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In the Spring of 1960, an author named Kamil Ikramoiting in the popular Soviet journal
Science and Religioambarked upon an adventure to Khorezm, a far-fheggon of the Uzbek
Soviet Socialist Republic (UzSSR) with an anciergtdny spanning thousands of years. His
odyssey began in the airport of Tashkent, the @lapitthe UzSSR and the USSR's fourth largest
city. The airport "reminds one of Vnukovo [airpoit] Moscow" with "its great halls, walls of
glass, and announcements in three languages: URnmsjan and English (for tourists).” After
making more approbative observations, Ikramov infged the idyllic picture with a cry of horror.
"What a shame!" exclaimed a man sitting next to 'Wéat a shame for us all'™ All eyes were
fixed on a woman completely covered in a “"parantfghe, along with her young husband, were
waiting to board the flight to Khorezm. This wasdinov's introduction by fire to the unspeakable
backwardness of Central Asia.

In Urganch, the capital of Khorezm, Ikramov was tmet'Pir Niyaz Khodja [sic]", a man
who in the May 1960 edition of the magazi®eience and Religiohad identified himself in an
emotional personal essay as a former "saint oft gegwn" and "the twenty-first descendant of
Muhammad himself” whose faith in Islam had "burmed’. With Pir Niyaz as his guide, a wide-
eyed Ikramov observed first-hand the strength énréigion of Islam, which over the centuries had
"brought the native people nothing but sadnessaavfdl destitution" after annihilating its more
benevolent predecessor, Zoroastrianism. Lustfulggeddy "mullas and ishatistill preyed upon
what other Soviet sources consistently referreabttthe backward part of the population’. Relating
various rumors that had reached his ears duringrithehe author referred to numerous instances
of these spiritual figures stealing livestock anshey through means of

!"parandja™: In Russian usage, usually a generiereete to an unspecified variety of veils donned by
Muslim women.

Z"Ishan" (Uzbek & Tajik, eshon): An honorific title with varying connotations acrosSentral Asia. In
Soviet usage, ishan referred exclusively to socjdrasites” such as the shrine caretakers and rpraye
readers referred to here. It derives from the Bergyshan (‘they). The word 'mulla’ (Uzbekmullo),
effaced from the vocabulary of modern Uzbek (but ath Central Asian languages) for historical re®so
served a similar function.



deception and extortion. One such social parasitgrtain Vaisov who was a prayer
reader at the famous Mukhtar Vali shrine not famfikKhiva, was specifically portrayed as
a pervert:

"Women who are sent [on pilgrimages to the shrinyefheir husbands due to [a wish to
be cured of] their barrenness sometimes stay indva hut for a few nights. And if one
notes that he is young and healthy, then it shbeldf no surprise that exactly nine
months after the 'healing’ they give birth." At #ame time, Ikramov found much cause
for optimism based on what he saw. In recent y#faespumber of females in the regional
workforce had risen tremendously. He took speaiaepin noting the names of Muslim
women who had become caretakers of pigs. Muchrlangenbers of men and women
had earned tractor operation certificates, somgtinich the author assured his readers
was antithetical to the tenets of Islam. Closing #tcount of his adventures in Khorezm,
Ikramov qualified his cautious optimism by notitngt "little has been done in Khorezm
to spread new Soviet traditions and rituals".

In its calculated offensiveness, this article imgnavays closely matched Soviet
anti-religious literature of previous decades. Bgithe widespread anarchy and terror of
the 1920s and '30s, mosques, shrines, and thdiataff clergy and caretakers had
suffered heavily in the course of violent Sovieti-agligious initiatives. The destruction
of mosques as well as imprisonment and murder bfiioes figures had been
accompanied by attempts to win the masses away Istam through the non-violent
means of the printed word, for one. Journals ssdBeabozhniK'Godless', established
1925) andAntireligioznik (est. 1926) enjoyed wide distribution and the distaiment of
satellite publications for limited republican distrition (e.g.,Bezbozhnik Uzbekistana)
represented at least a token acknowledgement ctahes desire to take a multi-faceted
approach to the elimination of religion. Satirieadd offensive pieces such as the one
guoted above featured prominentlyBezbozhniland therefore did not have believers,
whose animosity towards the Communist state'sralgjious policies was more likely
than not to increase in the face of such cynit¢atks$ on cherished spiritual practices, as

% Unless otherwise noted, all preceding quotatioasram "Kamill Ikramov", " Yarkii Svet - Rezkie T
in Nauka i Religiia(July 1960) pp. 21-27



their targeted audience. Rather, these articles wéended to encourage and strengthen
the resolve of anti-religious agitators in entitimsch as the Union of the Militant
Godless, an official body active in the late 19208l early 19308.A propaganda
organization, its chief areas of operation inclugadlication of anti-religious brochures
in indigenous languages (a difficult enterpriseegithe acute shortage of native cadres in
the Union's ranks), as well as organizing atheishts such as talks, lectures, and film-
screenings for the general public. All these develp media of anti-religious
propaganda utilized the imagery of Muslim clergyaasexploitative and manipulative
class.

On the face of things, therefore, this article miod represent a departure from past
anti-Islamic literature. Certainly, the basic tafethis and other polemical articles from
the 1950s and 1960s drew entirely upon previoukwbra similar vein. At the same
time, important changes were taking place duringghriod with respect to how the state
understood its attack on Islam. In comparison tokved earlier decades, one finds the
greatest difficulty in detecting these changes betwthe condescending lines of the
innuendo, slander, and well-worn stereotypes oferpadal literature. The picture
becomes clearer, however, when one analyzes thedesain light of Soviet Orientalist
literature from this period, as well as confident@mmunications within the government
bureaucracy. What emerges is a broad though irstensidesire to understand and
explain religion in its totality as a foundationr fthe enterprise of destroying it.
Stereotypes about Islam and Muslims, observatidnigluslim life recorded by party
cadres, and even Marxist ideology no longer fuedsan adequate base to paint the kind
of all-encompassing picture of Islam that the stgiparently felt it required. There are
numerous foundations for this hypothesis.

First, the Soviet government clearly became mos®qumupied with basing its
anti-religious measures on some sort of sciengfitfice. Broadly speaking, in the
violence of previous decades mosque closures andhthider of clergy had struck the
Party as obvious measures that would have theedesffect. This is not to say that the
1920s and 1930s had not witnessed peaks and valleydi-religious measures, or that
much discussion and debate within the Party hadoma into how it should attack
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Islam. However, the dynamics of the Khrushchev sa& a number of important
changes; no doubt, these stemmed in large part kessons perceived to have been
learned from earlier campaigns under Stalin. Wisetlea Soviet state's understanding of
Islam under Stalin had been more qualitatively abgie., based on observation and
Marxist assumptions) and dependent on statistics toinimal extent, the years after
WWII saw a vastly increased prominence accordedtdtstics that reached its peak
under Khrushchev. Confidential reports from pantyestigators reported not only on the
number of mosques, both registered and unregistere@entral Asian republics and
localities, but also developed highly detailed ist@tl reports on ‘itinerant’ clergy,
shrines, and pilgrims. The numbers are generally mmdest to carry any serious
meaning; however, it is the state's preoccupatidh these statistics rather than the
accuracy of the numbers themselves that speaksneslabout its increased interest in
understanding all aspects of Islam and Muslim [ifeat these statistical initiatives
directly influenced the state's decisions on howaieduct anti-religious campaigns is no
more apparent than in its attack on shrine pilggen&oviet records from the 1920s and
'30s rarely discuss shrine pilgrimage as an issparate from that of mosque attendance;
one can surmise that increased statistical actistigd light on the centrality of
pilgrimage to Muslim life in Central Asia. This reation led to the pronouncement of a
Central Committee declaration "on ending pilgrireage so called 'holy places™ in
1958. Ideologically motivated sociological investigns wrapped in a cloud of
methodological terminology also served a very simflnction; although not strictly
statistical, these initiatives sought to shed litfitough scientific analysis on areas of
Muslim life which the state did not feel it had@plete conceptual grasp of.

Second, a perceived need to formulate a qualitaefimition of Islam led to an
increased level of authority becoming vested insitteolarship of Soviet Orientaliaté
few prominent Orientalists accepted the chargeoohélating an Islam that the Soviet
government and Communists could apprehend. Ceotridlis enterprise was a formal
separation by the Orientalists of legitimate Iskariactices from un-Islamic fabrications
that had fallen under the rubric of Islam withie ttonsciousness of 'the backward part
of the population'. The supreme irony here derfvech the fact that polemical literature

' RussianyostokovedThe Russian word for ‘Islamicigislamovedplso had wide currency in this period.



from virtually every decade of Soviet power desaxiéll Islamic practices and beliefs as
illegitimate because of their fabrication by anleiptive ecclesiastical clique working in
tangent with feudal or bourgeois ruling classesotimer words, the charge upon the
Orientalists to articulate a pseudo-canonized Id&ftrthem with little choice but to try
and work around the basic identification by the i8bkegime of religion as constructed
in all respects. This paradox meant in practica tha Orientalist formulation of a
legitimate Islam did not always correspond to tipmopagated by SADUR or
internationally revered Islamic institutions suchadAzhar in Cairo. One example of this
was the appropriation of practices and concepitsfgp® Muslims in Central Asia to the
universal Soviet-imagined Islam. By investing hitheéth a de-factdijozat’, the Soviet
Orientalist in effect established himself as yebthaer pillar of authority in the
constellation of respectable Islamic knowledge. i&orientalism thus came to
legitimize anti-religious policies and was in twstmiengthened by the adoption of those
policies, playing a crucial role that was acknowled in many if not all echelons of the
Soviet government and that was without precedeiaré¢he Khrushchev era. The fact
that Orientalists occasionally disagreed on whatadly constituted legitimate Islam is
the strongest testament of all to the fact thabagss of formulating a definition of Islam
was very much underway.

®During the mid-1940s, the Soviet Government crettedfour Muslim Spiritual Directorates that were
intended to supervise officially sanctioned Muslifa in the USSR and, at least in Central Asiareplace
the ecclesiastical hierarchies that had been destrim previous decades. In 1943, the Presidiutthef
USSR Supreme Soviet approved the creation of tir@u# Directorate of the Muslims of Central Asia
and Kazakstan (SADUM) This was the same year ti@tGommittee for the Affairs of the Orthodox
Church (CAROC) was set up by the Council of Pespi®mmissars; the Committee for the Affairs of
Religious Cults (CARC), in effect the body supeingsall non-Russian Orthodox religious activitytive
USSR, received its statute in 1944. In 1967, the t@mmittees were joined into a single body, the
Committee for Religious Affairs (CRA) under the US&ouncil of Ministers. Yaacov Ro'i, Islam in the
Soviet Union pp. 12, 59 & 104. A severely understaffed andeufoshded body, CARC (and later CRA)
devoted most its energy in Central Asia to momgpi$ADUM on the one hand and non-SADUM religious
activity on the other. CARC fulfiled its mandatéhrdugh regional representatives (Russian,
upolnomochennyetJzbek, vakillar) in republican and provincigloblast, ASSR, AQ}apitals who in
practice generally feared local officials more thiagir CARC superiors. Possessing little decisiaking
authority of its own, CARC passed on petitions fr&®\DUM to the CPSU Central Committee, and a
variety of bodies, including the KGB, read the mpmf its Moscow-based chairman. Satisfying the
committee's demands occupied and continues to gcough of the daily work of registered imams.
Tajik & Uzbek, ijozat; Arabic, ‘ijaza: Permission given by an Islamic scholar and/or $dister to a
disciple/student to teach and/or interpret Islathémlogy. See Frank and Mamatov, Dictionary of &ént
Asian Islamic Termsp. 54




Finally, polemical literature such as the article lkramov came to occupy its
own unique niche under Khrushchev, not as an intkpe means of defining Islam but
rather as a complement to the work of Orientalist$ bureaucratic statisticians. Deeply
hostile to Islam and generally lacking even the tnmsic training in or academic
exposure to Muslim history, these writers sharedcthmmon goal of depriving Islam of
any possible positive associations. On the one ,hthedt articles and sarcastic short
stories deliberately slandered certain practicas KMuslims might regard as holy and
therefore left no doubt as to where their sympathésted; on the other, they probably
succeeded in entertaining and encouraging thoseinreading public with atheist
sympathies and many others as well. Although paaharticles did not rely upon any
serious attempt to learn about Islam or Muslim fixas, they did begin to serve a
legitimizing function that added credibility to tlaetivities and ideas of more serious,
organized, and relatively knowledgeable anti-Mushgtivists. In some cases, these
polemicists went so far as to follow the Orientalifead and develop their own original
theories about Islam. For example, the writing oé such author reveals numerous
assumptions (generally left unexplained) about whatacteristics distinguished a 'real’
imam from a wandering charlatan. Such ideas exgdesg one polemicist could just as
easily be contradicted by the assumptions of onki®fcolleagues, sometimes even
writing in the same journal. Another article, foraeple, identified all imams, whether
registered or unregistered, as identical in perfigiyorance, goals, and background. This
demonstrates that the participation in anti-Islamitiatives of anti-religious writers
contributing to popular journals hardly represengedentrally organized endeavor.
Indeed, the prevalence of some degree of chaotaekaf coordination in the area of
planning constituted the hallmark of anti-religiousasures both during the Khrushchev
years and in earlier decades.

Broadly speaking, then, the Soviet state under stiainev appears to have relied
to varying degrees on three categories or domdinsrdributors in its effort to gain a
better understanding of Islam: Orientalists, theebucracy, and polemicists. Of course,
not all authors and reports necessarily fell naatly these three categories. Confidential
archival sources teem with slanderous referencédaim that hearken back to the style
of the most effective polemicists; one can hardlythese documents polemical in a



meaningful sense, though, since their target andgemronsisted of a severely limited
circle of bureaucrats hostile to religion. Someoré&p in popular journals combine
statistical exactness with woeful ignorance ofnisl¢herefore making it difficult to place
them within the three arenas mentioned above. Afhdhe frames of reference of these
three domains as defined in this article do noessarily do justice to the colorful variety
of the Soviet material purporting to define Islahey can claim to generally account for
the patterns emerging from these sources. It igitapt to make this point clear because
one might legitimately ask when faced with the &edous variety of opinions and
approaches within different sectors of Soviet ggcié it is possible to makeany
meaningful generalizations about what ‘the Pantythe state' thought about Islam.
While acknowledging the complexity and multi-layereature of the problem, this article
seeks to bring all these sources together ancktextent possible attack the very problem
of what conclusions 'the Party' finally reached-asdgis Islam. Certainly, not only the
nebulousness of these three domains but also isamtifoverlapping and, to a lesser
extent, disagreement between them compound théaplesntricacy.

It is equally important to note that the actorsolwed in this endeavor did not
view their activities in the light in which thistete shall present them. Although anti-
Islamic measures certainly sought to tighten thte'st control over all aspects of Muslim
life among Muslims living under Soviet rule, anthalugh many of the principal actors
within the three abovementioned spheres saw pgaation in this enterprise as an
opportunity for career advancement, the Party aBo in its ranks individuals who
genuinely believed in the dark image of religiovextised by Communism. It is difficult
today to look back at the Khrushchev era and camty distinguish the altruistic anti-
religious activists from the opportunistic ones;rentikely than not, elements of both
types of sentiment influenced the work of most gbuators. Rather than taking an overly
moralistic approach into the psychology of indiatlactors, then, this article seeks to
understand the assumptions behind and foundatibtie dSoviet presentation of Islam
that emerged under Khrushchev. This approach wédslight on a relatively under-
studied area of the Soviet state's relationship weiigion. | also hope that it will provide
an interesting perspective on how the Somedus vivendvis-a-vis the idea of Islam
established a conceptual precedent, the confinehioh perhaps have molded



discussion on Islam in Central Asia down to thespné day in a manner which, to say the
least, has not been salubrious. An understandinthisfcrucial period in the state's
relationship with religion is also likely to reveauch about later developments during
the Brezhnev era As a backdrop for placing theseldpments within their context,
though, this article will first provide an in-depthiscussion of the chronology of and
major actors behind the anti-religious measuresdiéeloped under Khrushchev. To this
end, it seems appropriate to start with an entiag in one way or another rested much
closer to the hearts of the Soviet State's larg@hgsian central administrators: the
Russian Orthodox Church.

