1898 of the Englishman Arthur St. John to the Doukhobors vtv o
seltled separately and there was reference to a transfer of monetary
ald to them (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 4, f. 434)*. .
[n December 1896 the separated Doukhobors organized a conven-
{lon concerning their future. E. P. Nakashidze attended the cor;vzn-
tlon, recorded its Minutes, and later wrote The report on*the Doukho 0;
convention in the Gori district (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 556%, 976). One o
{he main issues was the creation of a common fund and the amalga-
i roperty.
"mt;zil:i?]iﬁe 1%, 1}8,97 letter, V. Potapov and 1. Sherstobitov wr’(()}’ie
{o an unknown person about the communal movement among the
Russian Doukhobors (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 728). S
The postnik-Doukhobors who had not been relo?at.ed organize
communes as well. S. V. Vereshchagin wrote ab01:lt th.JS in his 'letter to
[.. P. Nakashidze, July 16, 1897: “Now we are cult}vat.lrl.g 0u1.‘ fields toi
gether, and it is fun working this way. The grain. is 'd1v1ded into equal
parts for each person; hay for the cattle is distributed equally...
) .2 inv. 7, £. 277, p. 1"
(SM'?}IEI Ir:r(:a’czerial on the mIZ)vement of the Caucasian Doukhobors
allows us to trace the changes in the ideology of the Doukhobors (;f tﬁe
Large Party, to explain their attitude towards the government and the
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Fig. 8. — Feeding the soul in 4 traditional sobranie gathering

Sketch by Maria O, Inikova
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the attitude of the sectarians toward the government and the monarch.
The written records of his conversations with the Doukhobors are kept
in Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds in SMHR and MS RSL (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7,
{, 487*; MS RSL, Fo. 43, f. 1, pp. 811-812).

The difficult situation of the postnik-Doukhobors worsened by their
utter lack of knowledge about their future. The government found itself
in a deadlock. It used up all available repression techniques, and yet, the
oukhobors remained adamant in defending their ideals. The conflict
between the sectarians and the government had so worsened that it was
Impossible to solve without some fundamental changes in the entire
povernment system. As early as August 1896 in his letter to the Empress
Alexandra Fedorovna, Peter V. Verigin suggested relocating the
Doukhobors to Europe or America as the last solution to this critical sit-
uation (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 293)*.” There was no reply to this letter at
this time. A certain Alebegov stated in the letter to E. P. Nakashidze, writ-
ten May 20, 1897, that the Doukhobors were going to ask the Caucasian
authorities for permission to emigrate to England or America by a peti-
tion to the highest authorities (MS RSL, Fo. 369, C. 43, £. 1, p. 802).

In SMHR there is a draft of the petition by the Doukhobors to the
widowed Empress Maria Fedorovna seeking permission for the
Doukhobors to emigrate (SMHR. Fo. 2, C. 7, f. 942). The petition was
submitted during the empress’ stay in the Caucasus in the summer of
1897. She granted permission. Soon after, the Doukhobors submitted a
letter to the emperor Nikolas II. It was a petition from the parents
whose sons had reached the draft age, asking permission for their chil-
dren to leave with them. The letter was written in the most loyal fash-
ion, apparently to avoid arousing the monarch’s hostility unneces-
sarily (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 94°). There was no reply.

In April 1898 the Doukhobors submitted a petition to the Tiflis
Governor to issue them family passports and asked him to prepare the
documents without specifying the date of emigration, because the
place of relocation had not yet been known (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 381).

When the Doukhobors were ready to leave, their sons, husbands,
and brothers, whose service in the penal battalions was replaced by

9. The letter was published in Materials on the History and Research of Russian
Sectarianism, Ist ed., England, 1901.
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Fig. 9. — Cossacks arrest Doukhobor men for re

fusing to become soldiers

Sketch by Maria O. Inikova
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palle to Eastern Siberia on August 5, 1896, remained in Russia. An
uverwhelming majority of the exiled Doukhobors received an eigh-
lpen year sentence. For some people the sentence was three to five
years, but more than twenty people received exile for life because they
were pronounced to be the instigators of the movement. In his
archives, V. D. Bonch-Bruevich collected a vast among of documents
voncerning this group whom he called “Yakutsk’s Doukhobors” after
the name of their place of exile, the Yakutsk province.

Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds contain a List of the convicts to the Yakutsk
province and to other parts of Siberia up to December 31, 1897 (SMHR,
Mo, 2, inv. 7 f. 573)*.

In their letters to relatives and Tolstoy’s followers, the Doukhobors
described in detail their passage to exile and the hardships they faced
(WMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 319, 410, 411, 416)*. The collection reveals a
very interesting and detailed letter to Tolstoy written by a political
convict who walked together with the Doukhobors to exile in Yakutsk
(MS RSL, Fo. 369, C. 43, {. 1, pp. 895-899)."

L. T. Levental, who accompanied the Doukhobors, described the
linal stage of their passage from Yakutsk to a small settlement of Ust-
Notora and their establishment in the new place (MD RSL, Fo. 369, C.
43, £. 1, pp. 903-910). Apparently he is the author of the letter to Bonch-
Bruevich written on September 8, 1897 which describes the arrival of
the Doukhobors to Yakutsk (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 417).

The first year turned out to be a terrible ordeal for the exiles. A
Doukhobor N. F. Khudiakov wrote to Ivan M. Tregubov, July 15,
1898, about life in Ust-Notora where the majority of the convicts had
settled in (MS RSL, Fo. 369, C. 43, f. 1, pp. 938-939). The same events
were described in V. F. Sherstobitov’s letter November 1, 1898 to
Tregubov (MS RSL, Fo. 369, C. 43, . 1, pp. 969-973). The initial period
in the life of the Doukhobors in Yakutsk exile is illustrated very well
in the documents of SMHR (Fo. 2, inv. 7, . 316, 318 349, 462, 466, 692,
713,791, 792). In our opinion, the most valuable information which a
researcher can obtain from these documents concerns the social orga-
nization of this group. This issue is described most completely and

10. Published in Materials on the History and Research of Russian Sectarianism, 4th ed.,
England, 1902.
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thoroughly in the memoirs of a political convict I. Babiakin, The
Doukhobors in Yakutsk Exile SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f .485)*. He knew the
life of the Yakutsk Doukhobors very well because he lived close to

them for several years. Babiakin wrote that many Doukhobors who,

on Peter V. Verigin’s advice, started their life in exile by organizing a
commune, became completely disillusioned with it later. The majority

of them became convinced that a communal society only constrains

people and brings about nothing but animosity. The commune expe-
rience of Yakutsk Doukhobors in those years became the reason for
their opposition to Peter V. Verigin and the Christian Community of
Universal Brotherhood in Canada. The Canadian brothers tried to put
economic pressure on the Yakutsk Doukhobors. In his memoirs,
Babiakin included a letter of 1903 from Canada in which the
Doukhobors stated that they would send money not to each convict
individually, but to the entire commune. This letter also exists in
Bonch-Bruevich Fonds (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f .390).

The Doukhobors who were exiled to Yakutsk were released from
exile by an amnesty of 1905. After that they left for Canada.

While exiled to Siberia and to Northern Russia, the Doukhobors
became acquainted with the life and culture of other people, other reli-
gious groups and sects. At P. V. Verigin’s urgent request, a
Doukhobor I. E. Konkin made a journey through Siberia to search for
the Doukhobors. Traditionally it was known that they lived in the
Amur river area. In SMHR there is his A Diary of Travels through Siberia
which contains notes concerning Konkin's visit to a village where sev-
eral Doukhobors were living (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 500)*. This diary
is valuable not only because it is written by a Doukhobor and reflects
his view of the Amur co-religionists, but also because any authentic
information concerning the Amur Doukhobors is extremely rare in lit-
erature and in historical archives. The Fonds also contains their letters
to Konkin, Bonch-Bruevich, and the Caucasian Doukhobors (SMHR,
Fo. 2, inv. 7, f .37, 472, 473, 799).

Returning to the movement of Caucasian Doukhobors in the late
1880s-1890s, it is necessary to mention the official documents in
Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds in SMHR and MS RSL. In SMHR there are
several archival files concerning the early history of the Doukhobors
in the Caucasus. There is a note dated 1805 called Some Characteristics
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of the Doukhobor Society " A notebook with the hand-written text of the
above note was received by Bonch-Bruevich from the Canadian
Doukhobors (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 591). These are the materials from
the Deputy’s office in the Caucasus concerning the first Doukhobors
exiled from the Army of the Don (Don Cossacks) to Karabakh in 1830
(WMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 593-594). The Fonds in SMHR also contains the
materials of Spilioti, a geographer and ethnographer, who collected
data about sectarians in the Caucasus. However, it has little informa-
tlon on the Doukhobors (Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 596).

The rest of the official documents deal with the 1880s-1890s.
Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds in SMHR contains numerous copies of
P'redstav-lenie [Presentation] of the Tiflis Governor Shervashidze to the
head of the Civil Department in the Caucasus S. A. Sheremetev writ-
fen in 1895 (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 595)*. 163 official documents are
included in the second volume of the collection The Movement Among
Russian Peasants... They were taken by Bonch-Bruevich and his
employees out of the archives of Moscow, Leningrad, and Tbilisi from
the police department Fonds, from the Ministry of Internal Affairs,
from the Office of the Chief procurator of the Synod, and from the
Fonds of the Head of the Civil Department in the Caucasus (MS RSL
Fo. 369, C. 44, f. 1; C. 45, f. 1).

These documents take the form of business correspondence on the
Doukhobor issue by the officials of all ranks and from various depart-
ments, materials of the investigation committee concerning events of
1895, statements and reports of the Caucasian authorities and police
departments regarding the Caucasian Doukhobors, and police records
on individuals (primarily Tolstoy’s followers) involved in the move-
ment. Bonch-Bruevich decided to collect all the material on this sub-
ject which existed in the archives of official departments in order to re-
veal the hidden side of the government policy relating to the
Doukhobors; as well, it reveals how the clumsy government bureau-
cracy functioned, and describes the confusion of the Tsarist adminis-
tration in exhausting its options in problem-solving in this area. Some
official documents were also included by Bonch-Bruevich in the first

11. It is published in the magazine Russkaia Starina [Russian Old Times], 1896,
note 87, #8.



36 Tue mc WEMENT OF THE CAUCASIAN DoukKHoBORS

volume of the collection (MS RSL, Fo. 369, C. 42, f. Hic. 48, f. 1)
essence, all official sources of some value are inciude::l iI'l tl;,e éecc; 2 ‘
volume of the collection. The main shortcoming of these so s il
absence of reference documentation. .

The official sources, although very biased in nature, provid
tru#worthy statistics on the division of the Doukhobors in, tfe)rms 0(;
which party they belonged to in all three areas of their residence and
the number of Doukhobors settled separately. They present the exact
sequer}ce of events, and therefore supplement the first volume of th |

collection. We do not consider it expedient to single out an individe
ual do'cu?nent because all of them are closely interrelated. A r};searcheIj '
who is interested in the Tsarist government policies toward the
Doukhobors should study this volume in its entirety. 1

’

Chapter 11

Emigration to Canada

ass emigration of the Caucasian Doukhobors to Canada drasti-
Mcally changed the lives of 7,500 people. This event attracted the
altention of many of their contemporaries both in Russia and in
( unada. Dozens of people became actively involved in their emigra-
tion. They left for posterity their recollections, diaries, and epistolary
heritage. Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds contain just a portion of this exten-
slve material.

On December 31, 1897 the Minister of Internal Affairs issued a doc-
ument giving the Doukhobors permission to emigrate. The only ones
denied were those who were of draft age. The Doukhobors had to
leave at their own expense and sign in advance an oath of no return.
Because they had no money for travel and did not know where to go,
they appealed to Lev N. Tolstoy and his friends for assistance.
Vladimir G. and Anna K. Chertkovs, Dmitry Khilkov, Pavel I.
Biryukov, and Tolstoy’s English followers Aylmer A. Maude and
IHerbert P. Archer all joined in giving support to the emigration
process. Originally the island of Cyprus which belonged to England
was chosen as the place for settlement. English Quakers helped a great
deal in collecting money. However, it soon became clear that Cyprus
was not a suitable place for the Doukhobor way of life because of
adverse climatic and natural conditions. It was therefore decided to
look for land in Canada.

An Article-Report Regarding Preparations for Doukhobor Emigration to
Canada 1898-1900 is an extremely informative and interesting work
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which discusses the relocation preparations. It was written by Aylmer
Maude who was one of the main organizers of the emigration.
L onnisting of four notebooks, this manuscript was sent to Bonch-
Wiruevich in 1904, Vladimir Dmitrievich intended to publish it

abridged, but it was never published. Maude mentioned the role of the
Fnglish Quakers in assisting the Doukhobors (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7,
[ 546). The issue of the Doukhobor emigration is mentioned in the let-
lern of Arthur St. John to Vladimir G. Chertkov during 1898-99
(MMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, 334-342).”

Doukhobor representatives Ivan Ivin and Peter Makhortov
arrived in England early in June, 1898, to make the final decision
toncerning the emigration and selection of the settlement location.
I'or reasons which will not be discussed here, the Doukhobors had
{0 give their consent to emigrate to Cyprus. Ivin and Makhortov
went to view the location after all, while the first group of
Doukhobors gathered in the Port of Batumi on the Black Sea eager
1o (|('pdrt.

On June 17, 1898 Ivin and Makhortov sent a letter to their brothers,
which is preserved in SMHR. In this letter they wrote that it was im-
possible to live at the location they are being sent to; there was no wa-
ler, no forests, no fuel, and not enough land. These two Doukhobor
epresentatives wrote: “Those who have not moved, let them stay;
those in Batumi who already left and received their passports, let them
lind out about a passenger-ship to Canada... Our advice is let at least
part of them go to Canada, if there is no possibility of staying in
Batumi” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, £. 856, p. 2).

The heavy gears of migration had started and now it was impossi-
ble to stop them. The first group departed from Batumi on August 7,
1898. At Tolstoy’s request, Leopold A. rzhitsky was invited to ac-
company the group, but did not get permission to do so. Sulerzhitsky
only had time to examine the ship and bid farewell to the people. He
wrote to V. G. Chertkov about this in a letter of August 9th in which
he described a plan for action. He expressed his feelings at the time of
the ship’s departure: “Psalm singing was heard from the ship for a
long time. I was agitated as hardly ever before; I was in tears. What
will happen to them? Dear kind people — why are they being perse-
cuted? How deeply insulting is everything that has been done and is
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Fig. 11. — The first grou
(nurse), Sergei L'vovich Tolstoy (son of Lev N. Tolstoy
Doukhobors on S. S. Lake Superior), Prince Dimitry A’l
Maria Aleksandrovna Sats ( nurse), William F. McCrear

p of Doukhobor helpers. Left to right: Efrosinia Dmitrievna Khiriakova
who headed the second shipload of
eksandrovich Khilkov ( Tolstoyan),

e ! y (Commissioner for Immigration i
Winnipeg), Leopold Antonovich Sulerzhitsky (Tolstoyan who supervised 518 first siiploa’; Z}

Doukhobors to Canada), and Maria Aleksandrovna Chekhovich (nurse).

From the Tarasoff Photo Collection on Doukhobor History,
Provincial Archives of British Columbia A

<

being done to them. This is an insult to the whole mankind” (SMHR

Fo. 2, inv. 7, £, 788 p.5)

Peter V. Verigin’s attitude to emigration at this time is reflected in
several letters. In the collection The Movement Among Russian Peas-
ants..., Bonch-Bruevich included a letter of a Doukhobor Vishlov of
September 17, 1898. Vishlov wrote that when he visited Peter A%

Verigin in Obdorsk in August — i.e. at the time when Doukhobors had

1. Sirotskii Dom was a Doukhobor administrative centre, i.e. the centre of all

Doukhobor villages, the central treasu i
S, ry, the dwelling pl f in-
gle elders, and the residence of the Doukhobor leaderi.p WO e
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wlivady been waiting in Batumi for departure abroad, he received the
lullowing “advice”: “Everyone shall immigrate. Nobody shall stay here
I the Caucasus...” (MS RSL, Fo. 369, C. 43, f. 1, p. 959). Wishing to
lsarn Tolstoy’s opinion concerning the departure of the Doukhobors
ahroad, P, V. Verigin states his opinion in his letter to him on August
15, 1898: “As for me, I am almost certainly against the emigration, for
the people of our commune work for self-perfection; therefore, wher-
ser we move to, we will bring our weaknesses with us. As for the
upinion that in general there is more freedom for an individual abroad,
I think that maybe there is not much of a difference” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv.
7, 1. 292)* When emigration was already in progress, he suggested its
tonditions according to which it would be possible. In a letter to his
parents, August 18, he wrote: “Maybe the Lord will soon unite all of us
ah o result of the move abroad” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 290)*.°

On December 10, 1898 the second group left Batumi for Canada.
(n December 23 it was the third, and on May of 1899 the fourth ship
departed. In 1929 at V. G. Chertkov’s request, Bonch-Bruevich made a
tetailed report on the number of people in each group, the time of
their departure and arrival, and family names of people who accom-
panied the Doukhobors (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, £. 237).

In SMHR, Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds contains the initial estimate of
the expenses for the emigration to Canada and the responsibilities of
the owners of the ship S. S. Lake Huron (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 913).

A feldsher [an independent nurse or doctor’s assistant] E. D.
KKhiriakova accompanied the third and fourth groups of Doukhobors.
At Bonch-Bruevich’s request, she wrote the Memoirs About the Douk-
hobors in 1930 (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 585). Vera M. Velichkina, who
also accompanied the fourth group as a feldsher, kept a diary which is
preserved in MS RSL (Fo. 369, C. 436, f. 4). Several extracts from this
diary were included in her article “With the Doukhobors to Canada”.’
Her diary evaluation of the Doukhobors differs substantially from the
one in her article. In the diary, she noted an enormous conceit of the

o

Published in Materials on the History and Research of Russian Sectarianism, 1st ed.,
England, 1901.

3. In Materials on the History and Research of Russian Sectarianism, 1st ed., England, 1901.
4. Published in the newspaper Russkie Vedomosti [Russian Gazette], 1900, No. 135,
145, 153, 165, 181, 193.
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Doukhobors, their deep conviction that “they are the chosen people,

that they are the true Christians” (MS RSL, Fo. 369, C. 436, f. 4, p. 61).
With great artistic skill, Velichkina paints a picture of the Doukhobors

including their psychological characteristics.

The emigration process through the eyes of the Doukhobors is ‘,
recorded by G. Kanigan who wrote his memoirs shortly after moving

to Canada (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 516). Simeon V. Vereshchagin wrote

in detail to Ivan M. Tregubov about his journey to Canada in his letter

of August 6, 1899 (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 280). The majority of the

Doukhobors awaited with suspicious fear the forthcoming journey
across the sea to an unknown land. Even many years after, they could
not forget the feelings that they experienced on the deck as the ship -

cast off from shore.
In his extremely interesting memoirs, A. A. Konkin described his

impressions of these events as follows: “When leaving the harbor,

there were hard feelings and boredom, timidity, and fear that we

might drown lay heavy in our hearts because our brothers from the
Small Party who stayed behind used to frighten us by telling us that

this would happen” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 946, p. 14 cont. over). In
the letter to Bonch-Bruevich, apparently written in the late 1940s or
early 1950s, V. A. Makaseyev recalled the prophecy of the leaders that
he heard long ago in the Caucasus. The Doukhobors supposedly
would temporarily leave Russia which after that would be enveloped
in great flames. Russia would cleanse itself, and the Doukhobors
would come back. When the Doukhobors boarded S. S. Lake Huron
and set off, many were nervously waiting for the flames to envelop
Russia (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 949, p- 3).

In the beginning of 1899 the second and third groups of
Doukhobor migrants set foot on Canadian soil. The fourth group
joined them in early summer. For these people it was the end of their
wearisome and dangerous journey and the beginning of a new life.

While the campaign assisting emigration was unfolding in Russia
and Canada, the group in Cyprus was awaiting a resolution of their
fate there. Doukhobors Vasili Potapov and Ivan Sherstobitov described
their journey across the Black Sea from Constantinople to the island
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 402). The Doukhobors were settled on private
lands. On September 7, 1898 Pavel I. Biryukov signed a lease for one
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year. Although the landowner gave them five bu.l?s, ploughs, seeds,
anid building supplies for four houses, the conditions of ‘agreement
were very unfavorable. The Doukhobors would be left with around
407 of the crop. This contract is kept in SMHR (Fo. 2, inv. 7, . 863).