Approaches to Islam and Russian Orthodoxy durieg<dhrushchev Era

At least through the end of the Khrushchev era,Sheiet Communist Party
regarded the Russian Orthodox Church (ROC) as uiitijoestion the single most
threatening religious entity among those faithhwiifluence over Soviet citizens. The
state enshrined this belief in the bureaucracyrbgting two administrative committees
in the mid 1940s (the Committee for the Affairdleé Russian Orthodox Church and the
Committee for the Affairs of Religious Cults - s@e6), one to oversee the activities of
the ROC and Russian Orthodox believers and the atHelfill the same function for a
number of other organized religions practiced am térritory of the USSR (including
Islam). These names implied, for one, that the R@E a status different than that of a
"cult" in the eyes of the state. Whereas CAROC sasgronly one faith, CARC's statute
gave it authority to monitor Muslim, Jewish, Budsthi Gregorian Armenian, Old
Believer, Roman Catholic, Greek Catholic, and Ltgheactivity, as well as "sectarian
faiths"® A 1954 Central Committee decree on religion reférto "Christianity,
Orthodoxy, Catholicism, Protestantism, Islam, agldjious sectarianism” as foci of the
Party's anti-religious efforfsBoth the establishment of CAROC and the idea®RBC

® Ro'i, Islam in the Soviet Uniom, 12
"0 krupnykh nedostatkakh v nauchno-ateisticheskmpggande i merakh ee uluchsheniia".
Postanovlenie TsK KPSS 7 liulia 1954 gZakon, religiia, tserkovj. 54




as utterly separate even from "Christianity" therefcontributed to its all-important
prominence in the eyes of the state.

In earlier decades, the Party's approach to the R&i0n large part colored its
attitude toward Islam in a conceptual sense ifina chronological one. Both Russian
Orthodoxy and Islam had suffered heavily as a redudfficially sanctioned thievery, the
murder of ecclesiastical representatives, closufeeducational institutions, and
destruction of churches and mosques. Whereas Mutictesiastical administrations
attached to the khanates of Bukhara, Qo'qon, anslakhad disappeared with the
effacement of those polities, the ROC had at lesshtained some admittedly modest
semblance of structural integrity even at the hegglthe Great Terror. This, of course,
stemmed in large part from Orthodoxy's much momooeally centralized character
vis-a-vis Islam. (As it turned out, these measudidsnot have the desired effect, i.e. the
conversion of the entire Soviet population to aimgion Orthodox or Muslim believers.)
In other words, pure violence constituted one comrdenominator informing Soviet
policy toward all religions.

The similarities did not end there, however. At teater, at least, it appears that
important anti-religious activists generally had ROC primarily in mind when devising
their plans. Thus, the aforementioned Central Cdtemidecree from July 1954,
"Concerning Serious Inadequacies in Scientific-Ath&Vork and Means toward its
Improvement”, referred specifically to certain Ghiein practices while barely mentioning
Islam. Numerous references to "the Church" apeat,the decree laments the use of
"choruses and orchestras" by priests with "the gbahising the number of visitors to
churches™! The implication is that the Church began to relyrenon these elements of
worship as an active means of challenging Sovittaaity, even though choruses and
orchestras ordinarily figure prominently in the vsees of many Christian faiths.
Although the decree never mentions Islam by natmépes contain two references to
"pilgrimage to so-called 'holy places™; the secohthese singles out Central Asia as

19 Ro', Islam in the Soviet Uniom. 9 n. 1: "As one CAR@polnomochennysaid, it was impossible to
discuss the religious movement of the various gaittihout relating to the ROC, which both influeddbe
dynamics of the other faiths and filled a leadiolg iin the restoration of the population's religideeling."
Elsewhere, bureaucrats described Russian Orthoaletlge only religion practiced in the USSR that had
not been imported from abroad. See ibid., pl'Zakon, religiia, tserkov', 51




a special area of concern in this respedhe importance of the inclusion of pilgrimage
should not be overlooked; the decree's authorsldmite chosen to cast the spotlight on
a multitude of other practices common to Orthodod dMuslim believers (e.g., folk
medicine) but notably chose only this one formetijious devotion.

It appears likely that the mention of pilgrimagadahe specific desire to attack
the ROC and Islam by maligning and wiping out afica the two faiths shared, was the
work of a group within the central bureaucracy that formed around Khrushchev
during the 1940s. The CPSU General Secretary umeldiybaccorded greater negative
prominence to the ROC than to Islam, even goingasdafter much convincing from
CAROC) as to meet once with the Orthodox Patri#iexei and Metropolitan Nikolai
on May 17, 1958° It seems that the Mufti of SADUM during this period, Shaykh
Ziyovuddinkhon ibn Eshon Bobokhon, was never gdusiech an hondr. Khrushchev
greeted the heads of the ROC coldly and subseguagrttied almost all the requests the
two Patriarchal representatives put before Yi®cholars have recently begun to question
the widely held view of the Khrushchev era as awthof liberalization compared to
Stalin's rule. Certainly, violence become less pmpwithin the Party as a means of
stopping or impeding religious practices. Howewdrrushchev had strong convictions
with respect to religion and may very well havearelgd himself as a purer and above all
more consistent Communist than Stalin. In Septerobd955, for example, he told a
group of visiting French members of parliament tha will continue to be atheists. We
will strive to free the larger part of the poputetifrom the opium of religious insanity,
which still exists [in the USSRE" Clearly, his desire to de-Stalinize the Sovietddni
demands a more nuanced reading than the simpldigraraf a society breathing easily
after decades of terror.

2 ibid., p. 51

B M. V. Shkarovksii.Russkaia Pravoslavnaia Tserkov' i Sovetskoe Gostdaw 1943-64 ggp. 64

¥ A Mufti, elected at administrative meetings of lemg clergy (presumably pending Party approval),
headed each of the four Muslim spiritual directesat

5 Certainly such a meeting would have been mentidnetie book one of the Mufti's sons wrote on his
father's professional life. See Shamsuddinkhon Bbboov, Shayx Ziyovuddinxon ibn Eshon Boboxon
(Tashkent, 2001)

® ShkarovskiiRusskaia Pravoslavnaia Tserkop. 64

7 ibid., p. 56
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A commonly accepted element of the chronology ofushchev's tenure derives
from the notion of the years 1954-57 as a 'libeaéilbn’ with respect to religion and of
1958-64 as Khrushchev's ‘anti-religious campdfgnit seems likely that the
aforementioned Central Committee declaration oy 1954 had been the work of
Khrushchev and his constituency. This was followsalyever, by a radically different
decree in November of the same year: "On MistakeSdentific-Atheist Propaganda
Conducted among the Population”. In the documenal Iparty agitators and Party cells
were chastised for "permitting insulting attacks cergy and believers observing
religious rituals”. The document called on locathauities to cease employing "lazy
procrastinatorgkhalturshchiki]” who only knew "anecdotes and fairy tales aboutsisie
as anti-religious agitatofS.Very likely, the two apparently contradictory deeltions did
not emerge from the same source; different visafnsow to approach the problem of
faith among Soviet citizens clashed with one anotinethe early years of Khrushchev's
tenure, complex forces and active disagreementniitte Party made it difficult for one
figure to push a specific agenda while overridingseht. The November 1954
declaration very much matched the moderate lin@@ated by senior bureaucrats such
as Puzif® and Karpov, the chairmen of CARC and CAROC respelgt In 1958,
however, Khrushchev was in a position to push thinoan anti-religious agenda; one
could not have said the same of the hardliners 9841 whether Khrushchev then
formally adhered to their ranks or not. Two 1958rdes from the Central Committee,
one on increasing scientific atheistic work anddtiesr on ending shrine pilgrimage, are
considered to have inaugurated Khrushchev's ditienes campaign formall§* These
dates, however, may not accurately reflect thesttdpe of the anti-religious atmosphere
of the Khrushchev years for two main reasons.

First, the notion of an historical anti-religiousatmpaign” enshrined in well-
defined dates is complicated by the prevalencessts and valleys in the ferocity of the

'8 See Ro'i, Islam in the Soviet Unjqap. 203-214 and Shkarovsliusskaia Pravoslavnaia Tserkqsp.
55&67

%0Ob oshibkakh v provedenii nauchno-ateisticheskopagandyi sredi naseleniia.” Postanovlenie TsK
KPSS 10 Noiabria 1954 g. #akon, religiia, tserkovp. 57. Ironically perhaps, some Russian émigrés to
Central Asia usellhalturshchikias a racist epithet for indigenous people.

4, V. Polianskii chaired CARC from its creationlif43 until his death in 1956, when Alexei Puzirktoo
over. Ro'i,_Islam in the Soviet Uniop, 12

Zibid., p. 205
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measures taken as well as by the tense environofighe supposed 'liberalization’ of
1954-57. During the entire Khrushchev period, afigraworld War 1l as well,
administrative measuregadministrirovanie) and administrative pressuréazhim)
constituted local Party organs' weapons of choibenaputting pressure on religious
organizations and/or individual believeidazhimand administrirovanierepresented a
conceptual umbrella under the rubric of which oweld understand a host of anti-
religious actions carried out by local authoriti€eese might include arbitrary mosque,
shrine, or church closures, calculatedly crippltagation (on the sale of candles in
Orthodox Churches, for example), introduction ofeasonable health or safety codes as
a prerequisite for utilizing premises for worshignial of a whole variety of petitions
from individual believers, firing believers (espalyi Communists) and registered imams
from their jobs, calibrating or simply not definitige standards for assessing registered
imams' compliance with certain regulations, settidgwn stricter administrative
regulations for SADUM activities, and in some cadggng or even imprisoning
renegade’ and registered imams deemed undesirabfe preference for
administrirovanieover arrest and violence makes it more difficultgiuge when the
really 'bad times' occurred. First and foremoss, ilbecause local authorities frequently
acted independently of the center in matters rlaeligion; it has already been noted
that in practice CARC and CARO®@olnomochennyat the republican and regional
levels felt compelled to satisfy local officialscbuas republican anubkoni® secretaries
rather than Puzin or Karpov in MoscéiMany of these authorities frequently felt the
need to limit the number of legally operating masjbecause they feared large numbers
of houses of worship appearing in their jurisdicsionight adversely affect their future
career path®&'

Having said all this, it will not be denied thatréaucrats favoring a defined and
reasonable place for organized religion in Sovietiety still wielded considerable
influence in the first three years of Khrushchésfaure and, to a lesser extent,

“obkom:The bureau of the republican Communist Party adnively responsible for the government of a
given provincegoblast).

Shkarovskii,Russkaia Pravoslavnaia Tserkop. 76: "Local authorities conferred less ands lesth
CAROC, whose representatives were forced to olbeyprtiers of regional or republican authorities aod
their direct superiors." Also, see a Central Corntgaimemo elucidating the limits of CARC's authoitity
decision making matters related to individual fielig organizations in RGANI f. 5 0. 33 d. 127 1. 25
# Ro', Islam in the Soviet Uniom, 189
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afterwards. The point here is not to challengertbgon of a campaign but rather to
nuance it; a virulently anti-religious faction wihthe bureaucracy did indeed gain more
authority after 1957. However, the dual facts tiftr 1957 they still had to contend with
those advocating a moderate line, and that thelimang succeeded in pushing through
their agenda on numerous occasions from 1954-%iae an acknowledgement of the
continuing unpredictability and lack of cohesioratttsurely must have marked the
character of the anti-religious campaign in thedsiof those most directly affected by it
i.e., the clergy as well as religiously observanti& citizens. Khrushchev's hostility to
religion in 1955 and 1956 has already been merdioinel956, a power struggle within
CAROC over the Committee's alleged leniency towhedROC almost led to Karpov's
removal from his positioft. In fact, Karpov managed to stay at CAROC's helril un
February 16, 1960 - well into the campaign if ooeepts the start date of 1958 - and
was replaced by V.A. Kuroyed®y a bureaucrat more hostile to the ROC whose views,
nevertheless, would soften with time. The archasesreplete with instances of the two
committees attempting to reprimand or complain &docal authorities who closed
mosques arbitrarily. Yaacov Ro'i has observed 'thstate as 1961, [CARC] protested
that religious associations which had every rightegister had not been allowed to do so
by local authorities without any explanation beiftered.?” These selected examples
only serve to illustrate a much broader phenomefRorthermore, it is extremely unlikely
that these Party bureaucrats would have spokem wgefiense of strict adherence to
regulations on religious life if doing so would leaseriously jeopardized their careers or
status. Within the bureaucracy, therefore, modegabeps must have had a strong if
shifting base of support throughout Khrushchevisite.

Second, elaborate concern over the Soviet Uniotégnational image constituted
one of the few areas of agreement uniting bothhtmelliners and moderates vis-a-vis
religion. At a time when the tension of the Cold\Wad reached its height and the Soviet
Union competed for influence with Communist Chinatlee United States in virtually
every developing nation in the world, the CPSU #agvneed to take advantage of any
possible opportunity to enhance its image andenite. Top bureaucrats felt that

% ShkarovskiiRusskaia Pravoslavnaia Tserkqv. 57
% ibid., p. 79
" Ro'i, Islam in the Soviet Uniop, 206
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a perception abroad of the Soviet Constitutiontsaed respect for freedom of religious
expression as anything less than genuine could roonige its attempts to gain influence
among the religious masses of countries in thelogezal battleground. In practice, this
applied almost exclusively to the Soviet statetenapts to win over Muslim and
Christian countries; the CPSU could effectively tise Muslim and Christian clergy
operating on its territory as a political meangaofling common ground with influential
religious bodies abroad. As the state well kneesétreligious entities - whether they be
autocephalous churches or ministries of Islamiwvaqf affairs - commanded effective
communication networks with masses in many counti®d in some cases claimed the
deference of rulers in their nations. Certainly thalidity of this theory must have
seemed apparent when a CPSU-organized and higbtesaful ROC mission to the
Ethiopian Coptic Church resulted in a visit by EmgpeHaile Selassie | to the USSR in
195928 Although he may not have had the pleasure of mgé&thrushchev in person, the
SADUM Mufti Ziyovuddinkhon gori found himself projped to the center of the USSR's
successful efforts during this period to win thenpgthy and backing of countries with
large Muslim populations such as India and the Avations of the Middle East. As the
chief ecclesiastical figure in the USSR's mosthantic' Muslim territory - Azerbaijan
was Shiite and thus lacked the broad appeal theetSesought, and the other spiritual
directorates were based in less 'colorful' and mRussified Muslim cities than
Tashkent, namely Makhachqgala and Dfathe Mufti was called upon to play host to
literally scores of religious and secular delegatirom Muslim and other countries. (In
1959, he hosted Eleanor Roosevelt at Hastimom ishkemty® He also traveled
extensively overseas in a similar capacity, appgdiiequently at international Islamic
conferenced’ All four Soviet Muftis and the ROC Patriarch wesdled upon to speak at
international world peace conferences held in nfagviet cities such as Moscow and

3 ShkarovskiiRusskaia Pravoslavnaia Tserkqy!,72

® These delegations as a rule traveled from TashikeBamargand and Bukhara. In many cases the Mufti
accompanied high-profile visitors.

¥ Bobokhonov,Shayx Ziyovuddinxon ibn Eshon Boboxpn57. Hastimom (‘Hazrati Imom') is the square
in Old Tashkent housing the Tilla Shaykh Madrashene SADUM's offices were located and where its
successor is still based.

% A detailed list and account of all the Mufti's tésand receptions is in Bobokhon@hayx

Ziyovuddinxon ibn Eshon Boboxgqp. 50-134.
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Baku, where carefully chosen delegates spoke aaihstgAmerican imperialism and
lavished praise on the CPSU for its contributioth®maintenance of world peaé&his
prominence accorded to the ROC and SADUM in the'stanternational plans allowed
the two religious bodies to wring concessionsldb aomplicated the state's attempts to
imposenazhimon officially sanctioned religious life. On numesoaccasions, the Party
found the mere presence of these religious figaresajor publicity events desirable for
cosmetic reasons. In 1955, it requested that repi&sves of the Moscow Patriarchate
attend all formal events held by the Supreme Sowmiéfloscow. Two years later, the
Patriarchate was asked to furnish two young Ortkd@oristians to engage in disputes
with visiting Western Christians and to testifyth@ existence of religious freedom in the
USSR at the Sixth Worldwide Festival of Youth anddents in Moscow. In return, the
ROC gained a number of important concessions: tleatr@l Committee eased
restrictions on opening prayer houses and also eemgd CAROC to register
functioning but unregistered religious societies itsnauthority. Similar dynamics
applied to Muslim clerg§* For example, SADUM received permission to esthbéia
International Department in 1981the department's head, an ecclesiastical appointee
though not necessarily an imam, worked closely WARC's Tashkent representative
(who in turned coordinated with Moscow and othevegoment bodies) in planning the
Mulfti's political activities. It was also chargedthwthe all-important task of organizing
the annual Hajj for the few lucky Central Asian Niums whom the state permitted
SADUM to select for such an honor and privilegei&t Muslims could first make the
Hajj with the blessings of the state in 1945, alireminiscule numbers9

2 See, for example, RGANI f. 5. 0. 33 d. 127 Il. 48-&or correspondence within the bureaucracy
concerning the session of the Congress of Caucadvarslims in Baku in 1959 as well as transcripts of
speeches of numerous muftis, including Ziyovuddiokh qori. Also, Shkarovskii devotes considerable
attention throughout hisRusskaia Pravoslavnaia Tserkbto the CPSU's attempts to use the ROC in
attempts to win control of the World Church Counaihd undermine the Vatican.
® Shkarovskii,Russkaia Pravoslavnaia Tserkowp. 54
¥ Ro'i, Islam in the Soviet Unigrp. 586: "Regular visits of delegations from Muslcountries, as of
1954, began to be adopted [by CARC] as a reasqerbaps a pretext, for taking measures to imptioze
situation of Islam in the purely domestic contékXhey had served the same purpose even in th&talia
gears, but more rarely.)"

Bobokhonov, Shayx Ziyovuddinxon ibn Eshon Boboxom, 55. Ro'i lists the date as 1963; see Islam in
the Soviet Unionp. 588. A source as close to SADUM as Bobokhonsewriore reliable.
® Bobokhonov,Shayx Ziyovuddinxon ibn Eshon Boboxqn,51
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Thus, at the peak of the anti-religious campaignRharty not only permitted SADUM to
increase its international contacts but actualbperaged it to do so.

Having said all this, one should not make the rkestaf exaggerating the
liberalizing power of this type of cooperation beea SADUM, the ROC, and the state.
Religion was and always would be the opium of teepte. Undoubtedly, the countless
international delegations who had their visits ficed by the Party (including
ecclesiastical delegations) were entirely awarthisfbasic fact. They, however, like the
Soviet State itself, found themselves coupled withikely bedfellows due to the
radically novel political demands of the ever-exging Cold War. The state never
considered easing all restrictions on religious. [furthermore, one must remember that
whatever concessions SADUM gained due to its Ipy@inotion of the CPSU, masses of
Muslims whose needs could not be satisfied by SADlEN., those observant Muslims
residing in localities where no registered mosgenasted, and who therefore prayed
collectively and practiced other rituals at varylegels of risk) continued to suffer the
full brunt of the state's anti-religious measureisis was especially true for the large
numbers of Central Asian Muslims who regularly utatek pilgrimages to the shrines of
saints and who, under Khrushchev, found the seterhing increasingly antagonistic to
this most cherished of spiritual practices.

On November 28, 1958, the Central Committee issuddcree "On Stoppirno
prekrashchenii] Pilgrimages to so-called 'Holy Place€"The decree marked the
culmination of a preoccupation with this religiopsactice within the bureaucracy
spanning some decades, but primarily from the 18#0s onwards. Before this period,
Soviet bureaucrats and Orientalists appear to Heeen aware of the existence of
pilgrimage but not to have approached it as a protdeparate (i.e., demanding distinct
tactics) from that of the practice of Islam in ge& The most prominent Orientalist
under Khrushchev and to some extent before, Liutslemovich, refers to shrines only in
passing in his first major work, Islam in TsaristsRia(1936)*° Indeed, the contrast

*RGANIf. 50. 33 d. 125I. 1

¥ That is to say, both Tsarist and Soviet Russiamesaih Central Asia in previous decades must have
recognized shrine pilgrimage based, if nothing,elsetheir knowledge of pilgrimage in the ROC ttimah.
However, the Soviet state did not recognize itrassaue requiring a domain of investigation anectt
separate from that applying to religion in genarsdll after World War 1.

¥ Liutsian Klimovich,Islam v Tsarskoi Rossjpp. 116-118 & 358
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between the attention to shrines in this work aisdshbsequent book, Isla(t965), is
notable. In a recent collection of essays on shpilggmage in the Caucasus and Central
Asia, two Russian Islamicists have noted that timatfirst sociological studies of shrine
pilgrimage in the Soviet Union appeared in theyedd30s, primarily in reference to the
Caucasus. According to them, the translation intesin of the Hungarian Orientalist I.
Goldtser's non-Marxist work on shrines, The CulSbfines in Islamin 1938 stimulated

a series of ideologically motivated works on pilgaige in the following decade.
However, the authors only list four such articlesuling on Central Asia before 1968\
similar chronological dynamic seems to have chareeld the interest of the
bureaucracy. Reports on shrine pilgrimage begaurt@ace in the late 1940s and appear
to have become part and parcel of CARC's delitmrstias well as anti-religious
vocabulary in general only around 1959he Central Committee's own decrees back up
this assertion as well; for example, a 1923 reswmiubf the Communist Party of
Turkestan declared that "superstition and the ratsnaf pagan beliefs create fertile soll
for the evil work of many kinds of missionarieshass, khojasduana, galandars,
azaimkhans, and othef€.Some of the stereotypical denizens of a shrineiveanention
here, but one finds no acknowledgement ofplaeesat which one might find them as a
separate problem in and of itself. In the '20s'88d shrines appear to receive little or no
discussion or examination as distinct from mosques.

There are also indications that an anti-pilgrimag@c was crystallizing in the
early Khrushchev years within a certain factiomhi@ bureaucracy. It will be recalled that
the July 1954 Central Committee decree singledsbrihe pilgrimage as a target of the
Party and went so far as to specify Central Asiesigmably as an area of particular

® These are Rassudova, R. Y&ul 'tovyie ob 'ektyi Ferganyi kak istochnikpo isto oroshaemogo
zemledeliia, SovietskaiaEtnografiio. 2, 1949; Sukhareva, O. Kvoprosu o kul'te musul'manskikh
sviatyikh v Srednei Azii, Materialyi po arkheolobgtnografii Uzbekistanalashkent, 1950; Kruglov, A.
P. Kul 'tovyie mesta Gornogo Dagestana, Kratkie soobshiia o dokladakh Ipolevyikh issledovaniiakh
Instituta istorii | material 'noi kutl 'turyi, T. 4, Moscow, 1946; and Shilling E.Mz istorii odnogo
zemledel ‘cheskogo kul 'ta, kratkie soobshchemigituta etnografii,Moscow, 1946. See Abashin and
Borbovnikov, Soblaznyi kul'ta sviatykin Podvizhniki Islama(RAN, Moscow, 2003), pp. 3-4. It is
interesting to note that in contrast to later stladtheword palomnichestvépilgrimage) does not figure in
the titles of these works.

1 Ro', Islam in the Soviet Uniomp. 363-84 andPodvizhniki Islamap. 3, which suggests an active
upsurge in ideologically motivated interest on faet of scientific-atheist scholars in Islamic pilgage
around 1963.

2 zakon, Religiia, Tserkov'p. 41. Uzbek,azayimxon:a type of shamangalandar wandering mystic;
duana:perhaps a misspelling or bastardizationl@fona('holy fool’) orduoxon(prayer reader).
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concern). Pilgrimage, however, had become one effdhbi of the group surrounding
Khrushchev at least a year earlier, and probabli/beéore. Thus, on April 29, 1953, a
group within the bureaucracy drafted a memorandoecically addressing Khrushchev
and calling for the formation of a special comnusasto "liquidate and localize 'holy'
places, to which massive pilgrimages are undertakBms may in part have been a
delayed reaction to approval given by Karpov fa ¢ipening of eight Orthodox shrines,
approval which the Central Committee subsequentyraled on May 7, 1952,

Local authorities were expected to carry out thergé of "stopping"” pilgrimage
within half a year of the issuance of the Noveni#88 decreé&’ Indeed, starting around
the Spring of 1959 many republican and regionatyPsecretaries began sending the
Central Committee reports on what measures theyaieth to fulfill it*> Although these
reports contain occasional references to Buddhisnpecomes clear that Russian
Orthodox and Muslim shrines suffered heavily inaqueasure. There is great variance
in the types of shrine activity described blgkomsin predominantly Orthodox and
Muslim localities; nevertheless, the measures talesemble each other remarkably.
Local authorities disregarded the conciliatory taiethe November 1954 decree and
consistently closed or destroyed shrines on theim authority. Although the Central
Committee appears to have met these arbitrary mesasvith little opposition (unlike
CARC and CAROC), almost all the reports contaireast one reference to believers
closing or vowing not to conduct pilgrimages toirsés on their own initiative. Thus, the
Kazakstan secretary's report notes that "closueesaried out by local Soviet organs
with the agreement of the populati®hand another points to "decisions taken by the
workers to liquidate pilgrimagé”.Other measures included simply closing a shritrera
than destroying it. Thus, local authorities at tish gorispolkoni® in southwestern
Kyrgyzstan forbade pilgrimages to the Suleymandhrne (also referred to as Takhti
Sulaymon), perhaps the most frequented shrineifanghona Valle§? (Its

“ ShkarovskiiRusskaia Pravoslavnaia Tserkaqv. 49

“ ibid., p. 69

® These are m RGANI, f. 5 0. 33 d. 125

® RGANIf. 5 0.33d. 125,I. 114

" ibid., I. 28

“ the equivalent of City Hall

® RGANI f. 5 0.33 d. 125 |. 11. One wonders how théharities could have stopped pilgrimages to a
mountain with a circumference of many miles, sundmd on all sides by the densely populated
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destruction would have been complicated giventti@shrine is a holy mountain with a
number of tombs, a mosque and other holy attrextaitached to it.) Thebkomalso
wrote to the Farghona, Andijon, and Namanghkomsin the UzSSR, asking them to
take more stringent measures because "the largéropahe pilgrims come from
Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan, and Tajikistahlth a similar vein, authorities at the Southern
Kazakstan regionabkomdecided to transform the i&entury shrine of Qoja Akhmat
Yassawi - arguably the most famous shrine in alCehtral Asia along with those of
Bahovuddin Nagshband and Imom al-Bukhori - int@teist museum through means of
restoratiorr? Occasionally, though much less frequently thanpievious decades,
authorities resorted to arresting shrine caretakera means of stopping pilgrimages. In
1959, for example, a "charlatan” reading prayergilgrims at the "Astana-baba" shrine
in the Kerki district of the Turkmen SSR's Charjagion found himself sentenced to
two years in prison for his activities; the Turkmegport describes this action as
specifically intended to fulfill the demands of @entral Committee decrée.

As a rule, local authorities appear not to havesatbed CARC as required by
Soviet legislation before taking such measuresata cases where the reports' authors
(usually the staff of the republican partyatntkomsecretary) mentioned the local CARC
or CAROC representative, they gave the impressianthat individual's participation in
the endeavor was tangential. For example, a Ma$ i&5ort from V. Letiagin, secretary
of the Kirov regionabbkom,stated almost as a footnote that "CAROC s reprateat
has conducted corresponding work with the locaggl@nd heads of religious societies
on stopping pilgrimage to so-called 'holy placedlith total disregard for or ignorance
of CAROC:s role, the report's previous paragrapledhdhat "in Sanchurskii district the
grave of the 'holy' Prokop has been destroyeds Iplace a shack has been set up to

neighborhoods of Kyrgyzstan's second largest €t report does not mention the construction ared

or establishment of police posts, suggesting thagbrispolkom'sdecision’ meant very little in reality.
Ro'i has found cases of CARC's representativeergtound occasionally giving central authorities a
reality check. "In a similar vein, the CAR@olnomochennyfor Kirgiziia expressed his doubts as to the
chances of success in the struggle against theptedes. How, he asked, was the Takhti-i Sulayrodret
closed, for it was merely [sic] a crag?" See Relam in the Soviet Uniorp. 377. The report is from an
All-Union CARC conference in November of 195%GANI f. 5 0.33 d.125, ibid., . 12

% ibid., I. 65

¥ ibid., 1. 96
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store the agricultural inventory of the collectfaem.’®® Reports from Muslim regions
similarly mentioned the activities or contributiohCARC's representative extremely
rarely>*

Although both the ROC and Islam shared common tygfesuffering and
repression during the campaign, the state's cl@i@ADUM as a partner in the anti-
pilgrimage movement distinguished its policies tawslam from those it developed
toward Orthodoxy during this period. Admittedly,ethParty viewed the ROC's
cooperation as helpful on some level in easing galttre destruction and closure of
Orthodox shrines as quickly as possible. In a CAREg0ort dated June 12, 1959, Karpov
wrote to the Central Committee that
"upon the recommendation of the Committee [CAR@}riarch Alexei sent an official
letter to all the patriarchal administrations, ihiglh he charged the clergy to conduct
explanatory work among the population to explam whsuitability of pilgrimage i.e., to
'holy places' not within the authority of the chul®® This attempt on Karpov's part to
shed a positive light on the ROC's contributionyéeer, appears to mark the extent of
the state's cooperation with the ROC in this smeoEspect. CARC's relationship with
SADUM during this period presented a very differpitture. Because SADUM played
such an active role in legitimizing the Party's paign against Islamic pilgrimage, it is
appropriate to briefly address its ideological mations in doing so.

Although shrine pilgrimage is by no means uniquehi® practice of Islam in
Central Asia, specific aspects of its performantevarious corners of the region do
distinguish it from similar pilgrimage practices@&ivhere in the Muslim World. Shrines
appear in an amazingly vast array of forms; pilgge is a complex phenomenon
meriting separate examinatishGenerally speaking, however, most shrines develope
around the site or grave where a saint identifed/aslim from the near or distant past
was buried or believed to be buried. Pilgrims galheaccess other items or sites

* ibid., I. 29

* Whereas the reports from the Kyrgyzstan republiogarty secretary and the South Kazakstan regional
obkom do not mention CARC at all, the Bashkir ASSR repoibterestingly enough, refers to CAROC
rather than CARC, and only in passing. See ibid.56

% ibid., I. 84

® On shrine pilgrimage in Central Asia today, see twmcellent articles by V. L. Ogudin iPodvizhniki
lama (Izd-vo 'Vostochnaia Literatura' RAN, 2003).

20



containing holy power near the saint's tomb. Theag include rocks, springs, trees, or
the tombs of the saint's disciples, mentors, arfefoily members’ Frequently, this holy
power is thought to emanate from the saint himessélf and pilgrims seek the saint's
intercession in their lives.

Contrary to what the Soviets believed and what sawtlors have argudd
pilgrimage was not by any means alien to or illegalslam. Indeed, a well-known
tradition of the Prophet Muhammad urges Muslimegisa graves because the experience
will remind them of death. Recognized institutimisSunni authority such as al-Azhar
and SADUM did not condemn pilgrimage in and oflftsiom the perspective of such
bodies, a legitimate pilgrimage (Hajj and Umra ¢ated) consisted of praying for the
soul of a Muslim who had done good works in hiser lifetime. However, the practice
of asking saints to intercede on one's behalf,elsas the belief in their ability to work
miracles, was and is considered sinful by mostpartiaps all modern Sunni legates. For
this reason, the Party's 'exposure' of the falseokethese miracles matched SADUM's
ideological goals in spreading the true teachirfgslam. This was very much in line
with the principles expressed at SADUM's foundagultoy59 in October of 1943.
Attended by 160 clergy from across Central Asiam@presented by thgpzis® of the five
regional SSRs, thequrultoy "declared that the founding basis of all [of SADUYM'
activity would be the Holy Qur'an and the SunnathefProphet Muhammad (peace and
blessings be upon him§"'This statement undoubtedly had two chief purpdSess:

" A report by Puzin dated June 1959 notes in typiaater-simplified fashion that "the absolute majori
of these pilgrimage sites are situated in cemeten exist in the form of 'holy' graves, 'holges and
springs, which are visited by believers on annuasivh holidays." RGANI f. 5 0. 33 d. 1251. 14

¥ See Ro'i, Islam in the Soviet Uniop, 137, who quotes Soviet sources to this effadt adopts their
arguments as well.

¥ Uzbek,qurultoy; Kazak,qurultay: In modern usage, an organizational meeting of Muslergy usually
held to select the leader of an ecclesiastical body

® Qozi: Usually a judge in a court of Islamic Law, but fistcontext apparently taken to mean the chief
cleric of each Central Asian republic in the preE®AV ecclesiastical structures operating in an oobit
uncodified legality acknowledged to varying degregdocal authorities.

& Bobokhonov, Shayx Ziyovuddinxon ibn Eshon Boboxgn, 41. The five chief clergy were
Ziyovuddinkhon qori for Uzbekistan, Shaykh Abdulfjba Shamsuddin for Kazakstan, Shaykh Solih
Bobokalon for Tajikistan, Olimkhon To'ra Shokir f&yrgyzstan, and Shaykh Anna Eshonlar for
Turkmenistan. These spellings reflect Uzbek ankapnunciation.
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declare SADUM as a strictly Sunni b88gnd 2) to make clear its opposition to
traditions such as pilgrimage and folk heafifg.