The emigrants worked under the supervision of an estate manag-
o Plmassian who came to feel deep respect toward the Doukhobors,
(helr faith, determination, and diligence. His undated letter to V. G.
( hertkov, Notes About the Doukhobors’ Arrival to Cyprus and 'A Letter
About the Doukhobors” Departure from Cyprus’ (SMHR, Fo. 2, .mv. 7%
W40, 860, 861) contains some extremely detailed- infor.matl.on con-
rerning life of the Doukhobors on Cyprus, their difficult situation, cus-
loms, dogma, and the way of life. ' -
The Doukhobors themselves also wrote about their farming, 11V.1ng
conditions, and illnesses. Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds in SMHR comprises
i selection of letters from Cyprus for 1898-1899, and alm?)st every let-
{or talks about deaths (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 421). The climate turned
uut to be hot, while the people had been weakened when they were
uxiled to the separate districts of the Tiflis province. On October 22,
[#98, Doukhobors wrote a letter to Lev N. Tol.stoy and Ilya P.
Nakashidze stating that fifty people had already died and that they
would not be able to live on Cyprus. They asked for help to move to
(anada (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 857). Earlier they a-sked the English
(Quakers to help them move to Canada (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 853)..Th§1
(Quakers promised to help (SMHR, Fo. 2,inv. 7, f..85§). Everyone live
with only one hope — to emigrate before the beginning of the hot sea-
won. V. Potapov and L. Sherstobitov wrote on behalf of all Doukhobors
to P. I. Biryukov, February 15, 1899: “We want very much to leave
(yprus before the hot season. We asked grandfather Tolstoy,
(hertkov, our friends the Quakers, as well as Khilkov and Ach.a [prob-
ably Herbert Archer, S. L] in Canada about it” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, £
121,FIc.)e.lc41158121'ers A. Rabets and E. Markova wrote to Anna K. Ch(?rtkov re-
garding the physical condition of the people that it was not likely that
they would survive the summer season (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7,_ f; 43(?, 77;)1).
In the beginning of 1899 some money was deposited in .t e
Doukhobor funds by P. Sharapova and Lev N. Tolstoy. It was possible
to spend it on either tools for the Doukhobors who moved to Canada
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already or on the mi
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gration of Doukhobors from Cyprus to Canada,

problem was given to Cyprus Doukhobors them-
the latter. V. Potapov wrote about jt to Anna K.

Chertkov in his letter of February 6, 1899 (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f 400).
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ty of Athalassa in memory of all co-religionists

Chapter III
The Doukhobors in Canada

vast amount of literature relates to the life of the Doukhobors in

(Canada, especially during the first years in the country. It was
written by people who participated in the emigration and those who
lived with the Doukhobors in the beginning. They are Alexander
Hodiansky, Vladimir D. Bonch-Bruevich, Aylmer Maude, Leopold
Sulerzhitsky, and Joseph S. Elkinton. However, those opinions,
{mpressions, and facts which were intended for the general public
were usually somewhat retouched by the authors. A complete accu-
rate picture appears only when a wide range of sources are used: pri-
vate correspondence, official correspondence of the Doukhobors with
the Canadian government, business documentation of the Doukhobor
commune (financial statements, convention reports and resolutions,
convention statements, etc.). Bonch-Bruevich’s Fond in SMHR stands
out because the material collected in it was diverse in its origin and
nature. An overwhelming majority of the documents deal with the
vital activities of the Christian Community of Universal Brotherhood
(CCUB). There are fewer documents on the history of the svobodniks or
sons of freedom [a group of extremists] and almost nothing on the
independents or farmers [individual peasants outside the CCUB].

The history of the Doukhobors based on the materials of Bonch-
Bruevich can be divided into several periods:

1) From the time of immigration to the end of 1902 when Peter
V. Verigin arrived in Canada from exile. It is the initial peri-
od of their life in Canada.




46 Tie Dou : )
DOUKHOBORS IN CANADA HISTORY OF THE DOUKHOBORS 47

2) From 1903 to 1924 is the time when P. V. Verigin was head

of the Christian Community of Universal Brotherhood. The
commune flourished at this time.

any means of subsistence, without any knowledge of the language,
customs, and laws of the country. The Doukhobors had to start from
nothing, and had to solve many problems. All those intricate clusters
ul problems and disputes between the Doukhobors and the govern-
ment as well as within the Doukhobor society (which became a source
ol prowing conflicts in the future) originated from this period.

The Doukhobors settled in Saskatchewan in the district of Assini-
biola and in the province of Manitoba. In SMHR, in Bonch-Bruevich’s
l'onds there is a geographic map of the Northern part of the
Doukhobor settlements (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 933). However, the
Information concerning their settlement is very fragmented and does
not provide a complete picture regarding this issue. On May 14, 1899,
woon after their arrival in Canada, a Doukhobor Vasili Potapov report-
il to the Chertkovs that the Cyprus Doukhobors were in the process
ol selecting land. Dmitry A. Khilkov chose two plots of land for them,
but it turned out that there had not been enough land there and they
had to look for a different plot. Potapov wrote that the land was found
and they decided to plant a garden there first so that they would not
miss the planting season, and then to build villages later. In his letter
lie mentioned the issue of their relations with the surrounding popu-
lation. Within the short time of his stay in Canada, Potapov had time
to notice that Canadians were divided into two types: “the first type
likes and respects us very much, but the other one, on the contrary,
detests us” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, . 401, p. 4).

Vladimir D. Bonch-Bruevich and Vera M. Velichkina also wrote
about the hostility of the local people toward the Doukhobors in the
letters to the Chertkovs. Their letters from Canada are very detailed
and animated. Each of the letters may be published as an independent
journalistic work. Indeed, several Bonch-Bruevich’s letters to the
Chertkovs later formed the basis of his book The Doukhobors in the
Canadian Prairies, 1918. T would like to single out Bonch-Bruevich'’s let-
ters to Vladimir G. Chertkov of September 4, 1899 (MS RSL, Fo. 369, C.
222, f. 3) and to Anna K. Chertkov of November 3, 1899 (MS RSL, Fo.
369, C. 223, f. 1), as well as the Velichkina’s letter to A. Chertkov of
August 27, 1899 (MS RSL, F9.369, C.439, {.15). Bonch-Bruevich and
Velichkina wrote about the conditions of the Doukhobors, about their
supplementary earnings, about their relations with each other, about

3) From 1925 to the late 1930s is a period of the rapidly pro-
gressing economic and moral decay of the commune.

4) From the late 1930s to the early 1950s.

If we examine the documents in chronological order, we will notice
that most of the material concerns the first and second periods. This is
because Bonch-Bruevich actively took part in the Doukhobor migration |
to Canada and lived there for almost one year. He continued a lively !
correspondence with his former countrymen even after his departure
until the late 1920s. From the 1930s it became considerably more difficult
to stay in contact because of political considerations; moreover, many !
Doukhobors who knew Bonch-Bruevich closely had passed away. ‘

The first several years in Canada were difficult and intense for the |
Doukhobors. They found themselves in an extreme situation; without

Fig. 12. — Early Doukhobor village in Saskatchewan
Photo by Leopold Sulerzhitsky
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Fig. 13. — Early Doukhobor village in Saskatchewan

From the Tarasoff Photo Collection on Doukhobor History,
Provincial Archives of British Columbia

an attempt to form a Committee for conducting business affairs and
dealing with the government. With much indignation they wrote about
the kulaks [rich peasants who exploited somebody else’s work] who, hav-
ing horses, either would not lend them to other people, or would lend

them in exchange for heavy labor. Bonch-Bruevich wrote to Chertkov in’

anger: “On the whole, there is a terrible exploitation of the poor peasants
by the Doukhobors-kulaks. For instance, Ivin took half a house from one
of the families for transporting their baggage on his horses from the win-
ter residence to the place of settlement only 20 versts [a verst is 3,500 feet]
away” (MS RSL, Fo. 369, C. 222, f. 3, pp. 60-61).

Those Doukhobors who immigrated from the Elizavetpol
province and the Kars region were the most prosperous. They suffered
less from repression than those who lived in the Akhalkalak district of
Tiflis province. Therefore, it turned out that some villages were very
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poor, while others got on their feet very quickly. However, the pros-
perity of a village commune depended on people’s unity and on their
loader. The commune Terpenie, which was headed by Paul Planidin,
ot on its feet quickly. The Christian principle “feed the hungry, warm
up the cold” became of secondary importance in these hard economic
tlmes. Tolstoy’s follower A. M. Bodiansky, who came to the
Doukhobors in Canada, wrote in December 1899 to Bonch-Bruevich,
who was in another village, that the same Planidin, in spite of the extra
lood supplies in the storehouse, refused to share them with other com-
munes (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 16).

There were various degrees of collectivization in the village-com-
munes; some of them had almost full communal sharing, while others
worked as individual farmers, and joined together at the time of
ploughing, sowing, and harvesting; still other communes practiced
tegular individual farming,.

The main thing that the Doukhobors dreamed about in the first
weveral years was to become well off; therefore, the people primarily
worried about their economic problems.

Particularly during the first few years, the letters of the Canadian
Doukhobors almost always contained information about harvesting
and farming. Some of them are very detailed. Together, these letters
pive a full picture of the initial stage of Doukhobor life in Canada.
Vasili Potapov wrote in his letter to Anna K. Chertkov of August 15,
[899 that many people went away to make money, that for the time
being it was hard to live in Canada, but with time it is possible to
“establish oneself well”, for woods are close and are given for free.
Potapov wrote in detail about the prices of basic foodstuffs, so that one
could get an idea of the purchasing capacity of the Doukhobors at this
lime (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 400).

The following letters described life in Canada: Zibarov’s letters to
Bonch-Bruevich in 1900-1901 (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 632), letters of
Ivan M. Strelaev from Blagodarenovka [Blagodarnoe] (SMHR, Fo. 2,
inv. 7, f. 154), letters of N. Pozdniakov from Liubomirovka [Lubovnoe]
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 112), letters to Pereverzev from the village of
Goreloe (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 671), Antifaev’s letters (SMHR, Fo. 2,
inv. 7, f. 609, 610), and the letters to Peter V. Strelaev from the village
of Verovka (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 703). The need of these letters is
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very different. V. Vereshchagin wrote in his letter of September 25,
1900 about the difficulties, shortages, and low spirits (SMHR, Fo. 2

inv. 7, f. 21). Ivan P. Vereshchagin wrote to Bonch-Bruevich in his let-

ter of February 13, 1901 about his tiny farm; but he stated with confi-
dence that he would go away to make money, would buy everything

required and would expand his farm (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 623}

Apparently the Doukhobors experienced both conditions as they were
getting established quickly. In January 1902. S. E. Chernov from the
village of Terpenie wrote with pride to V. M. Velichkina: “Now we are

eating our own bread, and we have milled flour on our own mill”
/ mill
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 719, L) l

.G :N. ?hcherbakov and V. V. Zibin wrote about the first years of |
their life in Canada in their Memoirs About Our Former Life in 1901
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 589). All the documents listed above describe

Doukhobor life as seen through their own eyes. It is like a look from
within.

Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds also have documents on the economic
statistics of the Doukhobor villages. Two of them are dated 1901: the
third one, apparently, was produced at the same time. Judging b}; the
markings on one of the documents, it is a copy of Herbert Archers’s re-
port. In spite of their great value, the data in these documents has one
essential defect: some of the names of the Russian villages are distort-
ed beyond recognition (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 916).

There is some information on the first years of life of the
Doukhobors in Canada in the letters of Herbert Archer to Vladimir G
Chertkov in 1899-1900 (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 265, 266, 267). 1 Woulci
like to draw special attention to Archer’s letter written to the govern-
ment official John Bellows on September 10, 1900. In this letter Archer *
provides some detailed statistics on the livestock and on the number of
agricultural equipment and machinery. He describes the situation of
Fhe supplementary earnings, the health of the Doukhobors, and exam-
ines the economic situation of each settlement. He expressed his confi-
dence that within five years the Doukhobors would be well established
and would prosper as they did in Russia (MS RSL. Fo. 369, C.235,1.27).

Bonch-Bruevich did not share the optimism of Archer and
Sulerzhitsky who tried to prove to the Canadian public from the very
beginning that the Doukhobors are doing rather well. This even led to
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conflicts. Bonch-Bruevich himself wrote about one of these conflicts in
lin article Something About the Doukhobors. The article was apparently
not published in Canada, as previously intended (MS RSL, Fo. 369,
(., 39, f. 8).

N. I. Dudchenko, who moved with the Doukhobors to Canada and
lived in their village of Kamenka, wrote a great deal about them. He
offered his very interesting observations in the letters to Dmitry A.
I hilkov during 1901-1903 (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 333). In his letters of
October 19 and 25, 1901, Dudchenko gave detailed descriptions of two
Doukhobor villages. In Terpenie, the villagers farmed as a commune,
but in Kamenka, they farmed individually. He wrote about the prob-
lems of the Doukhobors, their interrelations, character, etc. His letters
are the most valuable source of Doukhobor ethnography.

From far away in exile, Peter V. Verigin tried to give economic ad-
vice to the Doukhobors. He advised them to breed pedigree dairy cat-
le, pedigree horses, plant fruit gardens and at the same time look for
more convenient places to settle in the region (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7,
(. 309). There is only one letter of this kind in the Fonds, although there
apparently were other letters with “advice” as well.

Success by the Doukhobors was possible only because of their
superhuman efforts, strict economy, and well developed mutual assis-
tance among the relatives. S. Prokopenko, who was close to Tolstoy’s
{ollowers and lived next to the Doukhobors in Canada, noticed that
related Doukhobors grouped together. This was especially important

when the men went away to work and when only women with chil-
dren and old people were left in the villages. The money they made on
the side was the main source of their income. Gradually, people
stopped giving all their money to the communal funds even if they
belonged to communes. Prokopenko wrote about all this in his letter
to Bonch-Bruevich on July 25, 1900 (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f .689).

Canada offered ample opportunities to hard-working people and
the newcomers began to accumulate property against which they
fought so hard in the Caucasus. Starichki [old respected men], who suf-
fered patiently in Russia for their ideals of communal Christian life,
were especially discontented. V. Vereshchagin, one of these elders,
wrote to Bonch-Bruevich on September 25, 1900 from the village of
Terpenie: “Many among the Doukhobors have forgotten the Christian
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Fig. 14. - Monument of Nikolai I. Dudchenko, Tolstoyan helper. Died in Kamsack
Saskatchewan 1916. “His religion TOLSTOY”, ’

Photo by Koozma J. Tarasoff
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life and have begun to live as before, accumulating property and
denying the sufferings of the near and dear ones” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv.
7, 1. 21, p. 9). The Doukhobors who were devoted to Peter V. Verigin
were afraid of disobeying the wishes of their “equal-to-God” leader
concerning the organization of their life in Canada. Vasia Pozdniakov,
who visited P. V. Verigin in exile, conveyed these wishes to the
oukhobors just before his departure from Russia. Verigin believed
that in the new place each family should have its own house, cow and
horse; however, everybody should work together and divide the
products of their labor per person. Vasia Pozdniakov left some very
Interesting memoirs concerning life in Russia, and then in Canada,
including his meeting with P. V. Verigin (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 953).

It is possible that the book The Letters of the Doukhobor Leader Peter
Vasilevich Verigin (in the series Materials on the History and Research of
Russian Sectarianism, 1st ed.) published in 1901 had such an influence
on the Doukhobors that in the beginning of 1902, as N. I. Dudchenko
wrote in his letter to D. Khilkov on January 19, 1902, they started to
read the Bible intensely and looked for prophecies there. Dudchenko
wrote: “They have been thinking for a month now that all of them
should join together into a commune. So they decided to join together.
They again started dividing livestock, money, and trash, even pillow
feathers were weighed per person” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 333).
However, they were able to organize the commune as a united eco-
nomic organization only after the arrival of P. V. Verigin to Canada.

The documents in Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds allow us to examine the
relations between the Doukhobors and the government during the ini-
tial period of their life in Canada. Already in the first year there was
mutual discontent between the Doukhobors and the government
immigration officer W. F. McCreary. Without informing the
Doukhobors, McCreary used their bonus money to pay for the medi-
cine of their sick. His letters to Vera M. Velichkina during 1899 offer a
great deal of information on this subject (MS RSL, Fo. 369, C. 440, f. 30).

At first glance, the conflict was not very significant. However, eco-
nomic hardships and disorder of the day deepened the Doukhobors’
distrust of the Canadian government and incited them against it.
Velichkina wrote about this in her letter to the Chertkovs on October
17,1899 (MS RSL, Fo. 369, C. 439, £. 15).
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Fig. 15. — Self-sufficiency: Golden hands create rugs, ladles, clothes
and other domestic necessities

Sketch by Maria O. Inikova
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Dr. William Sanders, a representative of the Department of Agri-
culture, visited the Doukhobor settlements in early October and tried
to clear up the misunderstanding regarding the medicine and
expressed a sincere desire to help in providing seeds. He repeatedly
wrote about this in his letters to Vera M. Velichkina in 1899-1900 (MS
RSL, Fo. 369, C. 440, f. 47). The land issue became the stumbling block.
When moving to Canada, the Doukhobors did not know that they
would have to obtain land as private property. Dmitry Khilkov is usu-
ally blamed for failing to find out in advance how the land issue is
dealt with in Canada when he negotiated with the government about
the Doukhobor immigration.

However, Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds in SMHR contains a very inter-
esting letter April 20, 1898 by the Doukhobor respected elder Nicola
Zibarov who was en route from the Caucasus to England to St. John.
Zibarov expressed an ardent desire to get to a “free country” as soon
as possible. He wrote that the Doukhobors would like to rent or buy
land, although the most convenient way for them was to live on gov-
ernment lands as they had been living in the Caucasus (Fo. 2, inv. 7,
f. 345). It is apparent that at the time the Doukhobors entertained the
possibility of land purchase, perhaps the question of the basis on
which the land was going to be used did not arise.

The earliest document in Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds concerning the
land issue is dated May 28, 1900. It is The Appeal and Request to the
Canadian Government from the Authorized Organization of Universal
Brotherhood' which was written by A. Bodiansky on behalf of the
Doukhobors. In this “Appeal” the Doukhobors expressed their grati-
tude to the government for granting them shelter. At the same time
they stated that the Canadian laws regarding land ownership and reg-
istration of deaths and births in police registers were not acceptable to
them. They felt that these laws were wrong from their point of view
and asked them to be changed (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 273).

Alexander M. Bodiansky’s role in the Doukhobors’ rejection of
land ownership is raised here. He firmly stood by the Tolstoyan posi-
tion: “Land belongs to God; it cannot be sold or bought.” Even though
the idea existed in the Doukhobor teachings in the 1890s it had never

1. Meaning the Christian Communit of Universal Brotherhood (CCUB).
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Fig. 16. — Cultivating the prairie with plow and oxen, 1900

From the Tarasoff Photo Collection on Doukhobor History,
Provincial Archives of British Columbia

come to the forefront because the Doukhobors lived on government
lands in the Caucasus. In Canada they were confronted with the need
to resolve the land issue. It is difficult to say how this problem would

have been resolved if it were not for the strong agitation by Bodiansky. 1

A researcher who takes it upon himself to clarify this issue should
refer to the Bodiansky’s letters to Bonch-Bruevich in 1900 (MS RSL,
Fo. 369, C.241, f. 28). These letters give grounds for doubt that the
Doukhobors themselves were the initiators of The Appeal and Request to
the Canadian Government. ..

This Appeal first of all made an impression on the Quakers who
had helped the Doukhobors to emigrate and who had assured the
Canadian government of the benefits to be gained from the new set-
tlers. The first to respond was Aylmer Maude who was very involved
in the life of the Doukhobors. On August 20, 1900 he wrote a very kind
letter to them in which he explained what the government expected
from them and what can be done in this situation. Maude thought that
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If they acquired the land for all of them as a group, then those who
might want to leave the commune would not be able to do so; there-
fore, such a solution would not be fair (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 772).

Without doubt, the leaders of the Doukhobor commune could not
help but foresee that there would always be those who wished to leave
the commune; this, however, would lead to its weakening and erosion.
This was the reason why they accepted Bodiansky’s position on the
land issue. Maude’s letter had some impact on the Doukhobors and
their opinions became divided; some of them became supporters in ac-
(uiring land as private property. A Doukhobor Vasili Potapov wrote in
his letter to Diterikhs in November 1900 that they decided to wait for
the government'’s reply to their appeal (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 775).