SADUM primarily provided moral support to the state did not generally
participate in or encourage the destruction orurkw®f shrines. It was, after all, not the
shrines that bothered SADUM as much as what weiatt ¢imem. One might surmise that
many registered Muslim clergy regarded the angjripiilage campaign primarily as a war
of ideas in which they could purify the practice lslam among the population. In
contrast, the state took this a step further anddcsatisfaction in curtailing pilgrimage
itself. For this reason, the partnership was a lproltic one at best. As part of this
contribution, Ziyovuddinkhon qori issuedfatédsat numerous points during the
campaign. Some of these appeared as a direct otgdvernment pressure. In 1959, he
issued afatvo declaring the "worship of shrines” to be based ies hnd therefore
contrary to Islani® This came some months after he received a sumfransCARC's
Tashkent representative, who appears to have bdliee succeeded in coercing the
Mufti into producing such an opinion. SADUM handéé CARC representative a draft
of the fatvo,"On Restricting the Activity oMazars",on December 23, 1958, after which
the Central Committee of the UzSSR Communist Pagwificantly edited it. SADUM
clergy readthis fatvo at Friday prayers throughout March and April of 99&e.,
approximately one month before locddkomsbegan reporting back to Moscow on their

implementation of the decr&&This opinion, however, rarely receives mentiothi

j.e., in contrast to the Sunni perception of Shiism not based on the Sunnah. SADUM's reception of
ideas from the broader Muslim world - including Wedbi ideas - is a theme worth pursuing on the basis
of sound research and well-qualified conclusionstiag upon interviews with former SADUM officials
conducted in Central Asian languages.

¥ Bobokhonov,Shayx Ziyovuddinxon ibn Eshon Boboxpn,43: “Islom dinining sofligiyo ‘lida turli
xurofot va bid'atlarga garshi izchil va murosasizrdsh tashabbuskori bo 'lib chigdilar(in the path of the
pure way of Islam, [Ziyovuddinkhon gori] came ogeast all kinds of superstitions and innovationd a
advocated a logical and relentless struggle agtiast.) One should not overlook the significanc¢hef
use of the wordbid'at (Arabic, bida 'a) here because this term has achieved some promiireM¢ahabbi
and Salafi ideas. It refers to any practice - Uguate observed widely by Muslims - considered taot
have any basis in the Qur'an or Sunnah. Shringirpdge as well as consultations of folk healers
presented themselves as obvious candidates focl#tssification. SADUM kept quiet about Navro'ze th
Zoroastrian New Year, for political reasons, buhgnaf its representatives also regarded its obeeevas

a deeply harmfubid'at. Bid'atis most commonly translated as ‘innovation'.

% Uzbek & Tajik, fatvo; Arabic, fatwa: non-binding legal opinion of a Muslim theologiafiagih) or council

of scholars(shuro). SADUM had a Fatwa Department composed of such sahal

® RGANIf.50.33d.1251.134

® Ro'i, Islam in the Soviet Unionpp. 146-47. Unfortunately, it is not known what ditions or deletions
the Party made. It should be noted that the worddi$or 'shrine' in the title of the drafiazar,was a
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reports, suggesting perhaps thatagbkomsdid not wish to appear as SADUM's partners;
only CARC could legitimately claim this as its pioee. In an exceptional case, though,
the Kyrgyzstan report mentions the use by locaharittes of the fatvoin reference to
Suleyman-tau in O'sh against "parasitic shaykhsalbee it "provides an interpretation
of dogma as to why 'Takhti Sulaymon’, 'Hazrat Aytfrslanbob”, and 'Shoh Fozif
are not'holy".*

Through this kind of cooperation, S ADUM gained sowvery limited credibility
with the Soviet state; there was an implicit ackisagement that the Party would not
insist on its destruction, that it would grant S W2 some measure of autonomy, and,
finally, recognize it as the sole legitimate repreaative of Soviet Muslims in Central
Asia (even ofronisi.e., the Shiite minority most commonly associakgith the cities of
Bukhara and especially Samargand). This acknowtedgeby the state was important at
a time when polemicists still casually lambasted imsulted all Muslim clergy, whether
registered or unregistered, and called for thdlective elimination. Also, one must note
the restricted nature of the benefits SADUM coudthgrom its support for the state's
anti-pilgrimage policies; after all, this periodtmessed many closures of SADUM-run
mosques as well as the continued applicaticadafiinistrirovanie Still, one cannot help
but note the conciliatory tone of archival docursetoward registered Muslim clergy.
CARC apparently demanded of all four spiritual austrations that they "take measures
from their own end to stop the activities of thesteyical elements organizing
pilgrimages.® Writing to the Central Committee in 1959, it refedr that "there is
information to the effect that believers and thergy are themselves kicking the
charlatans out of thenazarsand demanding the closure of 'holy places™, gomdo list
over ten instances across Central Asia in which S/Mhad either closed shrines itself

generic term appropriated by Soviet bureaucratssahdlars writing in Russian to refer to Muslim tmsn
The Uzbek and Kazak languages, however, use théswagbaraandkesendamong others) respectively
to refer to the tombs at shrines. (Other languagigsh as Kyrgyz, do useazarmore commonly.) This
word choice may therefore suggest that CARC's semitative had edited the draft on his own before
handing it to the UzSSR Central Committee or pestmaprely given the title himself.

7 In the mountains north of Jalalabad.

® On the Uzbek-Kyrgyz border north of Zarkent, Kosmyndistrict, Namangan region.

® RGANIf. 5 0. 33 d. 125 |. 11. The Turkmen repdsbamentions théatvoand that it was issued in
Feburary, 1959. See ibid., |. 96.

" ibid., I. 15
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or advised local authorities to do ‘SoOnly oral histories and an examination of any
relevant archives in SADUM's successor bodies canige the alternate perspective

that would shed light on the veracity of its putpdrrole in these events. Independent of
reality, though, it is important to note that theren moderate part of the bureaucracy
clearly came to regard SADUM cautiously as an ally.

As the final element of this presentation of theodelogy of Khrushchev's anti-
religious campaign, the issue of the Party's afittoward Muslim women in Central
Asia demands a brief discussion, at the very |eHsé state's initiatives related to
Muslim women are significant for two reasons: fitstcause attention to women's rights
as an issue distinct from religion in general predathat manifested toward shrine
pilgrimage by more than three decades, and sebexduse even more than pilgrimage it
distinguished the treatment of Islam from that tfeo religions (notably Orthodoxy).
Women's rights presented a ‘problem’ in Islam riiwea in any other religion from the
Party's perspective. Although the Party's effast8iberate’ Muslim women in Central
Asia from the oppressive forces of class (marketth wie old warhorse of feudal-boi
relationg?), culture, and Islam have their own intricate drigt a word about the greatest
of these initiatives is in ordét.Inaugurated in 1926, theijum(Uzbek; attack, onslaught)
in many ways complemented the campaign of mosqaenaadrasa destruction and
persecution of Muslim clergy which was taking platethe same time. Although the
hujumstarted with the seemingly modest goal of requiatig?arty members in Central
Asia to unveil the women in their families, cyclasretributive violence, the brunt of it
born by innocent women and girls, as well as bunesie obfuscation, characterized its
progress above all. THaujumhad its own crests, nadirs, and highly complexrinate
dynamics - all too detailed to justify a quick suamgnhere. Suffice it to say that the
experience of monitoring its progress focused #me @f central Party administrators in a
specific direction during the decades before Khehskh. The

" ibid., Il. 15-16

" Boi: in Soviet usage, a member of a stylized landedrgeMuslim practices were frequently described
as relics of the feudal-boi epoch, and the abusgonfien as stemming from social relations estaldishe
during this historical era.

" For more on this topic in the 1920s and '30s, getically on thehujum,see Keller, pp. 115-118,
Adrienne Lynn Edgar, Tribal Natio(R004), pp. 221-260, Marianne Kamp, "Unveiling BkbAomen:
Liberation, Representation, and Discourse, 1906¢{RBiiv. of Chicago Ph.D diss., 1998), and Douglas
Northrop, Veiled Empire: Gender & Power in Stalir@gntral Asia2004).
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hujumallowed the Party to develop a clear picture ofrile of women in Islam; one
could not say the same for pilgrimage. This faesga long way toward explaining why
the Party did not isolate women's rights as a dimdéimark of the Khrushchev-era anti-
religious campaign. During the 1950s and 1960s, 3MDwas largely left out of the
picture in this respect because the state haddglréaveloped its own elaborate
worldview of the problem; it did not need a spaittconsultant’ for this reason and also
because the problem was seen as stemming to vatggrges (depending on the type of
oppression of women) from Islam itself. SADUM hétld credibility to make its own
contribution’* Women's rights undoubtedly constituted an arezon€ern for the agents
of the anti-religious campaign under Khrushchevweleer, this was also the case, on
and off, from 1954-57 and before. In other worlls,dontinuity of attention to improving
the lot of women appeared weak at times and s@bwoghers, but one could always note
its presence. For this reason, it can only fallenrttie rubric of anti-religious measures
tangentially i.e., insofar as the state regardecgtbblem as partly rooted in Islam.
Generally speaking, the Party consistently regatdedbppression of women in
Central Asia as consisting in the following: veginpayment of bride price (Uzbek,
galyn), self-immolation, underage marriage, polygamy atigracy. In the Khrushchev
years, all of these remained major concerns withettceptions of veiling and illiterady.
Of all these phenomena, the Party appears to hese increasingly preoccupied with
monitoring self-immolation from the late 1940s omevaThe Central Committee
demanded reports fronmbkomsin Central Asian republics specifically on self-
immolation; these are available for every year uideushchev. A 1954 report from the
Namangarobkomfollows the standard pattern for such documentists annual self

" SADUM did actually issudatvos condemning self-immolation, a form of suicide omstimes self-
abuse practiced almost exclusively by females inti@eAsia as in other parts of the world, in 195952,
and 1955. Ro'i, Islam in the Soviet Unigm, 546. There was, however, nothing especially abaut
lambasting a practice as antithetical to the Qer'ammmandments as suicide. Ziyovuddinkhon qod als
issuedafatvocondemning the payment qélyn.In the same opinion, however, he declared the sitges
of paying mahr (a financial or other form of dowry) for the mag@&to have Islamic validity. See
BobokhonovShayx Ziyovuddinxon ibn Eshon Boboxam,211-214

® See, for example, a 1960 report from the USSR Gérocuracy on Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, and
Turkmenistan (apparently regarded as the most meddiastions of feudal-boi relations) in RGANI fo5
31 d. 146 I. 116, for statistical tables on fanglimes specifically related to women. The categogieen
are forced and underage marriage, polygamy, aner atimes. Elsewhere in the report, payment of
brideprice receives extensive treatment. For aatisiources on self-immolation, see below.
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immolation statistics in the province from 194%he present and gives brief summaries
of the specifics of each case and states whether sthicide was successful or
unsuccessfuf® Judging from the preponderance of reports comiaom bbkomsin the
UzSSR, this republic appears to have been regasiélde most seriously afflicted with
the problem. Momentum picked up to some degree @@t passing year; the latter part
of 1957 and first half of 1958 saw detailed decréesn the Party secretaries of
Samarqgand, Bukhara, as well as Tajikistan spebimgthe measures to be taken in the
fight against self-immolatiofl. The Andijonobkontollowed with a decree only in May of
19607

Before jumping to conclusions about the promineotself-immolation in the
anti-religious campaign, however, it is importamekamine the extent to which the Party
understood it in religious terms. Generally spegkoppression of women was defined in
terms of a spectrum with feudal-boi relations am dine end and Islam on the other. All
instances of oppression fell somewhere on the spactloser to one of these two ends
depending on its specific description. As the afmstioned report from Namangan
Province noted, Muslim clergy did share some obllaene for self-immolation:

"The clergy[dukhovniki] and their agents work among these women and there i

reason to believe that not only do they judge thet® lean towards self-

immolation, but also make them think of themselaesmartyrs based on their

desire to become pure and establish a direct littk@od."
On the same page, the report has a theory as tadhekg women prefer such a painful
death over "easier" means of suicide:

"Clearly, this relatively new method is popularizédough propaganda. We tend

to believe that this is not happening without tlagtipipation of the clergy; as a

result, self-immolation has become more widespireagecent years'®

® RGANIf. 5 0. 31 d. 12 Il. 199-212. All names reged are Muslim. A separate section of the report
discusses cases of males setting themselves on fire

™ These are in RGANI f. 5 0. 31 d. 84. The 'measuvegé strictly administrative e.g., calling uporcdb
authorities to conduct propaganda among womenghrmeans of lectures, films, etc.

® RGANI f. 5 0. 31 d. 146 1. 64, going into more detzan othepostanovleniisby identifying alcoholism
among husbands as a specific cause of their véu@stles. In a bizarre twist, a report from Turkistam

in the same year noted that a certain Ismailovaye2ts of age, had burned herself to death becsdgse
"led a careless lifestyle, frequently drank alcahdleverages, and was called to court more thae onc
because of petty hooliganism." Ibid., I. 117

® RGANI f. 50. 31 d. 121.209
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The implication is that Muslim clergy engaged irs tort of lethal prodding as some sort
of exercise in self-righteousness; the report ssiggeno other potential source of
material gain. Even here, though, one must notehkaauthors did not assail Islam itself.
Indeed, the paucity of bureaucratic documents tyrdioking suicide with Islam, the
almost universal focus on psychological factorsindividual cases as well as the
identification of a feudal attitude towards womes a chief culprit, and, finally, the
complete absence of any input from CARC in all egpondence on this topic, all
strongly suggest that this growing interest in-saetholation was a development internal
to the question of women's rights and not relatetthé anti-religious campaign, which it
seems, had come to focus on issues which wereiyeancas 'Islamic’ in their entirety
rather than only in paff. In other words, the 'Women's Question' undenidialgt an
Islamic angle from the Party's perspective, butgbeeral silence of the conventional
actors in anti-religious iniatives (such as CAR@ amen SADUM) in correspondence on
women's rights suggest that this problem was redegto its own unique, separate
analytical arena and treated as separate fronothia¢ 'Religion Question'.

To summarize, the Khrushchev anti-religious campaigCentral Asia retained
certain elements of previous, similar initiativeg marked a broad departure from them
in scope. Increasingly, specific aspects of theblem' of Islam received separate
treatment; no longer did the Party speak of Islana aolitary entity to be effaced from
society single-handedly. At the same time, the eptration of responsibility for
implementation in the hands of local authoritiessweell as the lack of any major break
with the previous approach to Muslim women, bothrked areas of continuity with
respect to past anti-religious enterprises. Withi bureaucracy, officials entertained a
high degree of diversity of opinion with respecttt®e means of implementing the
struggle. Unlike the ROC generally speaking, SADfHJNd itself in something of an
unholy alliance with the state for reasons haviagnmaich to do with its theological
foundations as withealpolitik. This chronology, then, provides a picture of thefagsing
and multi-vectored path of the anti-religious campaThe measures taken derived their
operating instructions or 'code’, as it were, fepspecific and variegated representation

8 |t cannot be disputed that references to feudatdiations in the correspondence on self-immatatio
outnumber occasional mention of the clergy. A nevid the correspondence in RGANI f. 5 0. 31 d. &4 (
self-immolation) confirms this.
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of Islam, the formulation of which had begun beftine Khrushchev era but which
nevertheless became an active intellectual andabaratic process only in the years
before and during the campaign. An understandingpef this picture of Islam came to
exist and of the specific contributions of certgioups of actors is therefore as important
in assessing the anti-religious campaign as thenotogy itself.

Islam and the Bureaucracy

Ideology and hardliners notwithstanding, the vagiobureaucracies which
comprised the state were a pragmatically orieng¢sbsbodies and interests. One must
view its activities in this light. Its pragmatisnoresisted in part in monitoring and
ensuring the implementation of Central Committegiaiives on the part of local
government. Above all, then, the need to fulfillightions to higher authorities took
center stage in the bureaucracy's deliberatiorgerAline preoccupation with the horrors
of Islam may have motivated the work of some irdirais, but this visceral level of anti-
Islamic inspiration, so important on the face ahdls in bureaucratic discourse, hardly
appears to have run as deep as one might assuoasetafn level of token lip service to
the ideology among mid-level bureaucrats was akwidnis was nowhere more apparent
than in the dry and monotonous repetition of thentnaaof "feudal-boi relations with
respect to women". At the same time, bureaucraiseahll held to the task of fulfilling
their given assignments. For this reason, the muest 'why' the bureaucracy looked at
Islam in a certain way must be understood in teyhiis intended accomplishments.

What was the exact nature of this charge of respititys given to the
bureaucracy by the Central Committee? On the masiglevel, Khrushchev and other
top Communists before him had summed up the Padgkrather simply: to efface the
opium of religion from the hearts and minds ofSalviet citizens. During certain years in
previous decades it had appeared that the Partlglwetile for nothing less than the utter
annihilation of religion; one could not be religgouVith the establishment of CAROC,
CARC, and SADUM, however, this goal had seeminglgrbput aside for good. An all-
out attack became less preferable than chippiny aiveeligion little by little, reducing
the number of its adherents gradually but inexgrabth propaganda on the one hand
andadministrirovanieon the other. Eventually, the reasoning went,pghesess would
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have its inevitable conclusion either in the endetifjious practice on the territory of the

USSR or, alternately, in the reduction of the numdfeobservant and believing citizens
to an insignificant shadow of its former self. hetmeantime, there was no ideological
contradiction in creating and cooperating with lesdsuch as SADUM both for the

Party's benefit in other spheres (e.g., internatipolitics) and as a means of regulating
religion more closely. It goes without saying thti@s mindset did not remain consistent
throughout; at times it erupted in bouts of vigosuch as certain moments of the
campaign - or, alternately, fizzed off like a f&tda, destined to return to the equilibrium
of inactive but constant hostility.

Regulation rather than annihilation thus becamebtteord of the day. It appears
that ‘regulation’ took on an increasingly broad meg though. How could one regulate
something which one had not investigated to suctexant that every corner of its
content had passed under the light of the stakelimieing eye? The answer to this
guestion necessitated an all-encompassing undeirsgaaf Islam. This need may have
had roots in administrative realities inevitablyght to the fore by the creation of
SADUM. In other words, by creating SADUM the stdteced its own gaze into
directions in which it otherwise might not have werad. The increasing concern over
shrine pilgrimage, elaborated upon below, led thesducrats into two separate but
complementary directions: on the one hand, an edébatatistical enterprise built up a
picture of 'Islam as lived’, the importance of whitad not been emphasized before. That
a picture rather than a sound scientific initiathased on any familiarity with Islam in
Central Asia was in the works was demonstratechbyfdct that the statistics produced
could not reflect real numbers of shrines and jpilgr- a state of affairs acknowledged
implicitly by some isolated, and apparently igngredreaucrats. On the other hand, this
mastery-in-progress of the pilgrimage phenomencoretbthe state to revitalize some of
its stereotypes of parasites. Whereas before ttefigeous figures had been associated
with Islam in general, bureaucratic discourse nieg their machinations specifically to
shrines. (As this paper discusses below, polemiaito played an important role in
‘clarifying’ the representation of these parasiteshe public.) While therefore by no
means the only elementiwhzhimin the campaign in Central Asia, measures against
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shrine pilgrimage did represent its chief innovatamd consequently afford one the
clearest glimpse of the changes taking place.

Just as the aforementiongdzishad operated in an ecclesiastical structure with
semi-official and undefined ties to the state ia fie-SADUM years, so mosques and
shrines had had a similarly precarious and nebulmgal statu§® SADUM's
establishment changed all this: the dichotomy gistered and unregistered (usually
meaning illegal) mosques applied to shrines as. Whllis, three bureaucratic categories
of shrines emerged in the postwar period: thoserutte direct purview of the state (i.e.,
shrines labeled as atheist museums or sites afrauheritage which nevertheless saw
large numbers of visiting pilgrims), SADUM-contredl shrines, and finally those
operated by unregistered clergy. These categorere & natural result of the state's
increasing awareness of the existence of shrir@seXample, in 1947 a CARC official
believed that "although the Soviet government hexdhited the opening of sevamazars
in Central Asia, SADUM opened hundreds in the imiatechostwar period. #What this
statement means in reality is not that the shiraesremained closed in any meaningful
sense before 1943, but rather that SADUM had esitalol and/or announced its
administrative appropriation of these sites. ttnknown how formal or rigid this de-facto
authority was; SADUM may have left the sites unted while having some limited
contact with their ancestral or other caretaketsayer readers, thereby ‘appropriating’
them. Certainly, however, administratively centratl channels represented a departure
from past Islamic ecclesiastical administrativelittans in Central Asia wherein shrines
generally fell under the authority of the sainesscendants and/or followers who resided
near the shrine. Although we cannot be sure if CARfaracterizations of SADUM
matched reality, there is no denying that the ratek on a form whose formalized
character matched the mold of a Soviet organizasitiver than past ecclesiastical bodies.

On June 1, 1959, Puzin sent a report to the Ceimaimittee on the progress of
the anti-pilgrimage campaign in Central Asia. Heeddhat "at present, we are in the

& Starting in the 1920s, the Soviet government didadly develop regulations governing the definitiain
a religious 'organization' and the steps towaslgstablishment. However, the responsibility folsques
was less centralized.

? Ro'j, Islam in the Soviet Unigm. 366

30



process of exposing 'holy' gravesazarssprings, and other 'holy' places of pilgrimage
frequented by believers." This CARC endeavor "ragfa210 shrines in Tajikistan, 114
in Uzbekistan, 42 in Turkmenistan, and 20 in Kysism and Kazakstan eathOther,
republican reports on the pilgrimage decree beesetmumbers out, more or less. A
report from Karibjanov, First Secretary of the Kestan Communist Party, dated July 1,
1959, stated that 26 "so-called 'holy places™ éhbgen counted” in Kazakstan, and that
these consisted of "springs, grottos, amakzars(a structure on the burial site of a ‘holy’
or ‘royal' individual).?* In his response, the Turkmenistan First Partyeaay, Tashliev,
observed that the republic had 4 registered mostagesvell as 15 graveyards and 6
mausoleum-graves which have ‘holy’ stafdsSharaf Rashidov, the Uzbekistan Party's
First Secretary from 1959 to 1983, did not prowadepublic-wide number of shrines in
his report, but did note that the Qaragalpaq AS@R b5 shrines, at 12 of which
pilgrimage had "ceased", and that Surkhandaryoiftevhad 19, to only 2 of which
pilgrimages continued after implementation of teerde’®

That these figures did not and indeed could ndectethe actual numbers of
shrines will be readily apparent to anyone familaith Islam in Central Asia.
Furthermore, SADUM or for that matter any practiciMuslim in Central Asia must
have been aware of this fact. The Party did nog hawnterview believers to acquire this
knowledge, however; officials within its ranks haldeady conducted studies in previous
years which "revealed" vastly larger numbers oing®: At the end of the 1940s, CARC
had "exposed" 275 shrines in Uzbekistan alone. &y BF 1950 Puzin's predecessor, I.
V. Polianskii, had noted that the actual number way likely much larger, "for in
addition to the better known ones, each settleinethie pre-revolutionary period had had
its own holy place.” In 1947, CARC had uncoveredBdnes in Khorezm aloffé(This is
almost a third of the number of total shrines anted for in Uzbekistan in 1959.) These
were old and isolated voices, however, and werarapfly forgotten all too easily with
the change of leadership at the committee. Onertieless wonders what use CARC's
regional representatives were at this time if tbeyld not travel around their

% RGANIf.50.33d.1251. 14

% ibid., 1. 113
% ibid., I. 97
% ibid., 1. 108

¥ Ro', Islam in the Soviet Unigmpp. 365-366
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oblast's of responsibility and prepare lists of shrinedl wnown to the local population;
undoubtedly, lack of funding had a great deal tavith the problem. Bruce Privratsky's
recent study of Muslim life in southern Kazakstiats|26 shrines in and around the town
of Turkistan (site of the shrine of Qoja Akhmat ¥asi) aloné® A recent work published
by a Termiz-based journalist lists 15 "great" sksirin Surkhandaryo Province, and
another provides the history of 16 in the city efBara ® These two sources, which do
not claim to mention all or most of the shrinestiwir localities, along with the
aforementioned CARC report from Khorezm, give altatf 82 shrines in two of the
republic's smaller provinces (Khorezm and Surkhgy@maand one of its cities
(Bukhara). It should now be apparent, then, thatfihure of 144 shrines for all of
Uzbekistan (as well as 20 or 26 for Kazakstan)iemrmo meaning. Given that the
inaccuracy of the figures given for the other rdjasbcould also be demonstrated with
some ease, one must confront the following questidvhere did these numbers come
from? How could CARC list 144 shrines for Uzbekistahen one of its own officials
had previously discovered 51 in Khorezm? Did CARE&rety sit back and accept that
over a third of the republic's shrines were sitdiatea region with a small portion of
Uzbekistan's total population and an even tiniecgrgtage of its territory?

One could propose a number of potential answemsarly| some of CARC's
representatives did not take their jobs very sehoar could not compile thorough lists
due to lack of resources. As for reliance on praslip collected data, Polianskii may not
have transferred his knowledge onto his succeiseifact that he remained at CARC's
helm until his death suggests that he passed avwhguymuch warning. It is not clear if
Puzin and Polianskii ever met. Much more importahgugh, are methodological
concerns. How did all these different statisticatleavors define a shrine? The two
aforementioned books by Uzbek researchers makéeatr ¢hat the authors had no
intention of providing exhaustive lists and thagithworks only contain references to
famous or popular sites. Soviet sources lack sughabfication across the board. It is

® Bruce Privratsky. Muslim Turkistan: Kazak Religiand Collective Memory2001), p. 165. Five of the
shrines are situated in the town itself, and tmeaiader are within a radius of approximately 10Q kin
Turkistan. This list does not include the shrineSayram and other sites in and around Shymkent.

# Abdulla Kholmirzaev,Surxondaryoning Tabarruk ZiyoratgohlafToshkent, 2001). N. Yo'ldoshev and
H. QurbonovBuxoro shahri va uning atrofidagi ziyoratgohlar idr(Buxoro, 2001).

% guess that the actual number is (and was) ithinesands for Uzbekistan and in the tens of thalssan
for all of Central Asia.
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unclear, for example, if a rarely frequented sheonented as a 'holy site' in CARC's
methodology. More likely than not, its represemtgitook a hit and miss approach; they
almost certainly did not have the resources td eigery village of theblast'in which
they worked. Locating many shrines would have meguipersonal interviews with
villagers and, in many cases, reliance upon theadgill and hospitality to serve as
guides. An official who did not speak the localdaage and who, furthermore, did not
have the resources to hire staff who could tramskat alternately a representative who
knew the language but was just plain lazy, woukkHaund the possibility of fabricating
numbers and lists very attractive. Such a 'solutmfulfilling the assignment may have
appeared especially alluring given the remotenésbeopossibility that higher ups or
even anyone in the locabkomwould verify the lists.

Still, this is not an entirely satisfactory explaoa. Such a lamentable state of
inefficiency may indeed have characterized the vadnnany CARC representatives, but
these statistics went to the Central Committeethackfore their compilation must have
been monitored on some level. In other words, et that the statistics did not
correspond to reality does not make them meanmglégeir meaning gets to the heart of
the bureaucratic contribution to the presentatibristam that was in a process of
formation. If the numbers do not reflect realityeih what do they reflect, what purpose
did they serve, and whom did they benefit?

This is an involved question which cannot be ansd/iéully here. However, there
may be some scope for examining the republicsgiasdi higher and lower numbers of
shrines in terms of other developments in socreynely Russian emigration to Central
Asia. What follows does not pretend to masquerada atatistical analysis leading to
definitive conclusions. Rather, a very prelimindrypothesis is presented as to the
intentions behind the numbers given for shrinederAéll, the need to question these
numbers underscores the possibility that the paocitvealth of shrines believed to have
been located in each republic had something toithotlat republic's general image. The
table below is based entirely on statistics froem 2859 all-Union Census. Column 1 lists
the numbers of shrines from the aforementioned I98BC report. Column 2 attempts
to present the number of members of 'Muslim natitesi, independent of whether they
were Muslim or not - the census did not distinguisheving Muslims
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from atheists - per CARC-assigned shrine. It ieam an admittedly arbitrary estimate of
the number of 'Muslims' in each republic which wakculated by adding the number of
the titular nationality for each republic to thenmuers given for the three largest 'Muslim
nationalities' excluding Tatar's (The reasoning behind counting nationalities othan
the titular group rests on the fact that all thputdics other than Uzbekistan featured
significant Uzbek minorities.) This very approximatumber of Muslims was divided by
the number of shrines the CARC report assignetdadpublic. Columns 3 and 4 display
the rural and ethnically Russian percentages ofgpeblican population according to the
censusShrine 'Assignments’ and the 1959 Censtfs

1 2 3 4

# of shrines | # of Muslims (% of populatio|% of populatio

(CARQC) per shrine rural Russian
Tajikistan 210 7,351 67.6 13.3
Uzbekistan 114 51,343 66.5 135
Turkmenistan |42 26,937 54 17.3
Krygyzstan 20 54, 538 66.5 30.2
Kazakstan 20 151, 488’ 57 427

I will be the first to caution that these hastissambled numbers may 'mean' as little as
CARC's shrine statistics. Such an admittedly crtalde does, however, offer some
interesting insights. Surprisingly perhaps, the bemof shrines does not generally
correspond to the size of the urban population¢lviias more in touch on a daily basis

1t will not be denied that this is very arbitraty. any event, the inclusion of Tatars would not
significantly change the picture.

Al statistics are based dtogi Vsesoiuznoi Perepisi Naseleniia 195qoscow, 1962), pp. 206-208 &
240. The lower rural percentages in the two preslipnomadic regions are, perhaps, a bitter comment
the ferocity of the collectivization campaign thanihilated the nomads' ancient way of life.

¥ Tajik SSR = Tajiks (1,051,164) + Uzbeks (454,43B)yrgyz (25,635) + Kazaks (12,551) = 1,543,783

¥ Uzbek SSR = Uzbeks (5,038,273) + Kazaks (335,26 Tgjiks (311,375) + Qaragalpags (168,274) =
5,853,189

® Turkmen SSR = Turkmen (923,724) + Uzbeks (125,23kpzaks (69,552) + Azeris (12,868) =
1,131,375

® Kyrgyz SSR = Kyrgyz (836,831) + Uzbeks (218,64Mazaks (20,067) + Tajiks (15,221) = 1,090,759
7 Kazak SSR = Kazaks (2,794,996) + Uzbeks (136,570yghurs (59,840) + Azeris (38,362) =
3,029,768
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with Soviet cultural institutions. (Neverthelessgjikistan has the highest rural percentage.)
With the exception of Uzbekistan, the progressibthe data in Column 2 corresponds
rather well to popular notions about the backwasdnand religiosity of each repubilic,
moving from a deeply medieval and rural Tajikistaran enlightened and stereotypically
Russified Kazakstan sharing its longest border Witlssid®. Nowhere is the progression
more clear, however, than in the percentage ofpthyulation constituted by Russian
eémigrés and their descendants. In case the exclo$igkrainians, who also migrated to
Central Asia in large waves during the Soviet mkrishould raise some eyebrows, the
following graph is included to illustrate the vatdof the trend:

Shrine 'Assignments' compared with C. Asian Russiaand Ukrainian Populations *°

Tajikistan Uzbekistan |Turkmenistan |[Kyrgyzstan |Kazakstan

# of shrines|?10 114 42 20 20
(CARC)

% ethnically| 146 14.7 18.7 36.8 50.9
Russian an

Ukrainian

There is some foundation to propose that the negatrrelation between the size of
Slavic minorities (and one majority) and the numtsieshrines is no coincidence. Widely
prevalent attitudes in the Soviet Union saw Slassnare intelligent than if not racially
superior to 'Muslim nationalities'; it is commonokviedge that such assumptions were a

*® The traditional stereotype of Kazaks - and perhapan equal extent of Kyrgyz - as Russified and
'weak' Muslims originates from the Tsarist and 8bvperiods and has greatly influenced the
historiography of modern Central Asia. Privratskylsslim Turkistan which demonstrates the invalidity
of this historiographical precedent, will hopefulltract more scholars with background in Islantiedi®s
and anthropology as well as knowledge of the Kdaaguage to shed light on the richness of Muslfe li
and tradition in other parts of Kazakstan. In wisgperhaps a sign of Privratsky's influence, anteerk
subtly rejects the 'weak Muslims' paradigm in refiee to the Kazaks. See Carter Vaughn Findley, The
Turks in World History(OUP: 2005), pp. 148-149. Another recent and wsatented work has gone
beyond the geographical confines of the environhe®ftown of Turkistan to include discussions ofslita
traditions (specifically in reference to women)oither parts of Kazakstan and the rest of Centra. See
Habiba Fathi,_Femmes d'autorité dans I'‘Asie centr@uéte des ancétres et recompositions idensitaire
dans l'islam postsoviétigu@aris: Institut Francais d'Etudes sur I'Asie @at Maissoneuve & Larose),
2004

¥ ltogi Vsesoiuznoi Perepisi Naseleniia 195%g., 206-208
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hallmark of Soviet administrators in the 1920s 2880s'® The claim being made here is
not that all central bureaucrats were racists @ueimists, but rather that stereotypes
about the relative backwardness or advancemenewfr& Asian republics depended at
least in part on the sizes of 'European’ minorifiéss was precisely because these Slavs
(especially Russians) were regarded as more advamesglucation and knowledge and it
was thought that they could do much to help thdie Isiblings along the path from
backwardness to Socialism. The lines distinguishing chauvinistic conceptualization
of backwardness from its more strictly ideologis®nifestation as marked by religious
observance and feudal-boi relations could easitpime blurred. To understand this, it is
helpful to examine CARC's non-statistical presémat of the status quo in some of
these republics countries around this time in oradind a link between the quantitative
and the qualitative.