At the same time in November 1900 The English Society of Friends for
Assistance to the Doukhobors turned to the Doukhobors with an admo-
nition. In their opinion, the Doukhobor letter to the government had
“elements which could be an obstacle to a favourable attitude towards
the Doukhobors.” Just as with Maude, they also tried to explain why
the government made these laws and not other ones (SMHR, Fo. 2,
inv. 7, f. 730).

In Canada the Doukhobors attempted to create the same indepen-
dent mini-state within the state which they had in the Caucasus before
|887. They wanted to obtain the land as one chunk for all of them, pay
taxes on it, and live there without any more government interference.
N. I. Dudchenko wrote about this desire of the Doukhobors and about
their distrust of the Canadian government in his letters to D. Khilkov
on October 17 and 19, 1901 (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 333). According to
Dudchenko, the Doukhobors did not feel completely settled in Canada
because of the uncertainty of the land issue. Hence, they had thought
about their new sufferings, about moving to Turkey.

Constantly repeating the notion that “land is God’s land”, the
Doukhobors nevertheless claimed their right to it. For instance, Dud-
chenko wrote in his letter to Khilkov on December 8, 1901 that the
Doukhobors from the village of Kamenka demanded an eviction of all
non-Doukhobors from the village declaring that there would not be
enough land for their children. In the same letter, Dudchenko
remarked correctly that the land issue would be resolved only after P.
V. Verigin arrived in Canada (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 333).
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In his letter to Khilkov of January 19, 1902, Dudchenko mentioned

some letter from Peter V. Verigin in which he advised the Doukhobors
not to build big houses because of possible relocation. This letter by

Dudchenko reveals what was going on within the Doukhobor com-

mune in their conflict with the government (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 333

In 1902 the Canadian government distributed to the Doukhobor

villages a circular Public notice concerning the issue of land appointment to

the Doukhobors. It informed the Doukhobors that from then on the land
allotted to them was not considered theirs. This document is pre-

served in SMHR (Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 915).

Semeon F. Reibin wrote to Bonch-Bruevich in his letter of February

5, 1902 about the arrival of a government official from Ottawa for
negotiations with the Doukhobors (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 694).
When the Doukhobors were moving to Canada, they thought that

it would be their Promised Land, that they would be able to settle |
down exactly the way they wanted, and that they would be absolute-

ly free from “human laws” as they called government laws. But the
reality of the land question stunned them. A Doukhobor from the vil-
lage of Osvobozhdenie, Peter V. Storozhev, wrote to Bonch-Bruevich
in February 1902 that they dug this land with spades, tilled it them-
selves, and now the angliks [a made-up word for Englishman] would
profit from their labour. “If there is no God’s law here,” concluded
Storzhev, “then there is no freedom here” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, £. 152}
p. 1). At the same time the disappointed Semeon Reibin wrote to

Bonch-Bruevich that they had hoped to find a respite from forced

roaming from place to place and from persecution in Canada, but the
Canadian government turned out to be the same as the Russian one
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 694).

A new stage in the life of the Christian Community of Universal
Brotherhood in Canada began with the arrival of the Doukhobor
leader Peter V. Verigin in November 1902. Unfortunately, there are no
documents concerning the vital activities of the commune in 1903 and
1904 in Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds. There is one letter by Peter V. Verigin,
December 7, 1904, from Canada to his son Peter P. Verigin in the
Caucasus. In this letter, Peter Vasilevich admired the excellent
Canadian soil, which was easy to cultivate. He wrote that they had
acquired their first steam engine (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 300).
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Peter V. Verigin successfully persuaded the government to regis-
{¢r all the land in the name of three members of the CCUB. In file 71,
inv. 7, Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds, SMHR, there is a Verigin’s letter to
(lifford Sifton, Minister of the Interior, written January 1, 1905, in
which he expressed his gratitude for the permission given to the
Doukhobors to settle in villages. He argued for the economic expedi-
ency of settling by villages and attached a list of corrected names for
44 villages.

However, in several years, the land issue arose again when the
povernment broke all agreements made with P. V. Verigin and re-
(quested that the Doukhobors become citizens, otherwise they would
lose their lands. The Canadian government appealed to the Doukho-
bors in both Russian and English (1907) stating: “The government is
pleased to see that some of the Doukhobors are cultivating their own
land and have already become or are becoming Canadian citizens an'd
Biritish subjects.” It would not force the Doukhobors to become c.:it¥-
zens, but it also “can no longer give them such land ownership privi-
leges which are not given to other people” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 922).

The Doukhobors used their own money to purchase some land in
British Columbia, and part of the commune members moved there in
groups within several years. In the letter to Bonch-Bruevich on April. 3,
1909, G. N. Kanigan wrote about the Doukhobors” move to British
Columbia and described the new sites (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 71). Ivan E.
Konkin wrote about the same events in his letter to A. K. Chertkov,
March 14, 1912; with it he enclosed a “farewell address” which was given
by a group of Doukhobors leaving for British Columbia in 1913. This
address was, apparently, intended not only for the Doukhobors, but also
for the general public. It provided two reasons which led to the move:

1) Their refusal to swear allegiance to the King;

2) The climate was unsuitable for vegetarians (SMHR, Fo. 2,
inv. 7, f. 69).

The land issue was resolved with this move and the citizenship
problem become less urgent at this time. At the same time, the
Doukhobors composed and memorized a new psalm concerning
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Fig. 17. — Spinning wool into yarn...
Sketch by Maria O. Inikova
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citizenship, which consisted of questions and answers. A researcher
may familiarize with it in SMHR (Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 896).

Simultaneously with the land problem during these years was the
problem of the registration of births, marriages, and deaths by the
Doukhobors, as well as the issue of attendance of their children in the
linglish schools. While not refusing to supply the Canadian authorities
from time to time with the information regarding population increas-
s, the community and zealot Doukhobors were flatly against regis-
tration in special books (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 878). Already by 1902
they refused to provide even Bonch-Bruevich with the information on
marriages and births (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 625). These problems
appear in several documents dated 1914. There is a letter from the
('CUB Doukhobors, March 1914, which was sent to the Attorney
(eneral of British Columbia, William Bowser, in which they stated
their position on these questions. The administration threatened the
Doukhobors of B. C. with a fine for disobeying Canadian laws. In
response, they wrote: “All the Doukhobors, and there are six thousand
people in the commune, they will take off their clothes which were left
after the robbery by the Saskatchewan government, and would throw
them in the faces of the officials in Nelson and Grand Forks. They
would remain naked on the streets and this would be a good illustra-
tion reflecting the attitude of the government officials toward the
Doukhobors” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, £. 431, p. 3). In these words one can
feel the deep resentment of these cheated people. This letter also con-
tains an explanation, written on behalf of the children, as to why the
Doukhobor children did not attend public schools. It is composed in
the form of Questions and Answers.

At the same time the female Doukhobors of the commune sent an
appeal to the Canadian government, signed by themselves, but com-
posed by Ivan E. Konkin. The appeal pointed out the unfair treatment
of the Doukhobors by the government (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 520).

The talks concerning the rejection of schools and registration of
births, marriages, and deaths were conducted in 1914 during the visit
to the commune by the British Columbia Minister Ross and the
Attorney-General Bowser. The conversation was recorded by Ivan E.
Konkin and Simeon Reibin and is preserved in SMHR (Fo. 2, inv. 7,
f. 519).
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The economic aspects of life in CCUB at the time of Peter V. Verigin
was well documented in the materials from Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds in

SMHR. Ivan E. Konkin, an ardent supporter of the commune, wrote in

great detail and enthusiasm about t he commune’s achievements. His

letters to a Russian skopets [a member of a religious sect practicing cas- !

tration], M. N. Migachev, an acquaintance of his through Siberian exile,

especially contain a great deal of interesting information. One of them ]
dated April 12, 1906 and another one written two years later in ‘

December 22, describes the amount and kind of property the commune
had and its cost; he also wrote about the plans for the future (SMHR, Fo.

2, inv. 7, f. 523). In his letter to K. S. Zabava in Russia, 1906, he also

described communal farming, supplementary income from gathering
seneca roots and working on the railroad (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 521). In
his letter to Bonch-Bruevich, March 22, 1911, Konkin wrote about the
harvest in Saskatchewan, prospects for farming in British Columbia, and
the “wonderful” communal life (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 69). In his letter
to Anna K. Cherkov, March 14, 1912, Konkin colourfully described the
light white bread eaten by commune members, the tasty borshch made
of fresh vegetables, homemade jam, and stewed fruit (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv.
7, £.69). In sum, I. E. Konkin'’s letters serve as a complete and fairly cred-
ible source despite a somewhat excessive praise of communal life.

In 1909 Peter V. Verigin wrote about the commune, its farming and
customs in an extensive letter to V. G. Iakushevich who, apparently,
wanted to reside together with the Doukhobors (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7,
f. 298). V. I. Strelaev wrote Bonch-Bruevich on February 14, 1913 about
the life in the British Columbia communal house in the village of
Plodorodnoe. In his letters between 1913 and 1916, P. V. Strelaev de-
scribed the life and farming in the Saskatchewan village of Vernoe
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 154-155).

Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds in SMHR contains a list of all the com-
munal property which in September 1917 totaled $1,980,748. It was
put together in the form of an announcement for public educational
purposes. It stated that the Canadian government granted the
Doukhobor commune the right to legally establish the Christian
Community of Universal Brotherhood (Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 879).

The documents listed above contain a vast amount of valuable in-
formation about the customs established in the commune and about
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the nature of its spiritual life. Unfortunately, Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds
contain almost no letters from P. V. Verigin to the Doukhobors with
the economic advice and moral admonitions which he sent to the vil-
lages in great numbers. The only exception is his letter to all commune
members, October 15, 1912, in which Verigin informed all the
Doukhobors about the representative meeting in the village of
Otradnoe, thanking God for granting them a good harvest (SMHR,
Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 300). o

One ought to single out one more document concerning life in the
('CUB. It is a letter by S. Evdokimov, January 1922, to the editor of th.e
newspaper Novoe Russkoe Slovo [New Russian Word]. This man acci-
dentally found himself among the Doukhobors of British Columbia
and spent only one day with them. A very observant person,
llvdokimov recorded the most valuable ethnographic information
about their table manners and food preparations; moreover, he calcu-
lated the expenditure of foodstuffs and money for each eater of the
commune (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 502).

The vital activities of the CCUB can be examined through the doc-
uments from the yearly conventions, although the fonds lack certain
years. There are accounts for the conventions 1906° and 1908-1912
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 893-903); the financial accounts can be found
for only 1911-1912 (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 909).

If one were to judge by the official accounts of CCUB and by the let-
ters from the Doukhobors, life in the commune was plentiful, happy,
and prosperous. The above mentioned Peter V. Strelaev enthusiasti-
cally wrote in 1913 about collective harvesting with the use of ma-
chines: “...would simply say how happy and agreeable everything is,
everything gets done so well. For now the life is so prosperous...”
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 155, p. 10). .

One can also find some negative remarks about the commune in
the letters of the Doukhobors. First of all the authors did not like the
unlimited power of the leaders and a complete absence of rights to
ordinary commune members. M. A. Abrosimov who left the com-
mune with his family, wrote the following about his reasons for leav-
ing in his letters to Bonch-Bruevich in 1910: “...a commune is a good

2. In the book Materials on the History and Research of Russian Sectarianism.
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thing, there are no poor people, nor rich ones; no one is dying of

hunger or walks around without shoes or clothing. But to divide

everything in a Christian-like way, that is not there, no. Those who are

strong” and sharp-tongued live well, but it's not the same for the
i(;ts,tfu (SMHR, Fo. 2, 1rfv.. 7, £. 2, p. 13). In the other letter he wrote:
s funny, but true; Verigin, our leader, became an absolute master of

our labour. The man cunningly took possession of the enormous prop-

erty...” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 2, p. 6).
S. F. Reibin expressed kis dissatisfaction with the communal cus-
toms and Peter V. Verigin, who was given the nickname of “Lordly”

in Canada. A large group of the Doukhobors including himself left the

commune in 1923. Reibin reminisced about this period of his life in his
letter to V. D. Bonch-Bruevich on August 5, 1952 (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7,

f. 136). Reibin sent Bonch-Bruevich his story Two elders’ to demonstrate |

convincingly the unlimi igi
el ngz it fmll;t;')d powers and petty tyranny of Verigin
Ivan G. Bondarev gave a brilliant testimonial of the commune and
communal society. Looking back and analyzing his communal life of
25 years as well as following the life in the USSR through newspapers
he Wrot? to Bonch-Bruevich in 1933: “The masses must silentl panci
unquestingly obey the decrees and decisions (made by the assg’mbl
supppsedly) which always place the interests of plans and strate ie}s,
far l'}lgher than the individual interests and everyday requirementi of
the individuals comprising the masses” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 19
p- 8). As we can see the assessments of the commune Vlarieci, l;ut the;
S:S;:;}'ler who wants to obtain an objective picture must consider all
Those centrifugal forces which existed in CCUB, multiplied by the
desire and resources of the government to disintegrate the comm};ne
produced their results after Peter V. Verigin's death in 1924 ,
Soon after the tragic death of Peter V. Verigin, there V\;as a split
among the commune members: a negligible part of the people wznt
with Anastasia Golubova who lived in Verigin’s house for man
years; the rest came to recognize Peter Petrovich Verigin who lived 11}1’

3. Published in S. F. Reibin’s book Trud I mirnaia zhi
: -F. : mirnaia zhizn: Istoria dukhobotsev b i
Toil and peaceful life: History of the Doukhobors Unmasked. San Francisco 19e522ma5kl /
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{he USSR as their leader. In Canada he was better known under a nick-
name of “Chistiakov”. A. A. Konkin mentions the split in his letter to
Bonch-Bruevich dated February 25, 1935. S. F. Reibin wrote about the
wame thing many years later on November 19, 1946 (SMHR, Fo. 2,
inv. 7, f. 68, 137).

After P. V. Verigin’s death, major financial difficulties came to
light in the commune. The materials from the yearly meetings of
('CUB shareholders from 1924-1925 throw light on some of the prob-
lems (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 907). The information concerning the rela-
{ions with the banks as well as the economic concerns for that year can
be found in the Special Rulings of the Directors of the Christian Commu-
nity (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 908).

Peter Petrovich Verigin who arrived in Canada in 1927 immedi-
ately began his attempts to find money to pay the debts. For this pur-
pose, Peter Petrovich established a personal fund which he created
from the proceeds of bonds bought by the Doukhobors. However, not
all the moneys collected were used for public purposes. There is a doc-
ument in Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds titled Peter Petrovich Verigin-
Chistiakov. Creation of a personal fund. Tts author is not indicated, but it
is a person closely related to the leader and well versed in the finan-
cial affairs of the commune (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 875).

The commune’s economic condition is reflected in the yearly
reports for 1928-1929 (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f.910) and in the Estimate of
Profits and Expenses for 1930 (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 911). The govern-
ing body of CCUB tried to find resources from renting vacant lands to
its own members in 1929 (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 912).

Upon his arrival in Canada, Peter P. Verigin tried to unite all the
Doukhobors regardless of their religious and socio-economic differ-
ences. On Verigin's initiative, the individual farmers, the communal
farmers and the sons of freedom announced at the Convention on June
27, 1928 that from then on they will be called the Imenovannie

Dukhobortsy [Named Doukhobors]. The Minutes of this Convention
and an Agenda are preserved in Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds in SMHR
(Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 904). Another archive file contains a list of representa-
tive delegates of the Named Doukhobors who came to the Convention
on March 30, 1930 (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 905). A significant issue of
that period was the adoption of the Declaration of the Named Doukhobors
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at the Convention which took place from July 29 to August 7, 1934, It

has been published many times and is widely known. One copy is also

preserved in SMHR (Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 921).

Despi i |
e t}?lte the numerous resolutions, Convention Minutes, and
- . . . . 4
arations, the crisis situation intensified not only in the economic

domain, but in all aspects of the Doukhobors’ life. Tension was grow-

ing with the government as well as antagonism between the sons of

1f\iIeekdom and the rest of the Doukhobors. In 1932 and 1933 Vasili A
akaseev wrote about this in his articles for the press. He sent two of

then.1 to Bonch-Bruevich: The Letter to the Minister of Education in the
province of Saskatchewan and The Doukhobors and the government (SMHR,

Fo. 2,iny, 7, £. 536, 837).

The well-known story about Peter P. Verigin’s arrest and his at-

tempted deportation to the USSR served to worsen the already diffi-

cult situation. We will not touch upon the question of whether or not

this move by the Canadian government was morally justified. One can
zlnalfe' judgments about the attitude of the Doukhobors towards this
ecision by the appeal that they sent to the government. This d
ment is preserved in SMHR (Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 182). The Dou'khoborsc,) Tll;:
Frrjrlrllyﬂlzegged the Canafiia.n administration not to deport their leader
i Ceoi?:z;t:g :Zhiei:nltllig c;errﬁ)le pi;:tt;res of the repercussions of
: - "And what will happe igin’
de.portatlon, when these poor victims, havingplI:)s?aelllftc(:fr tlf\:erlr Xaecrlll?tlln .
will have to take off their clothes (as has already been done by parte;

them) and will stretch out in a wretched line along the railroad”, they ‘

wroIt)e in their appeal (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 182 p. 6)
eter P. Verigin was not de : Finte
: ported but unfortunatel is or-
d}:‘al dl}cli not affect his lifestyle. A Doukhobor S. I D};Ezsgv&afsrgtre
about this to Bonch-Bruevich in his 1 o
A b s letter of August 25, 1935 (SMHR,
I would like to singl i
gle out a manuscript of Paterson among th
;lgg)cgments concerning the Canadian Doukhobors in the 19205g an:i.
’ s. It twas wrlt;en in the second half of the 1930s and to a greater or
sser extent touches upon vari i
e P ous aspects of Doukhobor life (SMHR,
In 1938 not long before P. P. Verigin’
8. . . P. gin’s death, the Union of Spiritual
Communities of Christ (USCC) was created to replace the Cl}:ristiail
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( ommunity of Universal Brotherhood. The communal life based on
(hristian principles —the reason for their relocation to Canada— be-
came a thing of the past.

The problems of the Doukhobors in Canada were exacerbated by
{heir inner disagreements, splits and conflicts. In December 1945 they
convened an All-Doukhobor Convention during which they tried to
analyze the reasons for the estrangement and find ways to eliminate
them. V. I. Kuchin sent the resolutions of this Convention, which also
dealt with other problems, to Bonch-Bruevich. The Union of Doukho-
bors of Canada in the 1940s was described in his letter to Bonch-Brue-
vich on November 19, 1946 by S. F. Reibin (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 137).

The 50th anniversary of the relocation of the Doukhobors was cele-
brated in 1949. The Doukhobors from the Union of Spiritual Communi-
lies of Christ celebrated this occasion on July 31 and August 1st. The
program and script of the 18-act performance was staged by them and
preserved in SMHR (Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 897). In effect, this script is a
Doukhobor interpretation of their own history. It was undoubtedly col-
lectively discussed and performed in front of a mass of Doukhobors. It
presents the historical conception of the Doukhobors as interpreted
from a USCC perspective. The performance was primarily intended for

the younger generation as a reminder of the legacy of their ancestors.

The process of integration of the Doukhobors into the Canadian
society which happened naturally and regularly was accompanied by
a weakening of their ethnic and religious isolation. First of all, this pro-
cess affected the young people. Doukhobor historian Vasili A. Souko-
rev offered his own vision of this problem in his letter to Bonch-Brue-
vich dated June 18, 1949. In his letter he also enclosed his article The
Future of the Doukhobors (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 158). As the generations
were changing, the problem of preserving their traditions, language,
religion and transferring these to the young people became more and
more urgent. These and other questions were examined in November
1950 at the Convention of the Union of Youth, created as part of Union
of Spiritual Communities of Christ. The materials of this Convention
are preserved in SMHR (Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 906).

Among the documents which reflect the history and ideology of
the Canadian Doukhobors, there are documents concerning the move-
ment of the sons of freedom or svobodniks. These are the letters of the
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sons of freedom, their memoirs and diaries, appeals, petitions and
open letters which they published and widely circulated. All of them
are preserved in SMHR.