Before moving forward, though, it will be helpfub taddress the question of
whether the broad trend described by these statistiin fact feasible - independent of
the formal accuracy of the numbers gathered byPhdy. Can one read into these
statistics a comment on the vibrancy of shrinerjprgge traditions in each of the five
republics? In other words, was shrine pilgrimageimonore ‘popular’ in Tajikistan than
in Kazakstan? The answer to this question mustrbenaphatic 'no' for two broad
reasons. First, the methodological obstacles onaldvéace in executing such a
comparison would be insurmountable. Even if oneeviertake the number of shrines in
each republic as an indicator of the popularitypibgrimage, one would first have to
overcome the problem of defining a shrine. As weelgeen above, the Party's inability
or refusal to do so led it to produce inaccuradtistics. A definition of a shrine which
would include, for example, only those sites reiogi\a specificied mininum number of
visitors a day, would become obsolete, qualitagivkle to its inherent arbitrariness and
refusal to acknowledge the importance of shrinepaonples' lives regardless of the
prestige associated with them, and quantitativelyabise it would exclude vast numbers
of smaller shrines from the equation. On the otiand, the project of counting 'all’
shrines in Central Asia - great or small - is ingoole to fulfill for obvious reasons. Any
guantitative basis of comparison makes unsubstedtéssumptions about the nature and

! See Keller, To Moscow, not Mecaad Edgar, Tribal Nation
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significance of shrine pilgrimage as a spirituaneént of meaning in peoples' lives.
Second, to attempt a comparative analysis of theancy of pilgrimage in each of the
republics is to embark upon a project quite simitathe Soviet initiative of quantifying
spirituality. If there are in fact fewer shrineskazakstan than in Tajikistan - and | know
of no source demonstrating this - this says momutathe specific practice of shrine
pilgrimage in the former republic in relation tcethatter than about the popularity of
pilgrimage among the Kazaks vs. the Tajiks.

One can observe a qualitative confirmation of th® ttables above in a
subsequent and important aspect of the correspoadenthe fulfillment of the decree,
viz.,the discussion of shrine closures. CARC documemtsery useful in this respect
because of the committee's role in the campaiga emnitor; individualobkomsand
republican secretaries exchanged information wittsddw and took responsibility for
the bulk of the implementation, but CARC summarited information in reports to the
Central Committee and also to be sure it stayeéasbrof developments that were
supposed to fall under its purview. This uniquee rplayed by CARC provides some
scope for seeing in its foci of attention a refttof the concerns of the entire
bureaucracy. In this respect, one may profitablklat which republics it chose to
highlight as implementation success stories. Ruaifgrementioned report from 1959 to
the Central Committee noted that the year had $28mon-Russian Orthodox shrines
"cease their activity". Among these, not surprigingg2 were in Tajikistan, 31 in
Uzbekistan, and 4 in Turkmenistan. If any closutesk place in Kazakstan and
Kyrgyzstan, the report does not mention tH&hBeyond closures, the document also lists
cases where the numbers of pilgrims visiting certdirines decreased thanks to the
implementation of the decree. The only shrines oeet from Kazakstan and
Kyrgyzstan are the tomb of Qoja Akhmat Yassawi &uteyman-tau, both of which,
incidentally, are located in regions where the twepublics' Uzbek minorities are
concentrated. No statistics receive mention inreglee to Kazakstan, however.
Repeating the well-worn misconception of the bucesty that Muslims conducted
pilgrimages to shrines primarily on the two Eidd aspecially on Eid ul-Adha (most

191 As has already been noted, the Kyrgyzstan Fingy Bcretary's report claimed that Suleyman-tali ha
been closed by the O'glerispolkomThe problems with this statement have also beenskgd.
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often referred to somewhat mysteriously as "Uraagr&n"), Puzin claimed that the
numbers of pilgrims visiting Suleyman-tau on "UraBayram" had decreased from
18,000 in 1958 to 6,000 in 195% At the Shoh Fozil shrine, the number had gone down
from 20,000 to 15,0082 According to Puzin, Uzbekistan had much more dtamesults
to show. On the same holiday in the two yearsntiraber of pilgrims visiting the shrine
of Bahovuddin Nagshband had dropped from 15,000,500. For Uzbekistan, Puzin
also had statistics on the number of Muslims wigitnosques (apparently for the holiday
prayer, optional in Islam but recommended) on Eddha (UzbekQurbon Hayit);this
had dropped from 2,880,000 in 1958 to 2,000,00@969. In other good news, the
amount of charity given by Muslims in Uzbekistan the same holiday fell from
2,500,000 rubles to 2,000,000. Not surprisinglyyéxer, Puzin gave a much more dismal
summary of the decree's impact in Tajikistan. Isignificant thatonly this republic
receives such poor marks across the board in é¢pisrt: In fact, Puzin here had no
positive developments from the southern republitstoHe claimed that the numbers of
Muslims arriving for "services® on "Uraza Bayram" at the Mavlono Yaqub and Jomi
shrines had remained constant from 1958 to 19659080 and 4,000 respectively. Even
worse, "shaykhs" and a "mulla" at three shrine®saciTajikistan had succeeded in
forcing believers to conduct pilgrimages and evenabandon their work for this
purpose®

On January 28, 1964, very near the end of Khrusfglenure, the chairman of
the KGB, V. Semichastn{® sent to the Central Committee a report he hadestgd
from the head of the KGB's Second Department, Gabaon the status of unregistered
religious activity in Central Asia (excluding Kaza&n). This report takes on a much less
conciliatory tone than Puzin's but paints a simieture to that presented above. For
Uzbekistan, it lists 71 officially registered anB0D unregistered "clergy”, "of which 100

2 The same numbers are given in the report of thgygyParty Secretary in RGANI f. 5 0. 33 d. 1252. 1

® The report lists the shrine as located in Krygyzstais now located in Uzbekistan, although onesmu
drive through the territory of Kyrgyzstan for a féilometers (and obtain a Kyrgyz visa, unless asédes

in a border district) to reach it.

™ This is a very strange statement since "servicsirion and prayers) are only conducted in mosques o
Eid ul-Adha. Nor would prayer readers or pilgrimis shrines describe their activities as related to
"services" in the sense of those conducted in ajo®s

Al statistics and quotations are taken from Paziaport to the Central Committee of June 1, 1959,
RGANI f.50.33d. 1251I. 13-19

" vVladimir Yefimovich Semichastnyi (1924-2001) was E@&hairman from 1961-1967.
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areishans",as well as 62 "illlegaihazars".Interestingly, the report also comments on the
activities of an illegal Muslim group, "Akhdi [sidjoran®’, noting that “it calls upon
believers to not participate in social and polititle and preaches the utilization of
superstitious religious rituals.” The section orrkhtenistan lists 4 registered mosques,
60 "illegal shrines", as well as 100 "priest-chi@as" without specifying whether their
number included registered clergy. Concerning T&gk, the report lists 18 registered
mosques, 870 “illegal Muslim clerics”, 12 "khalifagn the traditionally Ismaili
Badakhshon Autonomous Region, and B&2%arsthe legal and administrative status of
the latter being left unspecified. Finally, the gdphas little to say about Muslims in
Kyrgyzstan except that 33 Muslim "societies" wezgistered and that the usual antisocial
practices continued at Suleyman-tau; almost althef Kyrgyzstan section expresses
concern over "sectarian" groups such as Baptistd Saventh Day Adventists.
Significantly more efficient and precise than CARGyould seem, the KGB report lists
much higher numbers of shrines than Puzin's lisk9%59. Nevertheless, this document
shares much in common with the characterizatioresadier years. It is apparent from the
outset that Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistand notablynot Krygyzstan or
Kazakstan - are the chief areas of concern witpeesto Muslim clerics. Equally
notable are the very large numbers of illegal ctelisted for Uzbekistan and Tajikistan,
the most pernicious sites of obscurantism withsthallest Russian minorities.

One may also note here the inhuman face giverettctiarlatans” by the report's
authors. These KGB investigators clearly felt thatnbers alone would not have the
desired effect; they wanted to impart to their ande a clear image of the conditions in
which these anti-social elements operated. Sontlgeainore colorful examples appear in
the section on Turkmenistan:

"Individual Muslim cleric-charlatans reside on ggav [prozhivaiut na

grobnitsakh]where they engage in reactionary and anti-soctaliges. Some of

them even try to construct mosques over the gradass, the tomb of "Zulpi-
kepil' is located on the territory of the 'Mir' tmitive farm in Bayram Ali
district. This tomb is the inheritance of one neligs family, and its shaykh,

197 Unfortunately, the report contains no discuss®ioavhether this observation bears connectiomyoé
the groups referring to themselvestdid-e Qur ‘anacross the Muslim world.
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Ogulgozel Joraev, does not work on the farm ares loff a private plot with light
earnings... The majority of Muslim clerics livearparasitic manner, sponging off
others. In the city of Ashgabat, Karaja Kalaev f@ssome time engaged in
religio-charlatanic activities and named himselfda Mulla or Karaja Ishan. He
works absolutely nowhere, illegally trades in hopneduced fabric, and is
building a big house."
What makes these references and countless otkettdim interesting is that only in rare
cases do they actually emphasize the parasitesfispgimes. These individuals were
anti-social charlatans because such behavior stdrmor their very essence as clergy.
Thus emerged the stereotypical image of the unezgd (and sometimes official)
Muslim cleric: that of a self-serving, cunning, Yaz(and sometimes perverted)
manipulator. The unfeasible claim made in the refh@t some clerics actually lived on
top of graves seems to suggest a certain horraciagsd with the fact of these
individuals' residence near the dead. Anti-religianaterials mention that children
perished as a result of the "healings" these iddals were alleged to have conducted;
this particular report mentions one such case. Thtise parasite's ghoulish proximity to
rotting corpses was added the highly dramatic #ssmc with vampires (with all the
relevant lustful connotations) or even the horiidl jperversely relished image of the old
Semite drinking Christian children's blot8.Terms such as "charlatan” and “activities"
allowed bureaucratic and other observers to coewdyi tip-toe around the problem
presented by the emotional meaning these ritual$drahose visiting these "parasit&s".
The bureaucracy's understanding of Islam was exigndto new and unknown
corners of Muslim life, but its basic emphasis @&figion as anti-social remained
unchanged. Although Islam's cast of charactersnbegaainted with more colors, these
parasites stayed monotonously clever and anti4gfaienin this sense, the Party's
increasingly grandiose and all-encompassing apprualslam appeared in the form of

® This is not as far-fetched as it sounds. Edward Bas noted how racist characterizations of Jews ha
been transferred to Arabs (fellow Semites) andexignsion, Muslims in recent times. There is ncoaa

to discount the possibility of Soviet Russian aitislim activists employing such highly effectivedan
powerful imagery, especially when addressed toetliodvioscow. See below for a reference to vampires
by Liutsian Klimovich.

" Al statistics and quotations are taken from theBK@port, which is in the archives of the Central
Committee's Ideology Department in RGANI f. 5 0.6%2 Il. 1-25

40



an active but un-emphasized process; because tbaustacy largely understood its anti-
Islamic measures in terms afiministrirovanie,there was no palpable sense of the
innovative character of the approach that was biaken. This, in turn, may help explain
why it appears to have invested virtually no timed aeffort into examining the
effectiveness of the non-coercive religious measamned at converting the 'exploited’
Muslim masses to atheism. These without fail inetlithe following: scientific-atheistic
lectures (often 'exposing’ the scientific truth indh'miracles’ at shrines or alternately
explaining Darwin), film-screenings, discussiorcties, book and article readings, as well
as the occasional concert. Training propagandisisald these events also fell under the
category of anti-religious measures. Thus, thearesgsofobkomson fulfillment of the
pilgrimage decree focus not so much on the shtilesiselves but almost entirely on
funds and resources being invested in the aforeoment "measures”. Statistics on the
numbers of atheist lectures given, propagandisised, pages of lectures read, etc.
feature prominently in these responses. This apgeahave been the result of a basic
understanding of the Muslim masses as an uncharggagof malleable minds; the
monotony that characterized the bureaucracy's ssfmes of clergy applied to ordinary
Soviet citizens (though not Communists) as well. &ample, a "concrete sociological
study of religious beliefs" based on interviewsam Uzbek neighborhood in Tashkent
very tellingly states of its subjects that

"In Uzbekistan, believing Muslims are remarkablyrtomeneous. The majority of

Muslim believers are people of a low cultural leveving primitive and vague

religious imaginings°
A blind sort of faith in the effectiveness of thesethods clearly gripped the bureaucracy
at the republican and central levels. For thismea€ARC and thebkomsattributed the
reportedly reduced numbers of visitors to shrines'draza Bayram" in 1959 to the
success of these measures rather than other nmtwde.g., fear). Remarkably, a 1979
anti-religious resolution from the Central Comnattstill calls for "strengthening the
ranks of agitators, political informers, lecturend reporters” in the struggle against

"V Makhalle Yangi-Khayat [sic]" ilNauka i ReligiialDecember, 1965), pp. 7-10
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religion!™ The Party continued to adhere to the same meathaebad clearly not
worked under Khrushchev.

With all its competing interests and the differéti of its various components,
the bureaucracy did not approach Islam as a sotiduaitary entity. At the center of this
galaxy of information stood the Central Committeeceiving information from the
obkomsand CARC, processing it, and issuing declaratiohghvin turn triggered new
processes of data gathering and sharing. The lweeyuwvas therefore in a constant state
of movement and action. Its conclusions, presemetthe form of varying and often
contradictory statistics, characterizations, intetigdions, and suggestion for action, all
served as a means of legitimizing its role in thecess of exercising power over the
masses. Although it never claimed expertise ommisia a scholarly capacity, it did
jealously guard and maintain its monopoly on thepieoal aspects of the analysis of
Islam and Muslim life. Left to dangle on its owhotigh, this part of the picture was in its
crudeness all too reminiscent of the anti-Muslitacks of the Stalin years. Something
more sophisticated was needed, a buttress of dufgpoaise up the specter of a 'full’
Islam apprehensible and ideologically palatableifelt negatively so) to the Party both
empirically and intellectually.

The Orientalists
Under Khrushchev, Soviet Orientalists found thenesel propelled to

unprecedented levels of respectability and authohit comparison to the stultifying
intellectual atmosphere of the Stalin years, thigyRmve these Communist scholars more
leeway to 'think out of the box', relatively speakiof course. While continuing to
adhere to the ideology, then, Orientalism underukhchev took some liberties in
adopting an independent tone and outlook. Forréiason, the Party's delegation of an
important role to Orientalists in the anti-Islantampaign did not take the form of a
conscious process; those senior bureaucrats ctiogenath and reading the materials of
these scholars would undoubtedly not have desctifoeid relationships in such terms.

Rather, the Party became significantly more opéhdadea of relying and calling upon

11 v dalneishem uluchshenii ideologicheskoi, palitifospitatel'noi rabotyi" irzakon, Religiia,
Tserkov'p. 66
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these Orientalists - many of them academics - asuttants whose scholarship could
shed light on the dark corners of a religion whigas increasingly being viewed as
multifaceted and complex in a negative way.

The career of Liutsian Klimovich, which reached fsak under Khrushchev
during his time at the Gorkii Institute of Literagy illustrates the changing prominence
accorded to the Orientalist. Klimovich was the idgeal Orientalistpar excellence,
setting the stage for the more involved socioldgstadies of phenomena such as
pilgrimage of the 1970s. He influenced a whole gaten of scientific atheist
researchers and changed the Party's understandistarm to such an extent that few
other academics could match his reputation and pakveomparison of his work under
Stalin with the pieces he authored during Khrustishanti-religious campaign is
therefore in order.