Unfortunately, during the formation of Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds,
these documents did not arrive regularly. The Fonds contain a few
documents on the initial stages of the freedom movement; then there
is a gap until 1912, and then there are a few more sources containing
information on the freedom movement in 1911-1913. The next pause
lasted until the second half of the 1920s. There is a large collection of
documents for 1928-1929. The freedom movement of the early 1930s is
represented very sparingly in the Fonds. There are just a few docu-

ments concerning this group of the Doukhobors in the second half of

the 1940s. Certainly a researcher cannot reconstruct such complicated
and diverse phenomenon as the freedom movement by using these
documents. The materials of the Fonds can nevertheless shine some
light on some distinct periods of the movement. The personal docu-
ments (diaries, letters) allow us to glance at the movement from the
inside, through the eyes of the sons of freedom themselves.

The earliest documents date to the summer of 1902, i.e. exactly from
the time when the freedom movement had just emerged. The sons of
freedom marked their arrival by a complete rejection of all foods of an-
imal origin. In the Caucasus, the postnik-Doukhobors refused to eat
meat, but in Canada many of the sons of freedom stopped eating but-
ter, milk, and eggs. They also refused to use cattle to do farm work.

Ivan E. Konkin reported this to the Chertkovs with chagrin on July 11,

1902. He hoped that all this was temporary and “the Lord will send
them insight” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 763, p- 1). The sons of freedom
turned to an Immigration officer in Yorkton asking him to convey their
message to the higher authorities regarding an allotment of a vacant lot
of land with a good climate for the cattle that they wanted to release
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 877). The leaders of the sons of freedom, Ivan
Ponomarev and E. Popov, reported to A. M. Bodiansky in the fall of
1902 the reasons for their unusual actions. It was in their plans to find
a location with a warmer climate for themselves as well (SMHR, Fo. 2,
invi'7,.£..892).

Several documents were written by people who saw the freedom
movement in completely different ways as they described the first trek
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of the sons of freedom in the fall of 1902. One of these was by sons of
freedom V. V. Kolesnikov in his letter to Bonch-Bruevich in October
1904 (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 64). Much later, in 1924, A. A. Konkin wrote
about the trek of the sons of freedom in his memoirs. His mother was
a sons of freedom, but he himself did not support the movement
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 946). The Fonds contains one more document
whose authorship is ascribed to a Canadian, a lieutenant Lotbiniere. It
is called Excerpts from a Diary , but more likely, it is a report concerning
the trek of the sons of freedom to Yorkton prepared by the lieutenant
at the request of the superiors (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 873).

In 1912, F. P. Rezansov wrote three notebooks of memoirs-reflec-
tions, called A Book of Suffering and Death of Dear People in Canada for Their
Faith in God. The beginning of this narrative begins in 1903 and covers
the time period up to 1912. It is dedicated to the freedom movement and
is written from their point of view (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 571).

Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds contains a diary of a son of freedom M. A.
Voikin which he called Life and Suffering, dated 1912. The diary covers
a brief period and its entries were not made on a regular basis; never-
theless, it is very interesting. In his diary a researcher could find not
only a narrative of events and discussions on religious topics, but also
everyday sketches down to recipes for berry preserves used by the
Doukhobors (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 497).

One of the key questions of the sons of freedom’ ideology was
their refusal to own property, a concept that was defined very broad-
ly. A relationship between a husband and his wife were viewed by
them as proprietary. The active members of the movement A.
Makhortov in his letter of August 7, 1911, and M. A. Voikin wrote to
Bonch-Bruevich about the victory over family egotism (SMHR, Fo. 2,
inv. 7, f. 90, 31). Their letters also contain other interesting details of
the lives of the sons of freedom.

G. N. Kanigan's letter written in October 1912 was to be delivered
to the King’s commissioner. Kanigan wanted to explain to the
commissioner the aims of the movement of his accomplices and their
actions (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 71).

The next document on this topic in the chronological order begins
in February 1926. This is an article written by a sons of freedom V.
Vlasov, Life and Peace, in which he states his thoughts on God and life
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(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 495). The Fonds preserved a large number of

pamphlets describing the sons of freedom’ ideology written in 1928-
1929. These are appeals to specific government officials on various ley-
els, to the collective image of “the rulers and executors of human
laws”, to “brothers and sisters”, to “Christians of the whole world”, as
well as the open letters. Their purpose was to present the main idea of

the sons of freedom’ teachings to various strata of the Canadian pop-
ulation and to the world community, to show their determination to
champion their principles and, if possible, to seek support. Altogether
these documents disclose the reasons for the conflict between the gov-
ernment and the sons of freedom, they throw light on the key points
of their doctrine and allow one to understand their ideas, purpose, ﬂ
and place in human society (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 87, 627, 880-882,

885-893).

I'would like to concentrate on just a few of them. The Appeal of the

Sons of Freedom to the Christians of the World is dated August 19, 1928.

The sons of freedom state in it that the Named Doukhobors' are noth-
ing less than the “ark which preserved and delivered the Truth up to
the present time”. They are the advance detachment of the commune,

and it is they who must atone for the sins of all the living beings, i.e.

as God's true sons, they are sent to save mankind. Here is the origin of
the glorification of suffering, readiness to suffer in the name of

mankind, and the search for suffering. In this Appeal, as in many oth-
ers, one can hear the eschatological motifs about the end of the world,
and the impending death of civilization (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 87).
The same motifs are found in the Open Letter to Inspector Dunwoody
written in 1931 (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 480).

In 1929 the sons of freedom turned to “brothers Quakers”. In an at-
tempt to open their eyes to the actions of the Canadian government,
the sons of freedom hoped to find understanding and support among
the Quakers (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, £. 87). Having heard of the oppres-
sion of the Doukhobors in the USSR, the sons of freedom sent their

4. Up to November 1927, only svobodniks called themselves “Named Doukhobors”.
After Peter P. Verigin’s speech of October 29, 1927 in Brilliant, British Columbia,
this name expanded to include all Doukhobors: commune members, svobodniks,
and individual farmers. However, in their documents, the sons of freedom con-
tinue to denote only themselves when talking about the Named Doukhobors.
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petition to a vague destination: “To Mosccfw”,' nai\i,ely I\:IJ;IgI;ng thze
Soviet government “to live according to God's wishes” (S B2,
hw'(;’f f’sgpizzsc)ial interest is a document, An Appfzal of th; 4I\bfant1ﬁz
Doukhobors to all Other Idealists of the World. Tt was wrltten.m 19 = Yﬁ N
wons of freedom incarcerated in the New Westxmr.lster prison of Bri sh
(olumbia and sentenced to hard labor. It is of interest n'ot so. muc.:
hecause of its content, but because of its iogrgxti)The appeal is written in
3 rayer (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, {. : :
: m!r.%r:n(s)f(:f };ret}e’dor(n’ appeals are always very emotional, sometlrr;es
with a shade of certain exaltation. Even in thejir gersonal letters, a; or
example in A. Dutov’s letter to Bonch-Bruevich in 1928, one ca”r; ear
the declarative, slogan style peculiar to them. A. Dutoy wrote: way
with war, revolution, exploitation, property owne'rslup, and ?gOhSI‘I’L
|.and, our mother, is not to be bought, sold,7o; }g;;d taxzc;s for; Satan’s
' i ilt on taxes” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. S P 2)
”“OSnoerrllseE;les, overcome by their feelings, t}.le authors of let’cesrlf./I Ie:{nlil
manuscripts placed poems they had written in their appeals ( ’
d i . 90, 575).
. zzk,xin:r.lzlaiezomam)lscript of Vasili A. Makaseyev, Doukhoborls-Svo-
bodniks, can apparently be dated to the late 1920s or ee?rly 19332‘ ts au
thor was not a sons of freedom / svobodnik, but he w1tnesse. edVFurﬁ
hard life of his father Alesha Makaseyev, who truly. experience o
suffering. His father was one of the active svobodniks. Re]e;:tlntgh
freedom movement, V. A. Makaseyev still felt. compassion for these
people and tried to be objective (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 533). .
The material on the freedom movement of the 1930s an .
reached Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds mainly through Peter N. Malm; ' 1;
man was the author of many of them. They are The Speech of svobo ni
Malov on Peter’s Day June 29, 1935 and a letter to the II.XOSt prog;;z;x;
group of Doukhobors in Blaine Lake, Saska‘tchewan in 193? ( f ;
Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 87). His letters to Bonch-Bruevich c.)f the 1940s is o 1gre?
interest. First of all, what is surprising in them 1.s that P. N. Mla oy is
very well-read, has great erudition, and is predisposed t(? ana y(zilrflgr.
He was at the center of the freedom movement of t.hat hm}i RanF :
that reason reported some interesting facts and details (SMHR, Fo. 2,

inv. 7, f. 86).




72 THE DOUKHOBORS IN CANADA

5 In his letter to.Bonch-Bruevich, July 8 and 22, 1949, V. A. Soukorey
:th Oem}})\is tl:o ex}?mme the essence of the freedom movement Soukorey
ug at this movement was not based igi i
Ao ! ed on religious principles, but
racter which was revealed in their reiecti
any authority and of any social orde e
) . r. He had an extremely negati
attitude towards this philosophy and stated that the sons o}; fregedo‘:rel

caused not only material, but also moral damage to the Doukhobor

movement (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 158).

Isolated references to the sons
: : of freedom are also f di
files of the archives of SMHR (Fo. 2, inv. 7, £. 537, 590 6;’;‘)“ nes

Except for isolated references and several letters of Vasili A

lll/Ialziaseyev tP Bonch-Bruevich during the 1930s, Bonch-Bruevich’s
onds essentially lack any material on the life of the so-called Inde- |

pendents or farmers. They are the ones who left the commune and be-

came land owners. Of special interest is the letter November 4 1933 in

;\Irll;icth llzi/lalgaseyttel: described his life since 1913, wrote about his farm
old about the difficulties and sufferings he h ;
: ad end
he could get on his own feet (SMHR, Fo. 2, ignv. 7ok 652npl}13r62‘:-15k))ef0re
e ﬁf;evxg caxz1 .see, gomli;nents from Bonch-Bruevich’s F;)nd.s con'cern

anadian Doukhobors are sufficientl ied i i ;

and origin. Not all aspects of their li y SR
; ife from different periods of histo-

ry are dealt with equally well. However, we considef that the Fc:ic(l)s

are indispensable for researchers s i
tud : :
dence of the Doukhobors in Canada. ying the first years of the resi-

Chapter IV

Doukhobors and Tolstoy’s Followers

During the tragic fate of the Doukhobors, those closely and
immediately associated was a group of intelligentsia who were
called Tolstoy followers because they shared the views of the great
writer. Scholars still argue whether or not the Tolstoy movement was
a new religious sect or it represented philosophical-ethical teachings.
By the middle of the 1890s many common directions were discovered
in the religious-ethical teachings of the Doukhobor and Tolstoy move-
ments. Researchers talked about the ideological influence of the fol-
lowers of Lev N. Tolstoy on the Doukhobor movement. We shall not
raise this question now as it demands a scrupulous study.

Suffice it to say that if it was not for the involvement and assistance
of Tolstoy followers, the fate of the Doukhobors from Transcaucasia
would certainly have been different. The question of their interre-
lationship inevitably comes up as soon as we consider the Doukhobor
movement of the 1890s, the relocation to Canada, and the first years of
life at the new location. Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds in MS RSL and
SMHR contain a large collection of documents dealing with this sub-
ject. These are the Doukhobors’ letters to Tolstoy’s followers and vice
versa, extensive correspondence of Tolstoy’s followers among them-
selves, and appeals of Tolstoy’s followers to the military and civil
authorities. Starting from 1895 Tolstoy’s followers paid a great deal of
attention to the Doukhobors. The amount of attention gradually less-
ened from the 1900s. The greatest number of documents date from

exactly that time.
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What was it that attracted Tolstoy’s followers to the Doukhobor
movement? They saw their confederates in the poor sectarian peas-
ants; they viewed them as people able to realize the ideals proposed
by Lev N. Tolstoy. An unknown author, undoubtedly Tolstoy’s fol-
lower, wrote about this in his letter to Pavel A. Bulanzhe [Boulanger]
in the fall of 1896. With enthusiasm, he argued that the Doukhobors’
conception of God, God’s kingdom, man, and his purpose is the same
as that of Lev Nikolaevich; later he argued that the existence of the
Christian Community of Universal Brotherhood “provides a brilliant
example of the harm of the church and government and their need-
lessness. To help this movement means to help mankind to get rid of
all evil from which it suffers” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 412, p. 4)*. There
is another document in the Fonds which has passages answering the
above question. This is the Article-Report on the Preparation for
Emigration of the Doukhobors to Canada, authored by Aylmer Maude.
Maude wrote that Tolstoy’s followers considered the Doukhobors to
be “ideally peaceful people, full of love for their enemy”, that the
Doukhobors have solved the most important problem, they “found a
way to combine complete personal freedom with the equality of posi-
tion and the material basis of peace and order in a communal estab-
lishment” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 546, pp- 28-29).

In the opinion of Tolstoy’s followers, the Doukhobors have
resolved the contradiction between the social organization which was
the commune and personal freedom of its members. Maude

remarked that Lev N. Tolstoy hoped that the Doukhobors’ manifes- 1

tation against militarism would be widely supported, although in his
attitude towards them, Tolstoy was more subdued than his “fanatical
followers”.

Apart from the ideological one, there was another reason for con-
necting Doukhobors with Tolstoy, i.e. simple human compassion.
Being Christians, Tolstoy’s followers could not help but offer assis-
tance to the persecuted and the suffering. As soon as the information
about weapons burning and cruel repression against the Doukhobors
reached Tolstoy’s followers, they started a wide campaign to protect
the sectarians. Tolstoy’s followers continually followed the develop-
ment of events, visited the locations where the Doukhobors, exiled
from their native villages, were resettled, began to collect material aid
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for them, and visited prisoners in jails (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, . 257, 412,
756; MS RSL, Fo. 369, K. 43, f. 1, pp. 792-793*, 830-844").

Tolstoy’s followers were energetic in releasing their compassion.
They wrote and distributed petitions to the public in Russia and
abroad asking for assistance for the sufferers; they published articles
describing all the horror of the Doukhobors’ situation. SMHR contains
a copy of an article by Vladimir G. Chertkov, Persecuted for Love, writ-
ten in 1896 (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, . 588) and a petition for help written
by Ivan M. Tregubov in the same year (MS RSL, Fo. 269, K. 43, f. 1, pp.
652-654). Readers responded warmly to the publications in Russian
newspapers regarding the Doukhobors. In his letter, March 23, 1897, to
[u. Eshchenko in Tiflis, P. A. Bulanzhe wrote that after publication in
the newspaper Russkie Vedomosti [The Russian Gazette] of a letter
about the difficult situation of the Doukhobors resettled among the
population of the Caucasus, many people in Moscow expressed their
desire to help them (MS RSL, Fo. 269, K. 43, {. 1, pp. 777-778). Tolstoy
also took part in this campaign.

Undoubtedly the appeals of Lev N. Tolstoy, Vladimir G. Chertkov,
and Ivan Tregubov to the chief of the Ekateringrad penal battalion
played a big part in saving the Doukhobors who were sent there and
in replacing their sentences with an 18-year exile (MS RSL, Fo. 369, K.
43. f. 1, pp. 622-623, 682-684, 685-691). Tregubov's letter to the chief of
the Caucasian military district S. A. Sheremetev is written with great
emotion. He takes up the cause to defend Doukhobors Vasili Verigin
and Vasili Vereshchagin who were rumored to be sentenced to death.
The letter was printed on a hectograph by the author himself and was
widely distributed throughout Moscow. Tregubov’s letter generated a
stream of appeals to Sheremetev in defense of the convicted (SMHR,
Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 452)*. V. G. Chertkov was exiled abroad, while Pavel I.
Biryukov and L. M. Tregubov were exiled to the Baltic region for orga-
nizing help for the Doukhobors. Tolstoy’s followers were able to draw
the attention of society to the plight of the Doukhobors and to prevent
the authorities from concealing the lawlessness and atrocities commit-
ted by the Caucasian administration and by the Cossacks.

Tolstoy’s followers idealized the Doukhobors; in their letters they
eagerly told each other about Doukhobor pacifism, communal move-
ment, humility, and other Christian virtues. To a certain extent their
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it)ette;;&i1 characterize Tolstoy’s followers themselves, They saw in the
thce)uw oll(aorfs I;)nly what they wanted to see. Alekhin’s opinion about
ork of Dmitry A. Khilkov, The Teachin iri sti
he w . ' ; g of Spiritual Christians, is
significant in this respect. Alekhin wr ¢
A ote to Tregubov i 1
February 23, 1896, that Khilkov gu oy,
,, 3 presented only those parts fr
ll?(:)l;kl.mbc;rsf ztgghmgs that matched his personal belielf)s (SMI-(IJ;‘, :
2 dmv. 7,4 *. Diterikhs saw th 4 2
e eilys e ipinc em as “good and honest workers ]
It was peculiar to Tolstoy’s followers at that time period to displa 7
:hcelr)tam degree of self-abasement as well as a desire to be taught by 3
irle t;)ukhobo.r-martyrs who showed them an example of Christianitz i
: ac 'on. Inspired by the example of the Doukhobors who refused to
erve in the army, Leopold A. Sulerzhitsky refused to serve. “We took

upon ourselves to teach them,” he wrote in a letter to his brother on

i\IotverrTber 11, 1895, “but they outdistanced us and we got lost in our '.
ust, sciences and arts.” Later, he wrote: “Let’s acknowled e our mis-
take and come out and help them” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f g787 . nS])lS- |

At the same time, Tolstoy’s followers tried to po,pl;lari;g3 'the'ir |

ideas among the Doukhobors; they attempted to make them follow

Tolstoyls teachings. This popularization was conducted not only b
Tolstoy’s followers who often came to visit the Doukhobo ’ ZI,
g:ough l,etters, but also through the literature published byrSVaZ'
: tertkozl s and P. : L. : Biryu1.<ov’s publishing house Posrednilé
nterme iary] and distributed in the Caucasus. The publicati
Posrednik were regularly sent to Peter V. Verigin. ’ e
Howerar, in his article Where is your brother?, written in 1898 and
Partly published in 1902 as an introduction to the collection Dokl Zn
in a Penal Battalion, Chertkov tried to prove complete independ . Or;
the Doukhpbor movement of the 1890s. He wrote that it hgd ”ni)ntlcf ;
new, nothing contrary to the way they acted earlier, i. e. in the b iy
ning o.f the 19th century” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 943 ’p 1;1) D Kh'elim-
also tried to prove that despite some common poin’ts in t};e cio : O‘;
the Doukhobor’s and Tolstoy’s followers, the former professed gtma1 .
before Tolstoy (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 733, p::5); ’ it b
As for the Doukhobors, they gratefully accepted financial aid and
moral support from Tolstoy’s followers. They wrote them num o
letters from the Caucasus, from jail, from the halting places forezc:rlls
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victs telling them about their lives, and turning to them as friends.
fiven though the Doukhobors constantly stressed that they would
gladly suffer, in almost every letter they called for help.

It is well known what an important part Tolstoy’s followers
played in the relocation of the Doukhobors to Canada and during the
first years of settlement at the new locale. Aylmer Maude, D. Khilkov,
Alexander K. Konshin, Bodiansky, Prokopenko, N. Dudchenko, and
L. Sulerzhitsky lived in Canada among the Doukhobors and had an
opportunity to examine them closer. P. Biryukov was in Cyprus
together with the Doukhobors. Tolstoy’s followers began to look more
closely at the Doukhobors, began to discover new traits in them, and
saw that they were not saints, but rather ordinary people with their
own weaknesses, people fanatically dedicated to their leader and not
willing to heed to the teachings of their intellectual friends.

The letters of Tolstoy’s followers at that time are the most interest-
ing sources for the study of social psychology of the Doukhobors. Ec-
static comments about the Doukhobors in the correspondence of
Tolstoy’s followers gave way to critical evaluations of them, right up
to complete rejection. It was more difficult to part with illusions for
those who did not live directly with the Doukhobors in Canada, as for
example for V. G. and A. K. Chertkov, P. L. Biryukov, and I. M.
Tregubov. A. Maude wrote about his disappointment in the above-
mentioned Article-Report... (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 546, pp. 35-36). A.
Bodiansky, who lived with the Doukhobors in Canada for a few years,
was shocked that they perceived P. V. Verigin as God’s son Christ. He
wrote a letter to Verigin in December 1900 trying to find out the posi-
tion of P. V. Verigin himself on this issue. Tolstoy’s followers, who
always considered that the highest authority for the Doukhobors was
reason and conscience, suddenly found out that the highest authority
was P. V. Verigin. Bewildered, Bodiansky wrote that the Doukhobors
do not reason, do not think, “live almost unconsciously, as a herd”,

and at the same time consider themselves to be the chosen people
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 271, pp. 2-9). He concluded that “they have
very few Christian qualities” and stated this in his letter to Bonch-
- Bruevich on June 8, 1900 (MS RSL, Fo. 369, c. 241, f. 27, p. 6 and over).
The opinion of Nikolai Dudchenko who lived with the
Doukhobors in Canada for several years was even more critical. In his
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letter from Canada to Dmitry A. Khilkov on December 8, 1901 he‘

:;lrotehthat the Doukhobors divide the whole world into “us” and “it”
at they want to be rulers and consider themselves to be the Choser:

ones. In another letter dated November 2, 1901, Dudchenko reached

the conclusion: “Yes, they are fighters but not for truth and not for

freedom, but for independence and success of their tribe” (SMHR,

Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 333).
The Canadian Doukhobors, especially those who were unhappy

;Nith the barrack-lik? practices of the commune and left, wrote rather
rankly about God-like worship of Peter V. Verigin and about the de-
parture from those Christian ideals that they fought for in Russia. In

19(C)17 t?e Chert'kovs wrote an open letter to the Doukhobors of Canada
and after making copies of it, sent it to all the villages of the Christiar;

C?;nmuni.ty of Universal Brotherhood. The letter is very critical, but
self-restrained and tactful, and is preserved in Bonch-Bruev/ich’s "

Fond§ in SMHR (Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 524). However, the response of Ivan E
Konkin, written July 20, 1907 and addressed not to the Chertkov.
Fhemselves, but to “friends and brothers in Christ”, is of even reat .
1nter§st, to a researcher of the Doukhobor mov’ement. Of gc:our: ;
Konkin’s opinion cannot be considered to be the opinion of all come-
mune-member Doukhobors, but he was one of the ideologists of th
Doukhobor movement, a relative and follower of P. V. Viri in ans
one Who expressed the sentiments of the Doukhobor leaders %(onk'
tangrlly pounced on the Chertkovs and on those who joined tlr;em duln
ing tlr.le struggle of the Doukhobors with the government in Russia anz
then in Canada. Konkin wrote: “But, unfortunately, none of them w
able to understand the simplicity of the Doukhobor life which is bas acS{
on equality and brotherhood of all people... Having had a closer loek
at everythin,f’;, they voluntarily withdrew to their own places Witho?.lt
]E:l) murmur.” He reproached the Chertkovs for aspiring to be
' oukhobor leaders. Even though he recognized the material contribu-
tion and help of Tolstoy’s followers, Konkin saw God’s providence i
'the relocation from Russia to Canada. He completely rejected th ir
ideological influence (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, £. 524, pp. 1-6) ] .
- L. E. Konkin was fanatically devoted to P. V. Verigin ;lnd sharpl
if not aggressively, stopped any criticism towards the leader andptlzz
commune. In 1909 Diterikhs apparently also touched upon the subject
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of the leader in one his letters and received the following reply: “...it
{s not your carriage, and you are not to pull it” (SMHR, Fo. 2,inv. 7, f.
352, p. 1). Owing to a number of objective reasons, the commune was
already beginning to fall apart slowly in the early 1900s even though
the signs were not apparent then. In his letter of March 14, 1912, L
Konkin accused Anna K. Chertkov in instigating the Doukhobors to
leave the commune through her anti-commune propaganda and thus
condemning them to a disaster (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 69).

During the first years in Canada there were numerous conflict
situations and bitterness between the Doukhobors and Tolstoy’s fol-
lowers. However, it would be wrong to present their relationship in a
bad light only. For all that, the bulk of the Canadian Doukhobors were
deeply grateful and trusted Lev N. Tolstoy, the Chertkovs, Biryukov,
Tregubov, and Bonch-Bruevich to their dying days. They conveyed
this gratitude to their children and grandchildren. This is manifested
through numerous letters in the Fonds of Bonch-Bruevich, Tregubov,
and Biryukov preserved in SMHR and through letters to the
Chertkovs in Vladimir Chertkov’s Fonds in MS RSL.

In the beginning of the 1900s the contact between Toltsoy’s fol-
lowers and the Doukhobors who remained in the Caucasus was errat-
ic; moreover, it was only with the Doukhobors of the Large Party.
After the October Revolution the relationship between the Caucasian
Doukhobors and V. Chertkov and 1. Tregubov grew closer. The latter
protected sectarian interests, attained the adoption of a decree on al-
ternative military service, and were intercessors during the time of re-
location of the Doukhobors from the Caucasus to the Salsk prairies.
Tregubov maintained a constant contact with the Salsk Doukhobors

and wrote ecstatic articles about them. He took upon himself the role
of their guardian and advisor; he, too, became disappointed. In his let-
ters in 1926-1927, he reproached the Salsk Doukhobors in great sad-
ness for shutting their eyes to the drunkenness and hooliganism of
their leader Peter P. Verigin who brought shame upon them (SMHR,
Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 836, 838); he even threatened to stop being their inter-
cessor. I. M. Tregubov wrote: “What then would [use as a basis for my
intercession, for example, to release you from military service on reli-
gious grounds when you fight among yourselves and tolerate brawls
between each other?” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 836, p. 1).
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Fig. 18. — Doukhobor boy in his first school in Saskatchewan, c. 1906

From the Tarasoff Photo Collection on Doukhobor History,
Provincial Archives of British Columbia
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This same question about Peter P. Verigin’s conduct was posed to
Peter Petrovich himself in a letter by P. I. Biryukov. They were not per-
sonally acquainted, but since Biryukov was a friend of P. V. Verigin
and the Doukhobors, he tried to bring the Doukhobor leader to his
senses (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 268). This very kind and sincere letter
apparently made an impression on P. P. Verigin although it did not
stop him. In 1927 when he was leaving for Canada, P. P. Verigin invit-
ed P. I. Biryukov to come along.

Despite everything, Pavel Biryukov remained an incorrigible ide-
alist. He foretold a great future for the Doukhobor commune in
Canada. In 1928 he wrote to Bonch-Bruevich from Canada: “I have
always said and will always say that in the second half of the 19th cen-
tury there were two great phenomena in world history. They shone
brightly and give a mighty push to the moral and social development
of mankind; these two phenomena were Lev N. Tolstoy and the
Doukhobors” (MS RSL, Fo. 369, c. 240, f. 8, p. 16).

In spite of their disappointment and realization that the Doukho-
bors had not lived up to their expectations, Anna K. and Vladimir G.
Chertkovs, Ivan M. Tregubov, and Pavel I. Biryukov always came to
their help whenever needed right to their dying days, because they
considered it to be their Christian duty; they believed in the future of
the Doukhobor movement, and hoped that their involvement might
change the world for the better even a little bit.




Chapter V

The Problem of Re-Emigration
of Canadian Doukhobors to USSR

ne can often sense the yearning for the distant and often already
Ostrange motherland in the numerous letters of the Canadian
Doukhobors sent to Bonch-Bruevich. Forced to abandon it at one time,
the Doukhobors considered their emigration to be temporary; they be-
lieved and conveyed this belief to their children that there will be a
time when they will all return home.

Attempts to return to Russia were undertaken even at the time of
Peter V. Verigin. As is generally known, in 1906 a Doukhobor delega-
tion came to Russia. After the February Revolution of 1917, another at-
tempt was made to renew the talks. Both attempts yielded no results
because of many reasons which will not be discussed here.

However, four years after the October Revolution, October 1921,
the Soviet government sent an appeal To Sectarians and Old-Believers
Residing in Russia and Abroad in which it invited the people who emi-
grated because of religious reasons to return home and help with agri-
cultural development. The author of this petition was Vladimir D.
Bonch-Bruevich. In the Manuscript Section of RSL in the Fonds
No. 369, there are Vladimir Dmitrievich’s memoirs concerning the
birth of this interesting document, the great hopes placed on sectari-
ans and old-believers who were used to working collectively, and the
reasons why this wonderful initiative “shed its blossoms before they
could bloom” (MS RSL, Fo. 369, c. 36, {. 3, p. 27).

The Canadian Doukhobors were the first to respond to this call.
As early as March 5, 1922 the independent Doukhobors applied to the
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Fig. 19. - Anna K. Cherkov (a Tolstoyan) and “Grandfather”
Vania Makhortov, in England, 1907.

Photo by A. K. Chertkov, Moscow

HISTORY OF THE DOUKHOBORS 85

Soviet government and to all Russian people with a request to be
taken back to Russia. They hailed the overthrow of autocracy which
persecuted the Doukhobors and explained the reasons for their forced
departure to Canada. “But now when the dawn of freedom shines in
our motherland, we are forced to think about it. On top of that”, the
Doukhobors wrote in their appeal, “we dare to ask the Soviet govern-
ment and all Russian people to accept us, as outcasts, into our native
land where together with the Russian people we would be able to
begin to forge public happiness and freedom we believe in...” (SMHR,
Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 883, p. 3). They were planning to be individual farmers,
but at the same time to live in a commune which would cooperative-
ly own mills, grain elevators, and storehouses.

In the fall of 1922, the messengers of V. Potapov and A. Taranov
were sent to the USSR. They asked to be allocated land in the Salsk
prairies (Northern Caucasus) where at that time the Caucasian
Doukhobors were being relocated. The difficulties that they encoun-
tered in working out this problem forced them to appeal to Bonch-
Bruevich for help (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 125). The course of negotia-
tions concerning land allocation is not presented in the documents of
the Fonds; for that reason, a researcher interested in this subject would
have to turn to the archives of the central government institutions.

Vasili A. Makaseyev’s letter to Bonch-Bruevich, February 15, 1923,
said that instead of the lands in the Salsk district, the Doukhobors
were offered lands in the Melitopol district which they did not like
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 81). There were difficulties not only with the
search for the land to settle on, but also with finding the means for
relocation. This was mentioned to Bonch-Bruevich by V. Makaseyev in
the above mentioned letter of February 15, 1923 and by I. N. Antifeev
on January 5, 1925 (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 8).

The Soviet government was very interested in the arrival of the
Canadian Doukhobors because they promised to bring their own ma-
chinery. However, only the independent Doukhobors agreed to relo-
cate, while members of the CCUB were still discussing the question
of relocation. Peter V. Verigin was against this move. After his death,
a relocation of the commune-Doukhobor members to the USSR
seemed more feasible. Realizing fully well the interest of the Soviets
in their arrival, the leaders of the CCUB tried to use this time to




86 THE PROBLEM OR RE-EMIGRATION...TO USSR

resolve their internal problems. Several letters preserved in SMHR
reveal the course of the negotiations. The main condition of the
Can‘adian Doukhobors” proposal was the departure of Peter P
Verigin to Canada (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 20, pp. 3 and over; f. 24 :
25, 27; £. 29, pp. 6 and over). .

The people dreamed of returning to their motherland “to live
peaceful lives by honest work”. However, people such as G. F. Vanin
who had been exiled to Yakutia for refusing military service, were
very concerned as to whether they would be released from military
service (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 2, f. 20, pp- 1 and over to 2).

B.'eginning January 4, 1919, a “Decree of the release from military
service because of religious reasons” was in force in Russia. Based
on this law, the individuals who could not serve in the army
beczjluse of religious reasons were given an opportunity to substitute
for it by working in infectious hospitals, and in special cases a com-
plete release from army service was given. However, in the earl
1920s the implementation of this Decree was hampered by Variou}s’
additions, instructions, and explanations. Even though the Decree
was not officially abrogated, it was already practically not in force
by the late 1920s. Those privileges for the sectarians promised to the
Canadian Doukhobors in the early 1920s were rescinded by the time
of their relocation. Judging by the letters of F. I. Makaseyev to Ivan
M. Trfsgubov on August 3, 1927 and of G. F. Vanin to Bonch-
Bru.eV1ch on April 15, 1947, the mandatory military service was the
main reason for their return to Canada in the late 1920s (SMHR, Fo
2, inv. 7, f. 20, f. 766). o
' The first group of Canadian Doukhobors came to Russia in 1923
in 1?27 the people started to return to Canada. Their reasons fo;
leaving Soviet Russia are presented rather well in the letter of F. 1.
Makaseyev to Ivan Tregubov. Apart from military service, they were
concerned with the following: lack of land, overcrowding, theft
poor relationship with local authorities, hostile attitude of th,e locai
population who perceived them to be kulaks, and a ban on prayer
meetings (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 766). During the same year (1927)
Both-Bruevich wrote a note to the People’s Commissar o%
Agriculture, Osinsky, called Brief Information Regarding the Expulsion
of Sectarians and Old-believers from Russia to Other Countries During the
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19th Century. A draft of this note is preserved in Bonch-Bruevich’s
Fonds in MS RSL (Fo. 369, K. 36, f. 15). Bonch-Bruevich touched
upon not only the events of the 19th century, but also of the present
day, in particular the re-emigration of Canadian Doukhobors to
Russia and their second migration to Canada. He named the con-
flicts with the local authorities and population as the main reason.
These conflicts were a consequence to that abnormal situation of the
repression of an individual, universal equalization of property and
laws, or rather lawlessness, understood as equality, which was cre-
ated in the country after 1917. The fate of these people would
undoubtedly have been tragic if they had not managed to leave
before the universal collectivization.

In 1931 the Canadian Doukhobors made an attempt to renew their
negotiations with the Soviet government, but this time they were con-
cerned with the departure of the Soviet Doukhobors from the USSR.
They were well informed about those repressions which befell the
Doukhobors in the USSR and hoped to organize their relocation to
Canada. Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds contains a letter from the Canadian
Doukhobors to Vladimir Dmitrievich on August 3, 1931. They were in
Berlin and could not receive entry visas into the USSR to meet with
their co-religionists and discuss with them the relocation of the latter
to Canada. The delegates placed great hope in Bonch-Bruevich’s help
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 24).

However, Bonch-Bruevich flatly refused to help: “There is no rea-
son for you to come to Russia with such delegations. It is absolutely
clear that you come to confuse the already confused Doukhobors
residing in the Salsk district.” In a letter of August 10, 1931, he advised
them “to think of moving to the USSR themselves and not the other
way around” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7,£.220,p.1and over) despite know-
ing very well the kind of future that would await them in the USSR.

I would like to draw attention to still another letter of Bonch-
Bruevich, dated November 18, 1931, and addressed to the People’s
Commissar of the Foreign Affairs, M. M. Litvinov. In this letter,
V. D. Bonch-Bruevich expressed his personal attitude to the emigra-

- tion of the Doukhobors from the USSR. He said that “it is extremely

harmful and completely unnecessary” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 226,
p. 1). In his letters to the Canadian Doukhobors and in his articles
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appearing in Kanadskii Gudok [The Canadian Whistle| and Vestnik
[Herald], Bonch-Bruevich campaigned for the relocation of the
Doukhobors to Russia. Some Doukhobors were guided by these pub-
lication’s idealized life in the USSR (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 83). It is
difficult to say why Bonch-Bruevich was doing this. It is possible that
he himself sincerely believed what he was writing, although as an

intelligent person who can sensibly assess a situation, he could not |
help knowing what was happening behind the facade of Soviet hap-

piness. Bonch-Bruevich was assigned to write the propaganda articles
for the Kanadskii Gudok by the editorial staff of this pro-Soviet news-
paper. This is evident from the editorial letter to Bonch-Bruevich on
April 16, 1933 (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 204).

The Doukhobors listened to the opinion of Vladimir Dmitrievich
and respected him. Bonch-Bruevich remained the only participant of
the emigration epic of 1898-1899 who kept in contact with the Cana-
dian Doukhobors. A letter by V. A. Makaseyev to Vladimir Dmitri-
evich written apparently in the late 1940s or early 1950s is of specific
interest. It helps to understand Bonch-Bruevich’s role in the Canadian
Doukhobors” movement to return to their motherland; it also helps to
understand the psychology of the sons of freedom who were especial-
ly striving to return East to Russia as was predicted by their ancestors
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 949).

The relationship between the Doukhobors and the Canadian
government deteriorated at this time. Its worsening stimulated the
Doukhobors to renew the question of emigration to the USSR from
Canada. In 1948, the Union of Spiritual Communities of Christ
authorized Ivan I. Planidin to go to the USSR to conduct negotia-
tions, but Moscow failed to grant entry visas for the delegates. I. I.
Planidin wrote about this to Bonch-Bruevich on July 23, 1952
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 107). At the same time the sons of freedom
began to apply for visas, but failed to get them (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7,
f. 652).

The Canadian Doukhobors had a very strong impulse to return to
their motherland at that time. This is evident from the numerous let-
ters preserved in Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds in SMHR (Fo.2,inv. 7, f. 95,
p- 16; £. 107, p. 7; f. 129, pp- 35 and over to 36). The Doukhobors wrote
touching letters about their yearning for their motherland. One of
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them, written by Ivan Planidin, called “Yearning for the Motherland”,

became a popular song. As follows:

“We have lived in a strange far-away country
For half a century already

We passed away the time monotonously
Always dreaming about you.

We raised our eyes

To the far-away East '

Across the seas, forests and mountains

Where the native land is...”
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 129, p. 7))

The same sad motif can be heard in the letter of a yc}:ung
Doukhobor woman M. L. Samoylov, written to Bonch-Bme}xlflc or;
December 20, 1948: “1 grew up here, i. e. 'in Cfmada, .and le t f }sla:;\
it is boring for us here; if there Il; ; R;sgan ;ﬂrfn,lf1 25)1t and watch my

11 day long” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, t. :

mOt;lflzl?\r;(;jﬁatioZ\s ox;ger the visa issue stretched fOI.‘ yeall'(s. 'Igvo iit]-

ters of Eli A. Popoff, editor of the Doukhobor magazine Iskra t.pgon;

to Bonch-Bruevich in 1950 and 1951 were 5.111 abo%l’c. the Eeg; 11a -

with the Soviet Embassy in Canada concerning a visit of the ?Si/gIHR

to the USSR and about the sentiments among the Doukhobors /
- iln:rZI"ltflyl :}2 Soviet government was afraid of the arrival of the
sons (ffpfreedom in the country; but there was also another re.asorz, tt}}ll:t
of universal military service. The Doukhob9rs were wond?;?fg ; 4 y
would be exempted from it (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 20, p;1 g t reﬂ,eI;
11; f. 158, p. 5; f. 652, p. 2). The document.s of the Fonds do no g
the course of negotiations on this question by the governt;lnene, i
most likely, it was impossible to solve tl}lus Erolﬁle:;;lll—;elzzz e neg

i d on and on and eventually beca 8. ;

atlo?irdtr}?gsgeewho are interested in the problems of ethryc adaptahcln
of the Doukhobors to Canadian society, it ?/vould be mterestl?gthz
“examine the reasons for the re-emigration mov.er}rll,en; 0Cls oy
Doukhobors through the materials of Bonch-Bruevich’s J onSe1ves
SMHR. They are revealed in the letters of the Doukhobors them
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to Bonch-Bruevich. These are the letters of historian Vasili A.
Soukorev of June 22, 1949 (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7,0 0.00158), ‘M.
Makhortov, February 14, 1951 (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 92), and V. P.
Reibin’s letters from 1949-1954 (SMHR, Fo. 2,inv. 7, f. 129, pp. 9-10, 35
and over to 36). Among these reasons was a prophecy of the
Doukhobor Lady Lukeria V. Kalmykova who conveyed the message
that Doukhobors, after wandering over the seas, will all gather togeth-
er in the East. Other reasons for this interest are a feeling of ethnic
infringement, unwillingness to be assimilated, and resentment of their
unfair treatment by the Canadian government.

During recent years there has been a renaissance of interest in the re-
emigration movement of Canadian Doukhobors. For that reason, a
study of even a small amount of material on the migration history
can be very useful in interpreting the present.