His first major work, Islam in Tsarist RusgiE936), purported to definitely prove

that Muslim clergy across the territory of the RassEmpire had collaborated with
Tsarist authorities as a means of solidifying th@wer base. This phenomenon, he
appears to have taken for granted rather than @rgtemmed directly from the essence
of Islam itself. The book's first sentences stdtat tits goal is to "expose Islam's
reactionary role in the history of Russia and lories"**? Uncompromising and rigid in
his slavish fealty to a highly reductive simplificen of history into ideological terms,
Klimovich clearly feared taking any especially inative steps that could draw unwanted
attention in the awful environment of the mid-'30Bus, Islam had to be accomodated to
a perfect and therefore unchanging ideology; tleeréd be no discussion of expecting
the ideology to fit a mold and allow for some nuame match the specific demands of
Muslim history:
"Islam, the Muslim church, 'Muslim' institutionsdcaa wide array of dogmas and
sects do not represent anything exceptional whempaced with other religions
and religious organizations. Islam appeared aneldped as an ideology and
organization of the ruling classes:*®

Z | jutsian Klimovich,Islam v Tsarskoi RosgiMoscow, 1936), p. 3
B ibid., p. 5
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There is something unavoidably quaint in all tKiEmovich regarded his task as in some
sense an empirical one, to add to the body of keagéd about the pernicious activities of
the clergy throughout the ages without examinitanisitself in any truly critical sense.
The fact that the protagonists in his story wereslvits did not make much of a
difference, nor did the book's focus on Islam. Beealslam was identical to all other
religions from an historically materialistic perspee, it did not demand any analysis
tailored to its specificities. A simple presentatiof the historical skeleton of Islam's
appearance and expansion sufficed; beyond thistétes of the clergy who collaborated
with Tsarist authorities as Muslims had little  with Islam itself and everything to do
with the history of class struggle.

The young Klimovich's very scant attention to sanmpilgrimage falls within this
‘un-Islamic’ rubric rather neatly. In the book, fa@lnrines are mentioned, each in one
instance alone. Regarding the shrine of Qoja Akhaasawi, Klimovich had only to say
that "the exploiters, having launched their serma@mgage not only in spreading this
'spiritual vodka' but in the sale of their goodsael."*** On this and the following two
pages, the shrines of Bahovuddin Nagshband, Ha#iréat Shohimardon), as well as
"Zanga-atyi [sic]" (Zangi ota) and his wife, "Anvhibi [sic]" (Anbar bibi) also receive
mention, all in reference to specific "reactionagyénts of varying importance alleged to
have occurred at them. Wrapping up this brief tneait of some of the more pernicious
shrines, Klimovich wrote that "the description bkese 'holy' places could have been
enlarged. In Turkestan alone there were hardly ntioae 200 of them*® He thus
confirmed this lack of focus on shrines as wellhesimportance of placing Islam within
the class paradigm. Equally important is the laatistinction here between a respectable
Islam of scholars and a popular religion practiogdnasses at the instigation of parasites.

As Klimovich asserted, this first work of his madkile fullest treatment to date of
"the little-studied history of Islam among the plesppf USSR™'® It may be

% ibid., p. 117. Klimovich quotes a "bourgeois reskar", N. F. Petrovskii, who visited the shrine in

1906. As sermons are not read in or aroangshrine (unless in a mosque), including this onés ftot
clear what Klimovich means. On pp. 358-361, heutises an incident during the 1916 rebellion in tvhic
"majnuns" opened up the tomb of Khoja Ahror outSdenargand to count the number of graves inside.
® ibid., p. 119

® ibid., p. 3
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submitted then, that before the Khrushchev erad¢leel to understand Islam in any sense
beyond the class paradigm, to paint a full pictfrg, was not felt broadly. Certainly, the
views expressed by the same author from the fai§tofi the 1960s appear to confirm this
conclusion. By this point, of course, his star hlridady risen significantly. A piece in the
March 1962 edition oScience and Religiofigr example, called on the country's most
prominent experts on scientific-atheist work toserg their views on the progress of
anti-religious propaganda. Included in the illusis list of contributors, Klimovich
lamented the fact that "practically no one here dpasken of Islam.” Furthermore, in a
telling sign of his increased confidence and chaggipproach, he wrote that "it must be
noted that the official Muslim clergy representyoalsmall percent of the clergy actually
operating among the populatiori*What a significant departure from his perspeative6
years ago, at which time he did not even acknowdehy difference between official and
unofficial clergy! One year after Khrushchev's fatim power but very much in the vein
of his work during the years of the campaign, KNmeb noted down his chief and most
lasting contribution to the study of Islam: thdiwél' / 'folk' dichotomy:
"In recent years in the Soviet Union, relationswasn representatives of the
mosque-based and social curregmechetskogo i obshchinnogo techemgve
become significantly aggravated. Portraying thewesehs representatives of the
authentic faith, the heads of the mosque-basecerdurmanaging the spiritual
administrations, increasingly resort to forms akkng out' their competitors.
Taking advantage of the doubts of the believerk waspect to questions about
the history of Islam, the clerggsue fatvos spiritual explanations and decisions
[sic] portraying shaykhs, ishans, pirs, and the&cigles, murids, as defenders of
heathenism and idol worshippers."
In contrast to his previous writing, Klimovich ndwad worked out a specific place for
shrines in this framework:
"The lack in Islam of canonized 'saints' pavedwlag for the appearance of an
enormous number of local cults, often unknown lreotountries. The graves of

' Liutsian Klimovich. "Nepochatyi kraiNauka i ReligiiaMarch 1962), p. 17
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many of these 'saints' opened at the shrines artbient religions which Islam
had fought against®

These statements represent the author's most doemsree appropriatioofijozat or
interpretative authority, for this enterprise wadhe root of constructing an Islam that
matched the perceptions of the bureaucracy. Hisoréag here begins with an
administrative category imposed on or at leasbéskeed in the name of Muslims by the
Soviets in 1943 i.e., the division between SADUMI an undefined mass of figures
frequently referred to as "illegal clergy”. The lddomy here then is not one inherent to
Islam but rather a legal / administrative one. Kinch's contribution was the
transformation of this dichotomy into that of pallii respectable versus uncontrolled,
anarchic Islam. This set the stage for the cryssibn of the normative (official) / folk
(popular) Islam dichotony’ that became a hallmark of all studies dealing Witislims in
the Soviet Union and which has retained its allongnt status in relevant literature
through the present day. Equally important here tlvasnotion that the 'mosque-based’
current somehow existed antagonistically and inospiion towards the popular, 'social’
tendency. The problem here is one of partial fatina: SADUM did indeed issuéatvos

on the pernicious character of folk healers smiheof the activities carried out at shrines.
However, the notion of "non-SADUM clergy" neveree@d a clear definition: it referred
to a vast host of types of figures performing uasicspiritual functions ranging from
sweeping the floor of a shrine to reading praydis.one, Klimovich included, ever
bothered to ask these individuals whether they nstoled their activities in terms of
"competition” with SADUM or indeed if they thougbf themselves as "clergy” on even
the vaguest levéf® Thus, the SADUM / non-SADUM and registered / ugistered
dichotomies carried meaning on an administratieé,religious, level, and the mosque /
social and normative / folk dichotomies which ttepawned had their roots entirely in
Soviet administrative realities rather than a soand sincere study of Muslim life. It
would, of course, be futile to deny that the imposiby the Soviets of a certain kind of

18 jutsian Klimovich. "Chto za religiia Islamauka i Religiia(July 1965), p. 24, the first of a six-part
series on "Islam and Modernity".

B Although its roots are to be found in Klimovich'sitings, the 'normative Islam' paradigm is assedat
with Ira Lapidus, a scholar articulating this cqpicdecades later.

™ |n fact, most shrine caretakers of at least themeSoviet past as well as the present (indeperufent
imams) worked full time in day jobs and undertodien spiritual duties in their spare time as a raezfn
winning God's mercy.
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administrative compartmentalization upon Muslimrgjein Central Asia (as embodied
by the directorates) did in fact have a real impacthe way registered clergy viewed
various actors, figures, and individuals with religs associations who lacked
registration. However, one can also not deny thatcategory of "unregistered clergy"
was a fabricated one since there is no evidendetribae individuals falling under this
description actually defined themselves as cleayy rore importantly, that they were
viewed as such by Muslims). It is for this reasbat tthe equation of the category of
unregistered clergy with a 'non-normative’ Islapresents an attempt by Klimovich to
redefine Islam on a basis alien to traditional ematemporary (Soviet) Central Asian and
Islamic contexts.

In early 1965, Klimovich published his second ainglfbook on Islam, which he
had begun work on during the final years of theushchev era. When compared with
his youthful writings of 1936, one can hardly bedighat the two books share the same
author. Although the class references obviousllyestist in the later work, they are much
less pronounced. Klimovich's eleven-page introductio this book is an important
document both in his career and as a milestortgeiglévelopment of Soviet Orientalism
in general. For here, the ideas alluded to in ttisl@ of July 1965 are codified as a set of
Orientalist principles opposed to the incorrectrapph of "bourgeois” Islamicists in the
West. This comes clearly across in the followirsgeshent:

"Strong is the tradition of bourgeois Islamicismigh does not consider (as it

should) that the very particularities of Islam whitave been accepted as a true

reflection of the actual state of affairs are ictfao more than fabricated schemes

of the clergy ***
In other wordsanyobservable aspect of Muslim life had a hidden nregrihe discovery
of which only a Soviet Orientalist armed with Matxiools of analysis could undertake.
Not only did SADUM have it all wrong; it was actlyeconcealing the truth about its
activities and the religion it professed in ordeistrengthen its exploitative hold over the
masses. This was a far cry from the same autHaita of 26 years ago that one could
understand Islam in the same way one analyzed tmgy celigion due to the identical
nature of all faiths. But such a simplistic anddrigleological conceptualization

' Liutsian Klimovich,Islam(Moscow, 1965), p. 13
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could not do justice to the demands being madédwgtate at this time. After all,
destroying mosques and murdering clergy and beseslike had not 'solved' the
problem of the popularity of spiritual faith antbal among Soviet citizens.

If the devil was in the details, Klimovich was upthe task. He faithfully worked
towards the implementation of his new-found misgmrexplain’ Islam in such a way
that its true essence could be accessed by thdise Party who were not Islamicists but
nevertheless required this information for the gawdthe country. In addition to
discussing the history of Islam, its division irtgects”, as well as Sufism, a whole
section of the book discusses "rituals” and saiktisnovich patiently explains how
shrine pilgrimage derived from pre-Islamic gods amigenous traditions as well as the
"pre-Islamic mythology of the peoples of CentraligAsnd the Tatars, Bashkirs,
Chechens, Ingush, and Russians (vampifé).He also charged that it$atvo
notwithstanding, SADUM was not only doing little $top pilgrimage in practice but was
actually "supporting the cult of saints and a \gr@ graves and tombs associated with
them, extracting benefits from pilgrimages to holigces.*** Based on his own travels in
Central Asia, he found SADUM to be lifting not evariinger to tackle the superstitious
behavior he observed at certain shrines, almosif #fiem not surprisingly in Tajikistan
and Uzbekistan. Of these shrine-related superstitibe appears to have been most
unsettled by the phenomenon of the holy stone. dfierred, for example, to recent
'sightings' of holy stones at shrines in BadakhsKamachay, Chechnya, Ingushetia, and
specifically at the Abdi Dirun shrine in Samarqakadst comparing these to the black

stone at the Ka'aba, he noted that "holy' stdilespbones, horns, signs with yak tails,
etc., constitute one of the chief relics of revegeaves andnazars.*** Here, Klimovich
placed thehajar al-aswad(the black stone at the Ka'aba in Mecca kissedilgyirps)
alongside these various other 'holy' stones hesead or heard about; tinajar al-
aswadwas thus implicitly assigned to the category offticial, popular Islam. What he

appears to have missed in this case is that kiisengtone at the Ka'aba is a practice

2 ibid., p. 265. He appears to suggest that vampinéared Islamic mythology through the Russians, but

Eresents no such examples in Muslim cultures ateaee.

* ibid., p. 263

ibid., p. 267. Perhaps Klimovich confused "signshwjak tails" with the horse tails affixed to tall
wooden posts at the tombs of many Sufi saints intr@eAsia and elsewhere. He also expressed histhor
over thehajar al-aswadand stones in general in another installment of'islam and Modernity" series.

SeeNauka i Religiia(August, 1965), p. 55
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sanctioned by the example of the Prophet Muhammael,could not say the same for a
stone in Samargand. Islam has no issue with theetlti a stone can be holy, but such
holiness must rest on recognized authority. Thesstone example furnishes yet another
example of the processes of 'presenting' Islam roogu among contemporary
Orientalists.

Although Klimovich was the most prominent and groliof the Orientalists
writing on Muslims in the country during this petjche was by no means alone. Other
scholars, some of them his associates, producestiaiatfocusing on various aspects of
Islam’s 'mosque-based’ and 'social' faces. Heslgoitld be noted that semi-respectable
Islam was by no means immune from the Orientalistgicisms. In some cases,
individual scholars even presented their own ntivebries as to the ‘content’ of Islam,
even if this departed from conventional understaggliaccepted at SADUM and its
international partners such as al-Azhar. For exanple Orientalist Belyaev, editor in
chief of the "Science" Publishing House which pah#idScience and Religioas well as
Klimovich's Islam wrote a review of an anti-Islamic brochure in Asgof 1961. He
lamented that the brochure "could have discussedStmnah, Shariadats, Muslim
sects, fasts, and holiday$>The word'adat" is key here: what does it mean? Whatever it
is, its inclusion in a list of otherwise signatagpects of Islam suggests that it, too, is
understood by the author to constitute an eleménbfticial’, respectable Islam.
Depending on the language and context in Centrial, &8 word in question may refer to
a body of customs observed as regulations (i.stpmary ‘laws' not part of Islamic or
civil law), or it may alternately refer to a spéci€ustom, tradition, or practice alone. In
any case, neither usage referatat (Uzbek,odat) as a necessarily Islamic rather than
local concept. Belyaev, in fact, executed a revefséhe process of re-appropriation
described above in reference to holy stones; Hedamncept specific to the cultures (not
even religious practices) of Muslims in the USSH #@mansferred them to the sphere of
‘official' Islam.

Ol'ga Sukhareva, a contemporary Orientalist / egheqgher who specifically
focused on Central Asia and published four bookinduhe Khrushchev years alone,
furnishes another example of this process at wéek.anti-religious brochure of 84

' E. Belyaev, "Islam Segodnia" auka iReligiia(August, 1961), p. 93
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pages,_lIslam in Uzbekistafi960), focuses almost entirely on the historylsthm's

growth in the region in terms of class struggler téee is less severe and more business-
like than that of Klimovich, perhaps because prapalsts constituted the brochure's
intended audience, but the author had nothing go@ady about Islam. A few pages are
devoted to shrines, primarily characterizing thena aying relic of the past. In one of the
few references to shrines in modern times, shedribt "often in mountainous areas one
may encounter a heap of rocks, on top of whichdstanpiece of wood with strips of
cloth tied to it. This is anazar.*?® Because the author provided no definition afazar,it

is unclear if she thought that all heaps of stonasgked a the purported burial site of a
saint, or, alternately, if a heap of stones witly tessociations was in fact mazar
regardless of whether a saint was believed to bedthere. To put it in simpler terms:
whereas the word 'mazar’' is commonly associatel griives and tombs, Sukhareva
defines a heap of stones - more generally markiegspot of a miracle rather than a
burial site - as a 'mazar'. The dynamic is theestore of redefinition: the definition of a
'mazar' is broadened to include any kind of pilgwa site, over and above distinctions
pilgrims might have made between various typesiohss.

To summarize, then, the contribution of Orientalist the anti-religious campaign
resembled that of the bureaucracy in its intermadrdity. The small circle of scholars
with ties to top bureaucrats, however, appears aee hbeen less characterized by
acrimonious internal debate and intrigue than theeducracy. This undoubtedly
stemmed from the status of figures such as Klimgwichose recognized supremacy left
little room for disagreement and lively intelledtaebate. This was only natural given
that Soviet Orientalists did not seek to studyntskes an endeavor worthy of effort in and
of itself, but rather sought to clarify the essent¢he religion as a means of assisting
their senior fellow Communists in the executiorthadir ideological enterprises. That the
Party did act actually rely on these figures astngss is evident both from the
prominence accorded to even the smallest of titles as well as the greater liberties
they took during the Khrushchev years in explairang interpreting Islam with a degree
of innovation that went out of the rigidly ideologl box of the Stalin era.

"O. A. Sukharevdslam v Uzbekistan@ 960), p. 32
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The Polemicists

The most common type of anti-religious materialilaide to the Soviet reading
public, and by extension to bureaucrats and schalho read newspapers and journals in
addition to their work-related correspondence, amsied emotional impact over
accuracy or the authors' qualifications. Polensatstuld claim a much broader audience
than academics or bureaucrats, and their artiggeaaed across the spectrum of
periodicals. Typically, a major popular newspapmhsaslruth of the Easfeatured these
kinds of short anti-Islamic articles infrequent§urprisingly, a journal with a relevant
focus such ascience and Religiodid not necessarily employ the services of these
authors more often: from 1959-65, the periodicatueed only 18 anti-Islamic short
stories and articles by polemicists and Orientali§Ehis works out to one article every
four months.) Indeed, the paucity of anti-Islamiatenial in popular literature during this
period seems to suggest that the Party organiZeatoreligious initiatives did not
prioritize mobilizing the public through the pre3sis, of course, is not surprising, since
these articles were more likely than not to causatgffense to believers reading them
and therefore did not have a role to play in attsntp '‘convert' them to atheism.
Polemical writers did not have a unique set of pemknds.Science and Religion
provides their names and information about theurcatdon only very rarely. They all
appear to have never studied Islam or Muslim hysteith the possible exception of
materials designed exclusively for propagandiskte polemicists roughly fall into two
categories: authors of satirical short stories ttwed'investigative reporter' who equated
his severely prejudiced observations of Muslimwiéh sound knowledge about Islam.