Chapter VI

Caucasian Doukhobors and the Resettlement
of Part of Them on the Salsk Prairies

Bonch-BrueVich’s Fonds contain very few documents concerning
the life of the Doukhobors of the Large Party who remained in the
Caucasus; and it entirely lacks any documents on the life of the
Doukhobors of the Small Party. In 1909-1912, Vladimir Dmitrievich
conducted expeditions from the Academy of Sciences to the
Kholodnoe' and Elizavetpol Doukhobors. In his notebooks, preserved
in MS RSL, there are brief notes about these trips and A List of Objects
Collected from the Doukhobors (MS RSL, Fo. 369, C. 82, f. 26, K. 83, f. 5).
There are also drafts of his articles With the Elizavetpol Doukhobors,
With Transcaucasian Doukhobors, and To Kholodnoe Doukhobors (MS RSL,
Fo. 369, C. 41, f. 7,8,9). Bonch-Bruevich’s impressions from the visit to
the Kholodnoe Doukhobors were included in an article which was
published,” whereas the material from the visit to the Elizavetpol
province, the sectarians remained in manuscript form.

In 1910 an Academy of Sciences expedition to the Caucasus was
conducted by E. Lineva. Her aim was to record the psalms and spiri-
tual poems of the Russian population including the Doukhobors. The
manuscript of her report, published in the same year’, is kept in
Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds in SMHR (Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 948).

1. Kholodnoe [cold] is a place in Akhalkalak district, where Doukhobor villages were
situated.

.2. V. D. Bonch-Bruevich, “With the Transcaucasian Doukhobors”, Sovremennyi Mir

[Modern World], 1911, no. 6.
3. “A report on the activities of the department of Russian language and literature of
the Academy of Sciences of 1910, St. Petersburg.
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Fig. 20. - Exile from Tavria in the Crimea to the Caucasus, 1841

Sketch by Maria O. Inikova
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During his trip to the Caucasian Doukhobors, Bonch-Bruevich met
Peter P. Verigin. Their acquaintance was renewed much later in 1921
when the Doukhobors decided to relocate to the Southern province in
Russia and turned to Bonch-Bruevich for help. By that time he was no
longer occupying the position of administrator for CPC, but still was
close to the governing circles. Apparently it was at this time that the
documents from 1917-1921 got into Bonch-Bruevich’s archives. They
deal with two questions: the creation of a commune by the Caucasian
Doukhobors of the Large Party and their movement to relocate to the
Salsk district of the Don region of the Northern Caucasus.

This first question is presented rather well in the Minutes of the
First and Second Conventions of the commune councils of the Commune
of the Caucasian Doukhobors. The meetings took place November 2, 1920
and March 11, 1921. The question concerning the creation of communes
was addressed in the Minutes of the special meeting of the convention
on March 20, 1921. These documents reflect the organizational structure
of the commune and its management system. The Second Convention
of the Doukhobors hailed the establishment of the Soviets in Georgia.
Despite the proclaimed pacifism, the Doukhobors decided to present
their five best horses to the first Red Army division which sets foot on
the communal territory (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 820, 821). Apparently
such a decision was not made without the influence of Peter P. Verigin
who was an active supporter of the new government and was at one
time an assistant to the chairman of Akhalkalak district revolutionary
committee and then a chairman to the regional revolutionary commit-
tee (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 808, 828).

A letter of the Caucasian Doukhobors to CC RBCP (Central Com-
mittee of the Russian Bolshevik Communist Party) on May 5, 1921
contains some valuable information about the commune (SMHR,
Fo. 2, inv. 7, £. 808).

Raids of the Turkish bands from abroad interfered to a great
extent with the farming activities of the Commune of the Caucasian
Doukhobors. The great losses suffered by the Doukhobors from these
raids are evident from one of the documents in the Fonds (SMHR,

-Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 834).

The Caucasian Doukhobors never forgot that they were living in
exile. They had a legend that they were moved to the Caucasus for
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only 40 years and then they were forgotten. The overthrow of the
Tsarist regime, which they hated so much, in February 1917 gave
them hope to return to Russia. Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds have a series
of unique documents: the public verdicts (decisions) of the
Doukhobor conventions in Georgia for 1917, 1918, and 1920 which
introduced the question of relocation. In their verdict of May 7, 1917,
the Doukhobors wrote that now, when the old government which
took away all their property “including our lands in the Tavriya
province and which subjected all of us to exile, collapsed and was
overthrown by the combined forces of the freedom fighters, there is
a possibility for us to return from exile to one of the interior
provinces of the free Russia” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 816, p. 1). 8
Central Committee was selected at the second convention on
February 17, 1918 in order to carry out this decision. The Convention
of December 21, 1920 decided to send a delegation to CPC in
Moscow to meet V. I. Lenin and discuss the problems of relocation
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 816).

A little earlier than December 21, on September 30, 1920, the Douk-
hobors from the former Elizavetpol province of the Slavic society also
decided at the general meeting of the village commune to send rep-
resentatives to Russia for land selection (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 818).
They came to Moscow in October of the same year and turned to
Bonch-Bruevich for help (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 210).

A delegation of Akhalkalak Doukhobors headed by Peter
P. Verigin came to Moscow in the end of April 1921 and also turned to
Vladimir Dmitrievich for assistance. His SMHR Fonds contains their
notes asking him for a meeting (Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 29).

The Caucasian Doukhobors were determined to create advanced
farms in new locations so as to set an example for the establishment of
a new communal lifestyle. Elizavetpol Doukhobors even applied to
Bonch-Bruevich in October 1920 with a request to send young
Doukhobors to the special courses for learning various trades (SMHR,
Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 811, 812). During their stay in Moscow, the Kholodnoe
Doukhobors sent a letter to CC RBCP on May 5, in which they asked
to be resettled on the vacant lands in the Don region so that their com-

mune could direct its energy to “the most productive and creative
work” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 808, 3.
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Ivan M. Tregubov’s letter to V. I. Lenin on May 5, 1921 allonS o?le
to suppose that soon after May 5, the Doukhobors could meet with the
Chairman of CPC (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 835). The For}ds contal'ns
documents which show the mechanism used for bargaining and dis-
cussing the Doukhobor question in various government departments
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 253, 815). '

The Doukhobors had planned their future relocation very well.
File 249 in SMHR has a note dated May 9, 1921, with an outl'me of the
plan. On May 17, Peter P. Verigin received a mandat? to review some
land in the Don region from the People’s Commissariat of Agriculture
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 825). '

The Elizavetpol Doukhobors were already allocated lands.m the
Don region by the spring of 1921, but the governme'nt of Azerbaidzhan
did not permit them to take cattle and agricultural. implements to Rus;
sia (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 813). To begin a relocatlor.l .Of two tho'usand
people without working tools or cattle in the cor.ld.ltlons of ruin an
famine that existed in the country was equal to suicide.

The relocation of Kholodnoe Doukhobors began in the summer
of 1921, and after a year, the Doukhobors reported to Bonch-
Bruevich: “Our relocation is going well and according to the plan. By
the spring we are hoping to establish ourselves at the. new places; w;

are establishing ourselves very well” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 29, p.
andT(;:;erc)l.uestion of relocation of the Doukhobo.rs of Elizavetpol
province was raised again during the implementat1oT1 of the land re-
form (1924-1925) when the Doukhobors lost half of their land to the tr;n-
tive population (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 246). In, the fall of 19%5 1sf
question was discussed between the People’s Commmsanat o
Agriculture and the Doukhobors (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, .f. 9)£
Unfortunately the subsequent fafle of this group of sectarians is no
in Bonch-Bruevich'’s archives.
pur?l“ﬁdsleﬁsk Doukhobors, as the former Caucasian Doukhobo‘ré who
relocated to the Don River, grew roots very quickly. I. V. Tomilin de-
scribed this in his letter to Bonch-Bruevich on January 14, 1925
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 171). ' .
At the new locations, the Doukhobors organized village-com-
munes, joined into the Doukhobor Community of Universal Brotherhood,
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and adopted its Charter (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 824). This is a very

interesting document because file 823 contains its draft which is some-
what different from the final version.

The Fonds in SMHR contains other documents concerning the fate

of the Salsk Doukhobors; however, they are all related to the repressive

policy of the Soviet government and will be examined in a different

section.

Chapter VII

Personalities of the Doukhobor Leaders:
Peter V. Verigin and Peter P. Verigin

B ecause of the peculiarity of their religious tenets, most Doukhobors
always considered their leaders to be incarnations of God on earth.
This explains the enormous role that they played in the life of the
movement. Based on the scale and significance of their reforms in the
history of the Doukhobors, two individuals arise as the most impor-
tant: Savely Kapustin, who was a prominent leader of the sect in the
late 18th and early 19th centuries, and P. V. Verigin.

Drastic changes in the life and ideology of the Doukhobors are as-
sociated with the personality of Peter Vasilevich Verigin. One cannot
research the social experiments conducted by the Doukhobors in creat-
ing a new human society built on Christian principles, without consid-
ering P. V. Verigin’s ideology. The picturesque personality of this
Doukhobor leader and his actions evoked the most controversial ap-
praisals from his contemporaries. This in itself indicates his uniqueness.

The archives of Bonch-Bruevich in SMHR contains the most exten-
sive collection of Peter V. Verigin's letters of 1894-1902. The earlier pe-
riod is represented by only one letter by Verigin dated March 6, 1888
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 287)*. The most interesting and socially signifi-
cant letters were published by V. G. Chertkov and V. D. Bonch-Brue-
vich in 1901." In his messages to the Doukhobors, Verigin acted as a
leader and as a mentor to his co-religionists. In the letters to his friends

1. Materials on the History and Research of Russian Sectarianism, 1st ed. Letters of the
Doukhobor Leader Peter Vasilevich Verigin. England, 1901. Many of Verigin's letters
were published in Listi Svobodnogo Slova [Leaflets of the Free Word].
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Fig. 21. - Peter V. Verigin and Viadimir G. Chertkoo in England, 1902
Photo by A. K. Chertkov, Moscow
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close to him in spirit, Verigin writes about his philosophical argu-
ments and reflections. These very different letters show the different
sides of P. V. Verigin’s personality. The Fonds contains some letters
which have not been published and were not intended for strangers,
but which are very personal even though they also contain many dis-
cussions on religious-ethical topics. They are Verigin’s letters to his ex-
wife Evdokia Kotelnikova and his son Peter (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f.
299, 300, 741, 742); to Ivan E. Konkin, his brother-in-law and confeder-
ate (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 745); and to his friend and adopted brother
Alesha Vorobeov named Khvalinsky (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 296, 744).
Peter Vasilevich, as indicated in all his letters, was undoubtedly an
intelligent, thinking, analyzing, and strong-willed person; at the same
time he was self-conceited, callous and selfish. The latter is especially
evident in his letters to his wife and son. One would like to draw spe-
cial attention of P. V. Verigin’'s letter to I. E. Konkin of March 4, 1896, in
which he tries to justify him leaving his family a long time after the fact
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, fo. 745). P. V. Verigin's letters to his son are replete
with sermons and admonitions; that written already in Canada and
dated December 7, 1904 stands out among them. In this letter Peter
Vasilevich told his son about life in Canada, about his grandmother,
reproached his son for not moving there with the rest of them, wrote
that he felt “spiritual closeness” to him, and expressed hope that they
would meet again although he did not invite him to come and visit
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 300, p. 17 and over). It is possible that it was this
letter that gave P. P. Verigin the idea of visiting his father in Canada.
Peter V. Verigin's letters to Alesha Vorobeov seem more sincere and
warm-hearted. The two shared memories of their youth spent close to
Lukeria Kalmykova. Peter Vasilevich invited him to visit Obdorsk (in
Siberia) many times. A. Vorobeov became the head of the more moder-
ate Doukhobors who acknowledged P. V. Verigin as their leader, but
who rejected the principles of property equalization and did not partake
in the burning of weapons. Possibly P. V. Verigin hoped to overcome the
ideological differences by maintaining correspondence with Vorobeov
and by inviting him for a personal visit. Apparently he also hoped to
find support from Mania Tikhonova, a friend of Lukeria V. Kalmykova,
with whom he maintained correspondence. Tikhonova, as with Peter
Vasilevich, also lived in the Sirotskii Dom and remained there after the
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g;lt.IShe- was highly regarded by the Doukhobors from the village of |
reloe, i.e. the Small Party. P. V. Verigin invited her persistently, as an |

old friend, to come and visit him (SMHR, Fo. 2,inv. 7, f. 743)

An analysis of P. V. Verigin’s letters allows one to judge the degree ]

of influence that Tolstoy’s ideas had on him.

I')There are very few letters in the Fonds from the Canadian period
on P. V. Verigin'’s life. These are the already mentioned letter to Peter

P. Verigin of 1904, a letter to A. M. Iakushevich of 1909, and letters to

A. M. Evalenko of 1913 (SMHR, Fo. 2,inv. 7, f. 297, 298).

As a self-confident person, Peter V. Verigin liked to give public

sermons. His first speech of this kind was given at the Society for

liobriety in the city of Obdorsk in November 1, 1895, Its manuscript is "
ept at the SMHR (Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 492). A text titled Some Thoughts,

rvrv;lrltten in August‘l 7, 1914, is put together in a form of a conversation
he conversation is dedicated to the question of schools and the rel .
tionship to the Canadian government (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f 491) ;}? :
Fonds co.ntains still another speech, The Mysteries o’f Wo.rlcli Laws .H )
is the Universe Kept Together? dated February 23, 1922. It is writi.:e -
an allegorical style on the topic of organizing the world and a . l’n
place in it (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 951). T
.Dflrmg his exile in the far northern city of Kola, in 1890, Peter V
Yengn kept a diary. This is the period when his ideology urllderw t
;1I\g/1ruﬁcant chapges. This was reflected in his diary entries, preserve; rl;
i Il—IRk(F(;. 2, inv. 7, f. 493)*. At least partially, the diary makes up for
ack o do.cuments on Peter V. Verigin’s life in the early 1890s
The‘materlals in the Fonds allow us to look at P. V. Verigin fI'OIl"l dif-
ferent sides through the eyes of different people. They makge it pos 'bll -
'for a researcher to observe the factors that influenced the chan ES i Sl‘rhe
ideology 'of the Doukhobor leader. The other exiles who met hi?n inln o
ons anc% in places of residence left some interesting recollectionspnz
impressions of him. These include the letter of Nikolai T Iziumcheillz
from Siberia, August 1, 1898, memoirs of I. Rosliakov anc.:l diary entri i
c?f A. S. Dashkevich. Because these documents had elllread beyen HES
lished,” Bonch-Bruevich placed them in the document co}l,lectionp;h;

2. M@rﬁs;hrﬁéﬁ{story and Research

S of Russian Sectarianism, 1st ed., England, 1901.
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Movement Among the Russian Peasants... (MS RSL, Fo. 369, C. 42, p. 84,
104-113, 114-121). He also placed there a story which was never pub-
lished written by a Shenkursk resident A. Isupov, A Sojourn of a
Doukhobor P. V. Verigin in Shenkursk (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 506)*.

According to these memoirs, Peter V. Verigin lived comfortably in
exile and could afford to have vegetarian meals in the northern condi-
tions. When he worked, it was more for his own entertainment than to
earn his daily bread. However, in the eyes of Tolstoy’s followers, he
attained a halo of a hero-martyr who, “to avoid compromises and bar-
gains with his conscience... he preferred poverty and exile to admira-
tion and riches”. This was written by Dmitry A. Khilkov in his letter
to Vard de Sharier, April 3, 1900. Khilkov considered Peter Vasilevich
“an outstanding person” (SMHR, Fo. 2, f. 733, p. 5).

Another person close to Tolstoy’s followers, S. Prokopenko, after
meeting with P. V. Verigin in Canada expressed a completely different
opinion in his letter to Khilkov January 12, 1903. He did not consider
P. V. Verigin to be a gifted individual. Prokopenko was left with an
unpleasant feeling after their meeting. He did not like that Verigin had
a large retinue with him and that the Doukhobors called him a Tsar
and God (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 405). Tolstoy’s followers, who were
poorly familiar with the Doukhobor teachings, were astonished when
they found out about this.

Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds contain letters from Matrena Krasnikova
to various people including A. St. John, D. Khilkov, P. I. Biryukov,
Bonch-Bruevich, and V. Chertkov in which she wrote frankly that all*
the Doukhobors acknowledged P. V. Verigin as God (SMHR, Fo. 2,
inv. 7, f. 364, 365, 513, 646). Their leader’s tragic death was perceived
by the Doukhobors as Christ’s sacrifice for people’s sins. F. L. Vishlov
wrote to Bonch-Bruevich in 1927 that “Verigin was killed not by a vil-
lain’s will, but he perished as a sacrifice for repeating the teaching of
Jesus Christ through actions and proclaimed the second coming”
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, £. 35, p. 4).

* This statement is applicable to all or most members of the community and zealot
Doukhobors, but it does not apply to the Independent Doukhobors. The latter
rejected the divine right of kings thesis as being contradictory to the Doukhobor
movement and instead sought the spirit of God in every man and woman regard-
less of color, rank or belief. This is one of the ideological differences between
Independents and the Community and zealot Doukhobors. Editor’s note.
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Fig. 22. — Peter P. Verigin (“Chistiakov”)

From the Tarasoff Photo Collection on Doukhobor History,
Provincial Archives of British Columbia
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Not considering him to be God, some Doukhobors saw him as a
brilliant leader, who gave “wise advice” and was modest and unas-
suming in clothing and food. This was written about him by Simeon
V. Vereshchagin in his letter to Bonch-Bruevich, February 8, 1913
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 24).

Many years later, Ivan I. Planidin wrote to Bonch-Bruevich about
Verigin’s modesty in a letter of July 23, 1952 (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7,
f. 107). Vasili Soukorev thought that a human society needs leaders
with a strong will; and Peter V. Verigin was one of those people, even
though “some of his reforms were burdensome” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7,
f. 158, p. 4).

Critical views of Peter Vasilevich’s personality and his reforms
were more typical of the people from the commune and to those who
knew him well or knew about his wild youth.

S. F. Reibin wrote to Bonch-Bruevich in 1949 about his disappoint-
ment in the “licentious life of leaders”. Reibin, the future author of Toil
and Peaceful Life: History of the Doukhobors Unmasked, worked for Peter
V. Verigin as an interpreter, knew him well and considered him to be
a cruel petty tyrant. He wrote about this in his story Two old men,
which he sent to Bonch-Bruevich (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 135).

In spire of the controversy connected with Peter V. Verigin’s charac-
ter, it is doubtless that his personality was exceptional in its virtues and
vices, a personality which deserves the closest attention of the researcher.

Another Doukhobor leader who took Peter V. Verigin's place after
his death, Peter Petrovich Verigin-Chistiakov was inferior to his father in
the magnitude of his plans, his ability to carry them out, and in his
willpower and reason. He was a person affected from his childhood by
the duplicity of his situation: on the one hand, he was the leader’s son,
and on the other hand he was a child abandoned by his father. His moth-
er’s relatives were irreconcilable towards P. V. Verigin, while his father’s
relatives who lived close by were treated with great respect by the Large
Party. Peter Petrovich could hardly forget how his father received him
and his family in 1905 when they came to Canada. Deep in P. P. Verigin's
soul there was always a wounded pride and self-esteem. S. Petrov
described him very precisely in our opinion in his letter from Canada to

" E. D. Khiriakova in 1927. He noted that from childhood his position as

the leader’s heir “developed in him terrible arrogance, an exceptional
pride... His indomitable temper, savagery of his uncontrollable, hot
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personality, power and that school which gave birth to him and which
educated him, all this explains him, and he begins to emerge for me as
a tragic figure indeed” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 468, p..2),

The Fonds do not contain any data on Peter P. Verigin's life in the
Caucasus before 1918. The Minutes of the Conventions of communal
counsels of the Commune of the Caucasian Doukhobors showed that Verigin
desired to develop a communal movement among the Caucasian
Doukhobors (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 816, 820). At the same time he was
one of organizers of the fight against the bands of Turks-Kemalists [a
group which follows the principles advocated by Kemal Ataturk]. The
Soviet government recognized his efforts in this activity. The chairman of
the Akhalkalak revolutionary counsel wrote: “All the burden of saving
half of the district from the Kemalists was born by Comrade Verigin with
distinction. It was only thanks to his self-control and willpower that it was
possible to do anything” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 808, p. 5). Peter P. Verigin
organized superbly the move of 4,500 Doukhobors from the Caucasus to
the Don region. With his enormous arrogance, he needed a great deal of
activity, power, and recognition of his services. Spoiled by the reverence
of his co-religionists and unsatisfied with his life, P. P. Verigin drank and
behaved immorally while still living in the USSR. This is evident from
Bonch-Bruevich’s letter to the Doukhobors of the Christian Communities of
Universal Brotherhood in Canada (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 219).

Peter P. Verigin went to Canada with great plans and good inten-
tions. This is evident in his speeches to the Doukhobors after his ar-
rival in 1927. They were recorded by P. I. Biryukov and the copies are
kept in the archives of SMHR (Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 866).

The general worship of the Doukhobors in the commune spoiled Pe-
ter P. Verigin completely. The negative traits of his personality over-
whelmed his positive traits. Vasili A. wrote a great deal about the
Canadian period of P. P. Verigin's life. At first, Makaseyev trusted the
leader fully, but then he became disappointed in him (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv.
7,£.539, 655-657). In his articles and letters, Makaseyev offers many quo-
tations from Peter Petrovich’s speeches, and describes his activities and
behavior. A. S. and A. I. Popov wrote about P. P. Verigin’s moral make-
up (SMHR, Fo. 3, inv. 7, f. 113, 114). It was an irony of fate that Peter P.
Verigin became one of those who wrecked the Christian Communities

of Universal Brotherhood, the major creation and the purpose of his
father’s life.

Chapter VIII

The Policy of the Soviet Government
Towards the Doukhobors
in the 1920s and 1930s

ladimir D. Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds in the SMHR has a whole cor-
Vpus of documents which reflect the policy of the Soviet govern-
ment towards the Doukhobors in 1928-1935, i.e. during the period of
agricultural restructuring.

The policy of collectivization was accepted by the 15th Congress of
the All-Russian Bolshevik Communist Party (ARBCP) in 1927. This
process was inseparably linked with the eradication of the kulaks. The
main methods of combat against the so-called kulaks were the grain-
collection campaigns and the very high quotas for grain delivery esta-
blished for the well-to-do farms, individual taxes, property confisca-
tion in the case of failure to pay taxes or fulfill the grain delivery quo-
tas, land cuts, arrests, and exile to the northern and uninhabited
regions of Kazakhstan. The property of the collective farms was
formed not only through the contributions of the poor and average
peasants, but also through the personal property and real estate con-
fiscated from the well-to-do villagers. The endless decrees and instruc-
tions from the government to the provinces established not only the
rate of collectivization in the provinces, but also a required number of
uncovered kulak farms. Not only well-to-do farmers, but also average
or even poor peasants fell prey to those numbers.

The Northern Caucasus — the Salsk prairies — where a part of the
Caucasian Doukhobors who moved in the beginning of the 1920s to
the Ukraine; particularly they moved to the Melitopol district of the
Zaporozhie region where another group of Caucasian Doukhobors
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had earlier moved to in the middle of the 1920s — here according to
government plans the region was slated for 100% collectivization. This
meant that the collectivization rates here were even higher and the
methods used were crueler.

The repression of the Doukhobors during this time was intensified
by their belonging to a religious sect. The Soviet government which rai-
sed atheism to the ranks of state ideology was always negative towards
anything that had to do with religion. However, in the beginning of the
1920s, when the sectarian-commune movement was in full swing, such
sectarian groups as the Doukhobors, the Molokans, and the New
Israelites were viewed as fellow-travelers and were tolerated for the
time being. In the second half of the 1920s, the image of a sectarian-
communist gradually disappeared from the press; and the image of an
anti-Soviet sectarian-kulak and an enemy began to form vigorously.

Against their will, the Doukhobors found themselves in the midst
of a class struggle. The campaign against the kulaks and the anti-reli-
gious campaign were intertwined to such an extent that it seems expe-
dient to examine them as a whole.

The documents on this subject can be divided into several groups.
First of all, there are the letters that the Doukhobors sent to their Ca-
nadian brothers, to V. D. Bonch-Bruevich, Ivan M. Tregubov, as well
as numerous petitions and appeals of the Doukhobors to the highest
government authorities, the resolutions of the Doukhobor meetings,
i.e. everything that originated from the Doukhobors themselves.

The other group of documents consists of the letters from Tregubov
and Bonch-Bruevich to the Doukhobors and to the government
authorities. These two individuals were greatly respected by the
Doukhobors. 1. M. Tregubov was a Doukhobor representative for
many years. He was involved in their relocation from Transcaucasia to
Russia and the Ukraine and appeared in the press on numerous occa-
sions defending their communal movement. V. D. Bonch-Bruevich was
well known as a participant of the campaign to relocate and to settle
the Doukhobors in Canada, as a compiler and editor of Zhivotnaia Kniga
Dukhobortsev, and as a person who had helped the Doukhobors on
numerous occasions. The Fonds contain their letters to the All-Russian
Central Executive Committee (ARCEC) and to the All-Ukrainian
Central Executive Committee (AUCEC). Also this group of documents
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is interesting in revealing the personalities of Tregubov and Bonch-
Bruevich.

Finally, the third, a small group of documents includes the official
papers, primarily the figures of the Commission of ARCEC which
investigated the complaints of the Doukhobors from the Salsk district
in 1930. All three groups of documents supplement each other signif-
icantly and create a truthful and horrific picture of terror and lawless-
ness created by the government.

Only two documents are dated from 1928 and they are a distraint
of N. K. Kotelnikov from the Verigino commune of the Salsk district
who was fined by the government (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 833) and a
letter of K. Abramov from the Melitopol district to Tregubov, dated
June 12, 1928, with a request to inquire about possible emigration to
Canada or Turkey (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, . 849). This second letter indi-
cates that in spite of the lack of documents about the repression of the
Doukhobors during the earlier period of time, their relations with the
government and local authorities were far from satisfactory. These sen-
timents probably came about following the departure of the Canadian
Doukhobors back to Canada after they tried to settle in Russia.

The last name of K. Abrosimov appears in another file. Sometime
in 1912 in response to Abrosimov’s request, Vladimir Dmitrievich sent
him the Zhivotnaia Kniga Dukhobortsev . Sixteen years later, when
Abrosimov was already living in the Melitopol district in the village of
Trudoliubimovka, he and his family were denied the right to vote
because of their possession of the book and their reading of this book
to others (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 1). The file contains a resolution by the
meeting of the entire village which took place on February 16, 1929 to
petition in defense of Abrosimov. The Manuscript section of the RSL
contains some letters from Bonch-Bruevich to Abrosimov, 1929-1930,
regarding this issue (MF RSL, Fo. 369, C. 122, f. 12, 13).

Tregubov sent a petition to the Chairman of AUCEC G. L
Petrovskii in which he talked about the denial of the right to vote to
the Doukhobors and for reading the Zhivotnaia Kniga (SMHR, Fo. 2,

inv. 7, f. 848).

In 1929 the government cut the Doukhobors’ “extra lands” which
they received during the resettlement. K. Abrosimov wrote about this
to Bonch-Bruevich (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 1); the Doukhobors of the
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Salsk district wrote about the same thing to the Central Committee of
the All-Union Bolshevik Communist Party (AUBCP) on December 5,
1929 (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 248).

The Doukhobors of the Melitopol and Salsk districts lived in com-
munes which differed from one another in the degree of collectiviza-
tion. In fact, these were the same collective farms which the government
and the party were fighting for, but they were based on religious prin-
ciples. The local authorities refused to legalize them, and what is more,
tried to wreck the sectarian communes, to separate people in order to
dispossess them later on. In their petition to the Chairman of the
Commission of Sects of ARCEC, P. G. Smidovich, the representatives of
the Salsk Doukhobors tried unsuccessfully to explain that they lived in
communes, worked together and asked to pay taxes not from each fa-
mily, but from the commune as a whole (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 246).

The majority of the documents on this subject are dated from 1930
when the new wave of collectivization and combat with the kulaks got
under way. Many documents of that year tell about the unfounded arre-
sts of the Doukhobors charged with anti-Soviet activities and about
property confiscation (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 1, 208, 245,' 246). In Bonch-
Bruevich’s Fonds in SMHR, a researcher will find a description of the
concentration camp where some of the Doukhobors served their senten-
ces and the work conditions of the prisoners (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 246).

In their letters to the ARCEC, the Doukhobors were constantly try-
ing to prove that there was no and there could be no kulaks or “coun-
terrevolutionaries among them because the Doukhobors not only
believed in the communist idea, but even practiced it and have always
carried out their duties and responsibilities to the Soviet government”
(SMHR, Fo. 2,inv. 7,f. 1, p. 1).

In an effort to avoid the wrath of the local authorities, the Salsk
Doukhobors paid their grain-collection quotas in full in 1930.
However, new instructions regarding extra grain delivery arrived
from above. The frightened people turned in their seed grain in order

1. File 245 is conditionally dated from 1929. By comparing it with the document
“Request of the Representatives of the Melitopol Doukhobors...” dated July 26,
1930 (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 246) one concludes that the documents from the file
245 are dated 1930.
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not to be charged with anti-Soviet activity. This was described by the
Doukhobors of Khlebodarnoe village counsel to the ARCEC in
October 6, 1930 (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 246). Tregubov wrote about
similar atrocities toward the Melitopol Doukhobors to the AUCEC
Chairman Petrovskii on April 8, 1930. In his letter he quotes the letter
of the 63-year-old Doukhobor P. A. Kalmykov which is full of bewil-
derment: “... so through my labor I turned in to the government
400 poods [1 pood = 16.38 kg.] of all grain crops, paid all government
taxes and insurance on time, bought bonds for 25 rubles and did
everything else, and joined the artel [a peasants’ cooperative]. And
they won’t leave me in peace in the artel. It’s just incredible how one
needs to live nowadays” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 172, p. 12).

At that time a song appeared among the Doukhobors with the
words which reflected extremely well the hopelessness of their life:

“Oh, my God, my God, what's happening on Earth,

Innocent tears are shed everywhere and all people are suffering.
Either they take our cattle and give us bonds,

Or take away our bread and don’t give us money,

They try to accomplish their Five-year plans

and take away our clothes” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 599, pp. 41-42).

The Ukrainian Doukhobors wrote to Bonch-Bruevich on March 23,
1930 that after the revolution they “began to breathe deeper”, but soon
after “the foul persecution of honest laborers replaced freedom”
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 208, p. 5).

Nightly round-ups, beatings, mass arrests became part of the peo-
ple’s life. The dispossessed and their families were treated roughly.
They were a “class enemy” regardless of their age or sex. In the
communes of Chistiakovo and Verigino, Salsk district, after the rou-
tine arrests of the Doukhobors, they began to evict their families. “The
armed members of the Young Communist League would yell at the
scared children: ‘Get off the stove’ and the frightened children would
hide one behind the other with heart-rendering screams”, quoted
Tregubov from one of the Doukhobor letters in his note to the ARCEC
dated March 25, 1930. “The Young Communists would catch the chil-
dren by their legs and pull them off the stove and take them outside
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onto a cart. Since it was cold outside, the children would jump off the
cart and run back to the stove. The Young Communists would pull
them by their legs again and put them onto the cart” (SMHR, Fo. 2, in
v. 7, f. 844, p. 2). The crowd that gathered there did not let the cart
through, defended the arrested, and people were forced to spend the
nights with two or three families per house.

The Doukhobors wrote letters to the higher authorities, sent mes-
sengers hoping to get to the truth, but their complaints were trans-
ferred to the provinces, and the messengers were arrested on return
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 244). On April 17, 1930 after the Melitopol
Doukhobors complained of the oppression from the local authori-
ties to the Procurator’s office of the Ukraine, a member of AUCEC
came to the Trudoliubimovka village counsel to investigate the sit-
uation. Armed police forces suddenly appeared at 4 o’clock in the
morning on April 18. “Our brothers heard noise and screaming,
came outside and saw that our village was attacked from all sides”,
wrote an eyewitness of the event to Ivan M. Tregubov (SMHR, Fo.
2, inv. 7, £. 840, p. 2).

The only thing that the Doukhobors asked for was to be allowed to ’

live in peace or to emigrate to America. The Doukhobors could not un-

derstand why they were not allowed out of the USSR if they were

standing in the way of Socialism (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 192, p. 6).

The idea of fleeing the country as the only escape from the existing
situation was repeated in the letters of the Doukhobors (SMHR, Fo. 2, |

inv.7, £ 244, p. 2;£. 246, p. 5; £. 255, p. 2).

The dramatic nature of the situation highly resembled the end of ‘
the 1890s, except that now the Doukhobors confronted the govern-
ment which was establishing Socialism instead of the autocratic

government.

From their perspective, the Canadian Doukhobors tried to help
their co-religionists to move to Canada. On April 5, 1930, they senta
petition to the ARCEC to allow the Soviet Doukhobors to leave the -
country. The Named Doukhobors asked the government to liberate
their brothers from prisons and exile and to allow for the creation of a
emigration committee. They wrote that it is their historic dream to
gather together in one place (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 845). The same file
contains the Minutes of the Convention of the delegates from the
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Named Doukhobors of Canada which took place on March 30, 1930
and which confirmed their decision to help the Soviet Doukhbors.

The numerous letters from the Salsk Doukhobors and their repre-
sentative I. M. Tregubov to the ARCEC about the existing atrocities
produced some action. In April 1930 a special Commission was creat-
ed whose mandate was to study the situation of the sectarians in the
Northern Caucasus and to determine the course of action required to
remedy this situation. It was headed by A. Shotman. The documents
of that Commission appear in Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds (SMHR, Fo. 2,
inv. 7, f. 599, 826). They include a report presented to the Presidium of
ARCEC and suggestions based on Shotman’s report. The Commission
was forced to admit that the local authorities violated the laws and
decrees of collectivization. However, it was a common practice of that
time that a government Commission would arrive at a location, accuse
the local authorities of going too far, replace a few persons and, hav-
ing reassured the people, leave. The day after its departure everything
would return as before. After the government Commission visited the
Salsk district, a number of files were reviewed and some Doukhobors
were returned from the concentration camps and jails (SMHR, Fo. 2,
inv. 7, f. 250, 847). However, the positive suggestions proposed by the
Commission (about the possibility of adopting a charter of sectarian
communes, and about giving up the practice of denying voting rights
to presbyters and preachers) were not carried out.

The year 1931 did not bring any improvements. Letters from the
Doukhobors that year contained the same bewilderment and hopeles-
sness, and the same requests and entreaties as in the previous year. In
January and February 1931, driven to extremity, the Salsk and then the
Melitopol Doukhobors sent petitions to the General Secretary of the
Central Committee of the AUBCP, 1. V. Stalin, to the member of the
Central Control Committee of the AUBCP, A. A. Solts, and to the
Chairman of the Commission on Cults at the ARCEC, P. G. Smidovich.
They asked to be allowed to leave for Canada to get reunited with
their brothers in faith (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 255). In March and April
of the same year, the Doukhobors sent several more letters to the go-

" vernment leaders. They are all kept in file 255.

They wrote about the devastation brought about by the Red Army
in February 11, 1931 in the villages of Petrovka and Veseloe, about the
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arrests, about a forced amalgamation into collective farms, whereas
they already have their own communes, about the confiscation of the
communal property, and its sale to the kolkhozniks [collective farmers
on government farms] for next to nothing. The Doukhobors saw that
the cattle were dying in the neighboring collective farms because of
mismanagement and lack of fodder; they saw the utter confusion in
the collective farms, and they asked the leaders of the government and
the party: Why did they need such collective farms? (SMHR, Fo. 2,
inv. 7, f. 207, 255). Apparently, these people had an inexhaustible
reserve of faith in justice of the higher authorities, if, having gone
through all the horrors of Social agricultural reconstruction, they con-
tinued to hope that somebody will hear them and will help them.

The Doukhobors wrote to their Canadian brothers hoping, if not
for help, then for compassion. The Salsk Doukhobors gave a very
emotional description of flogging in Petrovka by the Red Army sol-
diers. The soldiers demanded a release of the kulaks; they beat up peo-
ple, and when asked for the reason they answered: “We are beating
the insensibility out of you and culture into you.” Blood poured from
the smashed heads and faces and the snow was red in places. During
a storm the people were driven to the edge of the village, made to
kneel in the snow and then, frozen and weak, they were driven on foot
to a regional center Tselina, and from there to the Rostov jail.
Altogether 94 people were arrested (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 47).

The famine in the Ukraine and the Northern Caucasus in 1932 was
an expected outcome of the endless grain requisitions in 1931-1932.
Even during the famine when people were dying from starvation, the
remains of the seed and consumption grain were still confiscated from
the peasants including the Doukhobors. The Salsk Doukhobors
informed Smirdovich at the ARCEC about this on December 30, 1932
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 31, p. 5). Smirdovich called all those atrocities
continuously reported by the Doukhobors to the ARCEC for several
years as “temporary mistakes”. He also advised the Doukhobors to
actively help establish Socialism (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 247).

A small group of documents during 1933-1935 deals with the prob-
lem of the extra-early sowing. By that time collectivization was gener-
ally completed. Collective farms were organized in place of the
Doukhobor communes even though some Doukhobors persistently
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remained individual peasants. Socialist ideologists believed that a
transition to a socialist economy should be accompanied by a radical
remodeling of the very principles and methods of farm management
including a rejection of the traditional agricultural practices tested
through the centuries. The date of sowing and harvesting no longer
depended now on the weather or soil conditions, but on the decision
of the government. In 1933 extra-early sowing was conducted
throughout the country in order to increase the crop. All peasants
including individual peasants from the Salsk district were obliged to
start sowing in the frozen soil on March 20. Three individual peasants
(M. Voikin, P. A. Vasilenko, and K. Nichvolodov) refused to obey the
order; by dinner-time on March 21, they came out to the fields because
they were afraid of the consequences of their actions. The district court
of the Northern Caucasus charged them with anti-Soviet activities and
sentenced the first two to be shot, and the third one to 10 years in jail
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, {. 830).

In 1935 the extra-early sowing was conducted in the Salsk district
in February. I. V. Tomilin’s letter to Bonch-Bruevich, March 10, 1935,
sounds like the cries from the soul of a grain-grower. He begged
Bonch-Bruevich to do something to prevent a loss of harvest; he also
asked a question that was tormenting him: Is it possible that, by issu-
ing this ruling, somebody wanted to destroy the crops on purpose and
blame it on the collective farm? (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 171). This ques-
tion undoubtedly was on the mind of every sensible person even
though only a few would dare ask it.

Not only were the Melitopol and Salsk Doukhobors victims of the
repression’s of the 1930s, but the Caucasian Doukhobors from the vil-
lage of Gorelovka suffered a great deal. Quietly and persistently they
rejected the socialist efforts to reorganize their agricultural way of life,
the efforts of which were destroying their traditional foundations and
beliefs. However, Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds completely lack any do-
cuments on this subject. Firstly, this is because Vladimir Dmitrievich
did not keep in touch with the Small Party at all. Secondly, the resi-
dents of Gorelovka viewed all their hardships as God’s tests and bore
them quietly, without turning to the Soviet government with com-
plaints and petitions. The verbal stories by Gorelovka’s elders are the
only source on this subject.
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Ivan M. Tregubov played an active part in the fate of the Doukho-
bors. As the official representative of the Doukhobors, he tried to
champion their interests everywhere, not considering the possible ne-
gative consequences for himself. His numerous letters and reports to
ARCEC and AUCEC are written in a convincing and bold style
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 172, 246, 839, 840, 842-846, 848).

Vladimir D. Bonch-Bruevich’s attitude to the Doukhobors lacked
the idealization which was characteristic of Tolstoy’s followers. A
Communist and an atheist, Bonch-Bruevich regarded the Doukhobors
as allies in the battle with autocracy up until 1917. After the Revolu-
tion, he thought that the Doukhobors, as hardworking and exemplary
peasants, will be able to contribute a great deal to the land develop-
ment and agricultural growth, and helped them to relocate from the
Caucasus to Russia. As a scientist, Bonch-Bruevich was interested in
the Doukhobors.

Despite their differences in opinions, Tregubov always considered
Bonch-Bruevich to be an unbiased and decent person. When he found
out about the creation of the Commission at the ARCEC, headed by A.
Shotman, he asked to include Bonch-Bruevich as an expert instead of
F. M. Putintsev, an active member of the Union of Atheists and author
of the book Dukhoboriia published in 1928.

In their letters the Doukhobors addressed Bonch-Bruevich as “an
old friend” and “protector”. Being personally acquainted with the he-
ads of various government agencies, he often acted as an intercessor to
the Doukhobors. Bonch-Bruevich tried to restore lawfulness and to
protect the Doukhobors from repression against them. In his letter to
the Chairman of AUCEC, G. 1. Petrovskii, October 29, 1930, he
expressed his sincere outrage at “the passivity of the provincial procu-
rator’s powers which set no limits to the atrocities committed against
all those grain-growers by the provincial authorities in the remote
provinces” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 244, p. 1). Bonch-Bruevich took part
in the fate of V. I. Golubov, a Doukhobor from the Salsk district, who
was arrested in 1931 and disappeared without a trace in the bowels of
PCIA (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 234).

The Doukhobors had a great trust in Vladimir Dmitrievich
because it was he, they wrote, “who knew the Doukhobors, their suf-
ferings, degradation and cruelty towards them better than anybody
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else... We consider you as one of our sympathizers and hope that you
would pity us more than others and would not refuse to help us and
petition for our freedom and for an end to our persecution” (SMHR,
Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 207, p. 2).

Bonch-Bruevich responded to the letter from the Salsk
Doukhobors about a pogrom by the Red Army soldiers in the com-
munes of Petrovka and Veseloe on February 11, 1931. He wrote in his
reply: “One need not say that everything that happened to you is truly
horrible, illegal and totally contrary to the spirit of the Soviet govern-
ment” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 240, p. 1).He continued to believe that
after the letter of the Doukhobors to Stalin, the authorities would
investigate all the atrocities and everything would get settled.

Bonch-Bruevich’s archives contain one more letter which deserves
some attention. This is his reply to Ivan G. Bondarev in Canada, Sep-
tember 23, 1933. Apparently, Bondarev expressed his outrage at the
cruelty and injustice of the Soviet government which sentenced the
Doukhobors to capital punishment because of a delay in their arrival
for extra-early sowing. The contents of Bonch-Bruevich'’s letter contra-
dict everything that he wrote earlier about lawlessness towards the
Doukhobors. “He who prevents us from establishing Socialism and
from setting our people up so that they feel happy will be swept from
the path of the proletariat with an iron broom with no regret, no mat-
ter who he is”, Vladimir Dmitrievich wrote to Bondarev. Those who
failed to come out to the extra-early sowing were in his opinion “the
kulaks who came from Transcaucasia where they were used to
exploiting the Tatars in the most cruel way. Here they also wanted to
ruin the sowing campaign which was conducted everywhere accord-
ing to a well thought out plan” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 218, pp. 8-9). V.
D. Bonch-Bruevich knew about grain being extracted from the peas-
ants and about the famine in the Northern Caucasus and Ukraine. In
spite of all that he declared that the talk of famine was a blatant lie and
that “it was already the 16th year as the happy Russian people victo-
riously progressed forward”, and that joy and happiness reigned in
the collective farms (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 218, p. 10).

It is hard to believe that the letters to Bondarev, Smidovich, and
Petrovskii are written by the same person. A researcher of the life
and work of Bonch-Bruevich would find the answer to the puzzling
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question: “What happened?” if he looks at the file 809 in the archives
of SMHR and reads the report of V. V. Poliakov, the General
Procurator of the Ukraine, written on December 19, 1930 and for-
warded to Petrovskii, Chairman of AUCEC. Poliakov was instructed
to inquire into the law violations reported by Bonch-Bruevich to
AUCEC in his letter of October 29, 1930. Defending the regimental
honor, Poliakov swept aside Bonch-Bruevich'’s accusations of the local
authorities and concluded that the Doukhobor “sect was not only
counter-revolutionary in its actions toward the Soviet government,
but that their prayers contained a great deal of counterrevolutionary
and anti-Soviet beliefs.” The General Procurator accused Bonch-
Bruevich in that he “stepped off the right track to such an extent that
he became a deliberate and outspoken protector of the interests of the
Doukhobor kulaks...” Poliakov also wrote that his “support and pro-
tection of the Doukhobor sect may take on an anti-Soviet and anti-rev-
olutionary significance” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 809, pp. 4-6). The
author of the report did not lose the opportunity to reproach Bonch-
Bruevich for compilation of the Zhivotnaia Kniga Dukhobortsev. Such
accusations especially coming from such a prominent person were
fraught with the most serious consequences for Bonch-Bruevich. On
Petrovskii’s orders, a copy of Poliakov’s report was sent to Bonch-
Bruevich. Undoubtedly, Bonch-Bruevich suffered a major moral blow;
he was frightened and broken.

The relationship between the Soviet government and the Doukho-
bors in 1920-1930s is revealed mostly through the documents from the
Doukhobors found in Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds in SMHR. For a more
thorough research it is undoubtedly necessary to turn to the archival
Fonds of ARCEC and CPC stored in the State Archives of the Russian
Federation (the former October Revolution Central Government
Archives of the USSR).

Chapter IX

Doukhobors Ideology,
World View and Historical Vision

Doukhobor manuscripts and letters describing the principles of
religious upbringing, ideology, religious dogma, and Doukhobor
history consisting of tales and legends, religious folklore, and rituals
are presented in the Fonds of Bonch-Bruevich better than anywhere
else. This has to do with the personal interests of the creator of the
Fonds. Bonch-Bruevich was interested in the spiritual life of the move-
ment. He always tried to delve deeply into its inner life, to discover the
secret meaning of the psalms and rituals which was usually hidden
from strangers. Thanks to his extensive friendly contacts with the
Doukhobors, Bonch-Bruevich received information which was often
inaccessible to another researcher.

The greatest accomplishment of Vladimir Dmitrievich was the col-
lection of the Doukhobor religious folklore and the compiling and
publishing of psalms in the Zhivotnaia Kniga Dukhobortsev in 1909.

One of the peculiarities of the Doukhobors was that its doctrine
was conveyed orally from generation to generation. The Doukhobors
acknowledge only the “living word” and had no written traditions.
Each family knew a certain number of psalms. Under the guidance
of their mothers and grandmothers the children learned them from
early childhood; Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds contain some interesting
evidence for this (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 543-545). When the whole
village gathered for a prayer, an oral Zhivotnaia Kniga (A Book of
Life) was compiled. This is what V. D. Bonch-Bruevich recorded and
published.
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Many years later in his letter to Vasili A. Makaseyev, May 11, 1936,
Bonch-Bruevich recalled how he had walked all over the northern part
of the Doukhobor settlements in Canada. Accompanied by a Doukho-
bor Kanigan, he went from house to house recording their psalms
(MS RSL, Fo. 369, C. 171, f. 25).

His notebooks with these records and materials for the Zhivotnaia
Kniga Dukhobortsev are kept in the MS RSL and SMHR (MS RSL,
Fo. 369, C. 39, . 11; C. 4], {. 2; SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 962).

Some materials found in Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds were not in-
cluded in the book. An example of this are the four spiritual poems
called stishki, sent from the village of Orlovka in the Caucasus by
L. V. Tomilin. It is possible that they were not included in the Zhivotnaia
Kniga Dukhobortsev because they were received after the book was
published. Three of the poems are archaic, and one seems to be written
in the 1890s by one of the Doukhobors from the Large Party. Peter V.
Verigin is mentioned in this poem under the name of Peter the Great
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 583).

Incantations / spells against sickness, accidents, and weapons col-
lected by Bonch-Bruevich in Canada were also not included in the Zhi-
votnaia Kniga Dukhobortsev (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 977). This is an amaz-
ing stratum of the Doukhobor folklore which has not been researched
by anyone until now. Incantations were frequently used among sec-
tarians during the first decades after moving to Canada. They are still
used among the Georgian and Russian Doukhobors. Bonch-Bruevich
could not help recognize the scientific value of this material; however,
he abstained from publishing it. More likely the Doukhobors themsel-
ves asked him not to publish it because even now they are wary of rea-
ding such spells to a stranger. SMHR has one typical letter from a
Doukhobor I. Vereshchagin to Bonch-Bruevich dated February 13,
1901. In this letter he asks the scientist not to include everything he
recorded in the Zhivotnaia Kniga because the Doukhobors “sing many
devilish songs” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 623, p-1).

Bonch-Bruevich was especially interested in the cosmogonical me-
aning of the psalm Tsar David Aseevich ; and the Doukhobors sent him
letters from Canada with their interpretations of this psalm. This ma-
terial is preserved in SMHR (Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 613, 950, 979).
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At the request of Bonch-Bruevich, a Doukhobor V. Potapov sent
him an explanation of the obscure words found in the psalms (SMHR,
Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 568). Bonch-Bruevich used his explanations in the com-
mentaries to the Zhivotnaia Kniga. The interpretation of the so-called
“question-answer psalms” is found in the letter of A. Rilkov to Bonch-
Bruevich (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 418).

In Canada the Doukhobors composed many new stick and psalms.
F. L. Vishlov told Bonch-Bruevich about this in his letter of November
14, 1927. He pointed out that many psalms from the Zhivotnaia Kniga
have come true and have grown obsolete, while for the other ones
such as “In the ancient times” the time has not yet come to be fulfilled
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 35). Apparently Bonch-Bruevich was going to
supplement and republish the Zhivotnaia Kniga. With this goal in
mind, Vasili A. Makaseyev sent him the new Canadian psalms and
stikhi in the early 1930s. This is mentioned in Makaseyev’s letters to
Bonch-Bruevich (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 83; MS RSL, Fo. 369, C. 171,
f. 25). However, the material itself is absent from the Fonds. We were
able to establish that they are kept in V. A. Makaseyev’s Fond in SMHR
(Fo. 6, inv. 1, f. 57). Apparently Bonch-Bruevich transferred these mate-
rials to the Museum of History of Religion during the establishment of
the archives. At that time he was not able to publish the enlarged
Zhivotnaia Kniga.

The Caucasian Doukhobors had read neither the Old, nor the New
Testament before the 1890s. Under the influence of Peter V. Verigin and
Tolstoy’s followers, the Gospels became a regular part to their life. It
had a significant influence on the religious views of many Doukhobors
of the Large Party. The materials from Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds pro-
vide us with an opportunity to follow the changes in the religious
ideology of the Doukhobors.

The sources on this subject can be divided into three groups.

1. The documents which reflect the traditional Doukhobor ideo-
logy adhered to by the Caucasian Doukhobors as well as by the older
generation during the first years of their life in Canada. It was based

- on the oral Zhivotnaia Kniga, on legends, and on prophesies.

A letter of the Caucasian Doukhobor V. Obedkov to Tolstoy’s fol-
lowers E. I. Popov and 1. M. Tregubov of 1896 is of great interest as a
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portrayal of the Doukhobor religious views (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7,
£. 377)*.

V. Sherstobitov provided his interpretation of the Doukhobor tea-
chings in his letter written on the way to exile in March 1899. At Tregu-
bov’s request, he explained the Doukhobors’ concept of the words
“Our Lady”, ”angel”, and “to pray” (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, . 466)*.1

A. Rilkov wrote some very interesting letters with the description
of the Doukhobor faith. They were written in 1901 and addressed to
Bonch-Bruevich (SMHR, F. 2, inv. 7, f. 418, 696). Another person who
can be called a “traditionalist” is M. Krasnikova who was close to
Lukeria Vasilevna Kalmykova when the latter was alive. Her letters
are somewhat confused, hysterically emotional, but her views are very
typical of the majority of the Doukhobors (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 364,
365, 646).

A researcher needs to look at two more manuscripts in order to
characterize the traditional Doukhobor teachings. They are the Brief
Interpretation of Faith written by an anonymous author in 1896 and the
Description of the Real Christian Faith and Epistemology of the Truth of
Our Lord Jesus Christ written by I. Abrosimov (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f.
553, 967). They deal mainly with the ritual side of the Doukhobor reli-
gious life. In Canada after the arrival of Peter V. Verigin, many reli-
gious rituals described in these manuscripts were changed or abol-
ished altogether.

2. The sources which reflect the new Doukhobor beliefs formed in
the 1890s under the strong influence of Peter V. Verigin’s ideas, and
through him, under the influence of Tolstoy’s movement.

Among the Doukhobors, Lev N. Tolstoy’s ideas produced a
completely unexpected result. Here of course one has to turn first to
the letters of Peter V. Verigin which are very numerous in SMHR. One
should not equate the socio-religious ideas preached by P. V. Verigin
with the notions shared by the Doukhobors as a whole. Verigin tried
not to get embroiled in the maze of the dogmatic tenets. His ideas
were rather socio-ethical than religious. The new socio-ethical direc-
tions together with the traditional tenets brought forth a new
Doukhobor ideology in the late 19th and early 20th centuries.
Undoubtedly when researching this subject, one should turn to the let-
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ters of the Doukhobors who actively participated in the movements of
the postnik-Doukhobors. These are the collective letters of the
Doukhobors from the Elizavetpol jail to I. M. Tregubov written June 8,
1896 (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 419), I. V. Verigin’s letter to I. K. Diterikhs
from prison dated March 24, 1898 (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 319)*, and a
letter of the exiled Doukhobor from the city of Olekminsk to the Kars
Doukhobors, August 1898 (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 409)*.

The Fond in SMHR contains many such letters and narratives of
the Doukhobors. I would like to single out the letters of I. E. Konkin
(SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 354-356, 358, 761) which are very interesting. He
was a philosophical person who wrote verbose letters to E. I. Popov, L
M. Tregubov, and G. K. Shatalin. He knew the Gospels very well and
quoted them frequently. I. E. Konkin was P. V. Verigin’s devoted fol-
lower and often recounted his ideas almost verbatim in his letters. In
Canada, Konkin recorded his own thoughts in the form of conversa-
tions (Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 528-530). His letters contain many controversies;
the traditional ideas merge with the new ones. His conversation The
True Coming of Christ (1922) is, in fact, a transposition of the ancient
Doukhobor psalm Who is he, then, that John, the new Moses> (SMHR,
Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 530).

The ideology of freedom also developed as a result of the sowing
of new ideas into the unprepared old soil. The fundamentals of this
ideology were laid down in the Caucasus, but it took its final form in
Canada. When talking with his co-religionists, P. V. Verigin never ex-
pressed any ideas that could be interpreted by them incorrectly
because he was very familiar with the Doukhobors. It would be diffi-
cult for an outsider to understand all the subtleties of the Doukhobor
beliefs and the peculiarities of the sectarian psychology. In this respect,
Alexander Bodiansky shows a very keen insight. There is a letter in the
Bonch-Bruevich’s Fond in the MS RSL in which he warned Bonch-
Bruevich of the danger of publishing P. V. Verigin’s letters because the
Doukhobors would interpret their leader’s every word as the Lord’s
command. According to Bodiansky, this publication might cause
great harm to the Doukhobors. He warned: “... One should treat the
contents of such publications with great caution” (MS RSL, Fo. 369,

2. Zhivotnaia Kniga Dukhobortsev, 1909, 71.
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C. 241, f. 28, p. 19 and over). The emergence of the ideology of freedom
confirmed his correctness.

3. The sources which reflect the ideology of the Canadian
Doukhobors.

This ideology began to take shape around the 1920s, at first among
the individual Doukhobor farmers and later spreading to the com-
mune farmers. It was characterized by an even greater departure from
the traditional Doukhobor beliefs with a primary emphasis placed on
the common Christian and humanistic notions. These notions can be
found in the letters and articles of V. A. Makaseyev (SMHR, Fo. 2,
inv. 7, f. 540-542, 655), in V. I. Koochin’s letters, and in the letters to the
editor Eli A. Popoff of the Doukhobor magazine Iskra [Spark], written
in 1951 and addressed to V. D. Bonch-Bruevich (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7,
f. 650, 119).

In reality there was a co-existence of all three trends of the
Doukhobor world view; therefore, such a division of the archive mate-
rials is somewhat arbitrary. Moreover, we singled out the most strik-
ing and interesting documents in each collection of materials. In fact,
the overwhelming majority of the documents in Bonch-Bruevich’s
Fonds deals more or less with the question of the Doukhobor world
view and should be studied as a whole.

I would like to address another question in this section: the
Doukhobors” own view of the history of their movement and their
outstanding leaders. The Doukhobor sect was an ethnological group
of Russians torn away from their main ethnic group and living close
together among other peoples. The Doukhobors were united by their
religion, culture, self-awareness as well as awareness of their common
history which, by the way, was often made up and mythical. Bonch-
Bruevich’s Fonds contain some documents which reveal the
Doukhobors’ views on the origin of their movement and on how these
views were changing in Canada (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 22, 24, 696).

The Fonds contain the most interesting manuscript of M. S.
Androsov A Story of Our Ancestors® (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 483). This

3. Published in Materials on the History and Research of Russian Sectarianism and Split,
Ist edition, 1908.
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story offers a mythical narrative of the history of the group and the life
events of its founder under Savely Kapustin. In his letter to Bonch-
Bruevich, a Canadian Doukhobor P. S. Vereshchagin told a legend of
another Doukhobor hero, Edom and his meeting with the Tsarina
Catherine II. In Vereshchagin’s opinion, the English Quakers were
started by Edom who was ransomed by the English from a jail and
was taken to England. That is the reason why the English Quakers and
the Doukhobors have so much in common (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 6, f. 22).

A historical narrative about a Doukhobor who took part in the de-
fense of the city of Sevastopol during the Crimean War 1853-1856, has
some didactic overtones. He was awarded a pension for his heroic
deeds, but since wars are unrighteous in nature, this money was also
unrighteous and in the end the protagonist had his money and his life
taken away from him (SMHR. Fo. 2, invent 7, f. 488)*.

The SMHR Fond contains an interesting and unique document:
The Explanation of the Doukhobor Elders of the Slander Which Accuse Them
of Beastly Crimes and Various Cruelties Performed by Them in Tavriya
Province (Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 554). The Doukhobors did not and do not like
to talk, and all the more, write on this subject because it is always
veiled in mystery. In this “Explanation” they tried to steer the accusa-
tions of the historians away from them and offered their own concep-
tion of those historical events.

In her story, In 1840, M. Krasnikova wrote about a specific event in
history of the Doukhobors, i.e. their relocation to the Caucasus and
their life there (SMHR, Fo. 2, inv. 7, f. 512).

Because of the fact that the materials concerning the Doukhobors’
view of history are not plentiful, they allow one to examine the pro-
blem of how and with what purpose the real history of the sect was
interpreted.

Besides the written documents, Bonch-Bruevich’s Fond in SMHR
has some illustrations, a collection of photographs of the Doukhobors.
They are found in Fo. 2, inv. 29, f. 205-293. The majority of the photo-
graphs reflect the life of the Doukhobors in Canada. There are many
pictures of P. V. Verigin and other outstanding Doukhobors at the be-
ginning of the 20th century. The photographs show the scenes of the
Doukhobors work life, their celebrations, religious rites, and daily life.
A small number, mainly group photographs, were taken even in the
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Caucasus. The Fond contains pictures taken aboard the ship during
the relocation of the Doukhobors to Canada. Apparently these photo-
graphs were taken by L. A. Sulerzhitsky since it is known that he took
many pictures during the journey across the ocean. A few photographs
were taken in 1927 in the Doukhobor villages in the Salsk district of
the Don region. Many of the photographs found in the Font are
already widely known and have often been published. However, there
are also some pictures that have never been seen before.

A. A. Konkin supplemented his memoirs written in 1924 with illu-
strations. In a way, this is an illustrated chronicle of one life (SMHR,
Fo. 2, inv. 7, . 946).

The photographic portraits of some Tolstoy’s followers who were
involved in the fate of the Doukhobors are found in MS RSL (Fo. 369,
C. 427£.2, 6,20, 44; C. 435, {. 6).

On the whole, the collection of the Doukhobor photographs in
Bonch-Bruevich’s Fonds is not vast, but it is sufficiently diverse and
reflects various aspects of the life of the Doukhobors from the end of
the 19th century until 1949.

We have examined the archive sources (written and illustrated)
on the history of the Doukhobor movement in Vladimir D. Bonch-
Bruevich’s Fonds in SMHR and in MS RSL. There is no doubt that
these documents do not answer all the questions of the many-sided
history of the group. However, one of the great and unquestionable
advantages of this material compared to the material from other per-
sonal archival Fonds is that it allows one to follow the historical devel-
opment of the group during a time frame lasting over half a century in
the countries with three different socio-economic and political systems
(Tsarist Russia, Soviet Russia, bourgeois-democratic Canada) and in
different climates and geographic conditions.

HISTORY OF THE DOUKHOBORS

Fig. 23. — The new generation

From the Tarasoff Photo Collection on Doukhobor History,
Provincial Archives of British Columbia
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