Polemicists played a role in the anti-religious paign that differed greatly from
that of the Orientalists or the bureaucracy. Thetsg rational moderation found in the
November 1954 Central Committee resolution, whieltled for scientific atheistic
propaganda to proceed without offending believastiments, had no currency among
polemicists and was certainly not enforced wittpees to their writings. For this reason,
these articles come off as much more bitterly axteemely anti-religious than almost
anything found in the other two domains. They sadetinguished between official and
unofficial clergy and routinely called for theirllgztive annihilation through unspecified
means. As a whole, the body of polemical anti-stamaterial reflects an anarchy of
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conflicting and often spontaneous opinions and mbsens. Indeed, this very
spontaneity derived from the high level of comftinese authors felt in recording
generalizations, analyses, and judgements of Islapite of their complete lack not only
of any familiarity with the religion or its histotyut also of the scientific, empirical and
qualitative edifices that the Orientalists and bucgacy had conceptually based their
initiatives upon. Thus, the polemicists' contribatiwas not negligible but at the same
time carried much less importance in the constractif the presentation of Islam than
the two other domains.

Broadly speaking, then, it had three functionstfito relay the tension, drama,
and continued existence of the campaign to theq@udadcond, to express de-facto public
affirmation of and support for the Party's entexgsi and third, to serve as a bulwark of
support for the Party by providing confirmationtbé picture of Islam that was in the
process of formation. Of these threesons d 'étrethe third is the least obvious and
therefore the most complex and interesting. Inréspect, one might legitimately ask the
following question: considering that these freeéaaathors could claim very little fame
or prominence in the eyes of senior bureaucrats,tlaat they certainly were of a low
level when compared to the likes of a Klimovicherthhow could the polemicists be
aware that a process of representing Islam wdwimvorks, and how, furthermore, could
they obtain inside information as to what charasties of this Islam they should relate in
their articles and short stories? The answer isthiegy did not consciously know that an
active process was taking place - no one 'knew' ¢oncrete sense - and that they did
indeed not have any clear idea as to what chaistaterof Islam their pieces should
highlight. (It was a given that the portrayal negtle be entirely negative.) No 'solution’
appeared to resolve this confusing state of aftaher than to allow each author to write
whatever he or she wanted within obvious limits.dbubtedly, figures such as E.
Belyaev at the "Science" Publishing House may lgaxen hints to some of these authors
indirectly by editing their piecescience and Religiomowever, did not have a regular
staff of polemicists; it accepted submissions fijonrnalists around the USSR. For this
reason, the contributors attempted to fulfill theee aforementioned goals with all the
considerably literary skill and woefully amateurfabrications about Islam and
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Muslim life that they could muster. Two recurriigages' in such literature during this
period - the cleric and the shrine - merit someudision.

This paper began with the rather uncomplimentamgragal of an unregistered
Khorezmian 'cleric' by the name of Vaisov. In aidditto describing him as a sexual
predator and a liar, the same author also claitmsd'he does not know the interpretation
of even one prayer." Earlier, the aforementioneidd Nyaz Khodja", the "twenty first
descendant of Muhammad" who had for moral reasbasdoned his highly profitable
career in "ishanism" and become an atheist, nbtgd"among the Muslim clergy there
are many completely illiterate people who know maitthe Arabic language nor the
writings of the Quran'®’ Another article from Kazakstan in 1963 referredrtallas...
who, as a rule, are characteristically ignorantt kmwing Arabic, they cannot read the
Quran, and because of this each one plots invimisnmy.?® These two writers seemed to
suggest that the backwardness and ignorance afsclemmed in large part from their
lack of knowledge of Arabic as reflected througéirtiinability to understand the prayers
they read. Then, the implication is that if thewrteed Arabic they would become
knowledgeable and respectable. One can look atwelirthis played out in practice by
examining the treatment of SADUM's imams, who asla could read and understand
the Qur'an, by the polemicists. The same "Kamithtkov" who slandered Vaisov,
however, had the following to say about "educatedims:

"The situation is even worse for the official Musliclergy. With each day it loses

its authority among the population more and mareetent years the number of

believers performing the holiday prayer (juma namiai]'?® has noticeably
decreased. Thirty clerics work in Khorezm's thmegigtered] mosques, and they
are fed primarily from what they make at funeralsfoough folk medicine or

thievery.**

" pir Niyaz Khodja", "Tak Gasla moia Vera" Mauka i Religiia(May, 1960), p. 45

1. Sharipov, "Neponiatnoe Blagodushie’Nauka i ReligiiaAugust, 1963), p. 74

% This little mistake, wherein the author equateswekly congregational prayer on Friday with the
holiday prayer, strongly suggests that he or stenged to a Russian or other 'non-Muslim' natiayali
Juma means Friday in most, and very likely althef'Muslim' languages of the USSR.

B mkamill Ikramov", "Yarkii Svet - Rezkie Teni" ilNauka i Religiia(July, 1960), p. 26. Considering that
the mosque in question was very likely the onlyisteged one in the province, the number of 30 cdeis
not unfeasible. Most of these were probably aprestind deputy imams.
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Thus, even a cleric with extensive religious edoocaremained as despicable and
ignorant as a prayer reader who did not understagidhrabic. Only the path of departure
from Islam into the light of atheism taken by "Rityaz Khodja" could save one from
becoming a parasite. This polemicist, at least/iamlg contradicted himself, revealing
that he could not reach any involved conclusiorautitslam beyond the simple reality
that it was a force of backwardness and, consdguentild not provide any meaningful
suggestions as to how to address the problemhdégiet amateur writers completely lacked
the relatively reliable consistency of the Orieistal

Of the 18 anti-Islamic pieces published Stience and Religiofrom 1959
through the end of 1965, only 2 deal exclusivelthwhrines. They are both written in the
investigative journalism style. It is probably retcoincidence that both focus on the
Farghona Valley: one on a certain shrine by theenahAloma buva near the village of
O'ltarma, Baghdad district, Farghona region, areldther on Suleyman-tau in O'sh.
According to the author of the former piece, whoterunder the pseudonym of "Talot-
bek", O'ltarma featured many of the trappings ofi&ccivilization such as "13 medical
workers, 22 pedagogues, anag@onoms".The town's population received 1000 copies
of newspapers and journals every day, includ8gence and Religion, Science and Life,
and Soviet Medicine!For this reason, pilgrimages to Aloma buva stopfigne day,
however, an "unattractive and small old geezerbeat-up white turban” appeared in the
presumably smaller village of Miliboi 10 km awaydaigoing from door to door, tried to
convince people to conduct pilgrimages to the shiMost people "sent him packing”,
but he convinced 10 women along with 12 of theildcln, ages 2-5, to accompany him
on a pilgrimage. At Aloma buva, the old man saweifi a bird and, holding a dripping red
knife in his hand, poured the blood on the grounffant of the shrine. All the children
began crying hysterically at this gory spectaclbergupon the old man forced them to
roll around in the blood-stained dust. (The slaeglaf an animal was presumably an
uncommon site for these village children.) If tivas not bad enough, their mothers
subsequently did the same. He concluded the abycleoting that eachaiispolkomhad
lists of propagandistic lecturers who had workethaarea over the past 8-10 years, but
that all this was quaint at best.

""Talot-bek", "Ul'tarminskie [sic] palomniki* ilNauka i Religiia(June, 1960), pp. 32-33
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The author of the 'exposé' on Suleyman-tau, edtitlthe Shadow of Mount
Solomon", attempted to adopt a somewhat less dar@asl more investigative tone in
his piece. Also in its shadow, from the author'sspective, was thgadamjoyof Hazrat
Ali at Shohimardon - famous site of the murder ltd anti-religious activist and author
Hamza Hokimzoda Niyozii in the 1920s - over a hwadkilometers away. After some
guaint observations about the history of the inmenbf the shrine, he goes on to make
some general observations about the nature of eshrifihis author clearly had a more
constructive focus, at least in terms of propagaadd appears to have felt genuine pity
for the duped and exploited masses of pilgrims. rfé\V@ne to expound on the history of
some Muslim 'saints' in the south of KyrgyzstarJabekistan, a whole book of bloody
crimes would surface.” Thus having established #taine pilgrimage led not only to
colossal exploitation but routine murder as wdie author focused on what means of
scientific-atheistic propaganda would best matehrtiindset of the pilgrims. The work of
"explaining the evils of pilgrimage to the pilgrilshould continue through the means "of
print, radio, lectures and chats" in order to makear to them "the history of the
establishment of any 'holy place' and bring foaht$ about the thuggery of the servants
of the cult." In perhaps the single perceptive camtto be found in the collective body
of polemical literature, the author lamented thtte"chief weakness in the struggle
against reverence for 'holy places' is the unsyatemcharacter of atheistic
propaganda’®

Both these articles, which vary in tone but shareommmon goal, employ the
stereotypical images of a denizen of a shrine whunk would expect to find in such
polemical literature. In this respect, they cleafbflowed the lead of the campaign,
starting with the 1958 anti-pilgrimage decree. A¢ same time, another dynamic plays
out in both pieces which would have been familiaowgh to many Soviet readers,
especially bureaucratsijz., that of theproverka.A word which conjured up all sorts of
negative connotations for many, tipeoverka denoted an investigation of the work
practices of an administrative body conducted jividuals external to that body. For
example, Moscow regularly conducted symioverki of republican parties, as did the
republican partiesfobkomsHere, "Talot-bek" and Petrash attempted to appatg@a

%2 A, Petrash, "Ten' Suleiman Goryi"Nauka iReligiia(October, 1961), pp. 42-45
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level of authority no one in the Party had giveanthby masquerading as independent
sources of critical authority in the struggle agaipilgrimage. They could criticize the
laxity of local authorities in addition to propogirtheir own theories as to why
propaganda had failed in some areas and what ané do to improve it. At the same
time, they provided confirmation before the pulih@at highly ineffective propaganda
measures such as lectures were not only valid Ibattee sole means of furthering the
campaign. In O'ltarma, for example, the populaatandoned Aloma buva as a direct
result of the widespread popularity of relevantiquicals. Only in a town which lacked
these close ties to the world of urban print cahtel "crazy old geezer" recruit pilgrims.
(This description constitutes an unusual interpigeiaof how and why Muslims embark
upon pilgrimages). In another telling example, &trconcludes his article in signature
proverkastyle i.e., with a highly generalized lamentatioreiothe regrettable state of
affairs. While rightly noting the chaotic charaatérthe progress of the campaign to date,
the author here did not attempt to criticize thesuees of propaganda used or to propose
new ones. This underscores the fact that the polsisidid not have an independent role
to play in the anti-religious campaign; for reastva are by now apparent, the Party did
not regard their work as a source of inspiratiomaoovation. At the same, their comfort
in pontificating on the failings of local Party args and in reaffirming their support for
the measures currently in use demonstrates thattlerated as a domain independent of
the other contributors involved in the campaignisitelling that Petrash took no issue
with the lectures and chats in and of themselvésdther with the way local authorities
organized these events and measures. Such ‘locatigms view, became detrimental to
the campaign as a whole because it had not beenaedy systematized i.e., coordinated
in toto from a central anti-Islamic apparatus. Thania over the laziness, incompetence,
or preservation of self-interest on the part ollauthorities (especially in Central Asia)
also closely matched the predilections of the eériureaucracy. Such a chaotic and
disorganized dynamic then characterized the pokdnuontribution to the Khrushchev
anti-religious campaign in Central Asia. It will beadily apparent that the state accorded
the polemicists the least prominence and authuoritite struggle. At the same time, this
should not be taken to mean that polemical artidiedsnot constitute a separate and
largely independent domain of activity and thoughiat the
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focus and sphere of this domain focused on infiugnthe reading public rather than
repressing and influencing believers directly doast minimize its very real
psychological contribution, both in giving thosevatved in the campaign a sense of
moral support and in consolidating an atmosphefeafand uncertainty in the minds of
practicing Muslims. Thus, one should not make thistake of overlooking the
significance of the decisions these writers madetoasiow they could contribute
individually to the overall enterprise.

Conclusion

It is common knowledge that the Khrushchev-era @hér Soviet anti-religious
campaigns did not succeed in erasing the "opiunréligion from Soviet society. This
paper has demonstrated, however, that the campaigmessed and facilitated
unprecedented and long-lasting changes in how thergment as well as Soviet
academia analyzed Islam and Muslim life. An unidesh and, at the time,
unacknowledged result of the campaign, these ckastgenmed from the delegation of
specific responsibilities and types of contribusido different categories of actors. First
and foremost, a qualitative change may be obsenvite approach of the bureaucracy to
Islam starting from the 1940s but especially duthmgyKhrushchev years. This paper has
suggested that there was a marked difference iRdhty's understanding of Islam in the
1920s and 1930s on the one hand and in the 19d0sspecially the 1950s on the other.
Increasingly, criticism of Islam came to hone inspecific aspects of Muslim practice in
various regions. This is observed most cleariheintense scrutiny of Muslim life which
culminated in the anti-pilgrimage component of Kdirchev's anti-religious campaign. It
has also been suggested that the rising specifitayti-Islamic measures was a result of
the increasingly detailed statistical data on Mudife available to the Party in the 1940s
and especially after the founding of SADUM in 1948e prominence accorded to these
bureaucratically generated statistics as a basiarfalyzing Muslim life in Central Asia
has been demonstrated in the discussion of indeawaorts on numbers of shrines which
were apparently accepted as legitimate by hightleunreeaucrats. As such a detailed and
novel representation of Islam emerged based or ttasistical reports, various regions
of Central Asia were classified as more Muslim th#rers (in
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some cases validating stereotypes about certajplgseor republics). The bureaucratic
contribution to this new presentation of Islam &mel anti-religious campaign that rested
upon it was therefore primarily an empirical one.

While lacking the means to assess the situatiotherground' through various
networks of obkoms and upolnomochennye Soviet Orientalists and Islamicists
(vostokovedyndislamovedyapparently being used interchangeably at times) ralsde
an important contribution to this process of elatiny Islam for the benefit of the Party
and the efficacy of its anti-religious initiative$he transformation of the official /
unofficial administrative dichotomy into the religis categories of respectable versus
popular Islam acquired ratification, legitimacy,danurrency in the bureaucracy and
scholarship alike thanks to the writings of Oriéists. What is most important here is the
connection between the Party and the Orientalistthe one hand and the Party and
SADUM on the other. It has been suggested in gyepthat from the 1940s onwards the
Party required a full, detailed presentation o&rslbecause Marxism and the class
struggle paradigm (i.e., that of a clerical grougnipulating the proletariat in cooperation
with the feudalbois) no longer proved adequate for its purposes. Onétntignk that
SADUM, composed of clergy loyal to the state if Ratrty members themselves, would
present itself as the ideal source to fill in trepg in the state's knowledge of Islam.
Increasingly, SADUM did indeed play the role ofigiy the state some degree of control
over the religious life of its Muslim citizens. Hewer, it emphatically didot advise the
Party on what Islam was and was not. As the seitettiis need more and more,
Orientalists such as Klimovich (rather than SADUDk on the role of consultant to the
Party with respect to all matters Islamic. Thisaé,course, understandable, since the
Party placed full trust in neither the ROC nor SADUIt appears that the only
government organs permitted to engage in full @intath these ecclesiastical bodies
were CAROC and CARC respectively. In this papeg,ttieme of the appropriation by
the Orientalists ofjozat or interpretative authority has been brought upenban once
precisely because SADUM was so aggressively exdlfrden the formulation of a new
presentation and definition of Islam.

Lowest on the scale of importance and consultaivaority, polemicists writing
in various journals and newspapers sought botheiatain a healthy level of suspicion
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of religion within society at large and to offeethsupport to the Party's anti-religious
initiatives. In and of themselves, one cannot mdhe polemicists as having initiated a
broad departure from polemical writings of previaesades. Within the broader context
of the changing dynamic of the Party's approadslém, however, these writers had an
important sustaining and supportive role to plathay transmitted their understanding of
the Party's initiatives to the Soviet reading pullnd, increasingly, focused on specific
practices such as pilgrimage or conducted analgtaslow level of sophistication of
specific localities, mosques, and individuals. @ivbat the discussion of Islam and
Muslims in these articles lacks the consistencgralytical approach of the bureaucratic
reports or scholarly works mentioned above, it setivat these writers were not organized
in any meaningful way and that the state accoreéatively little importance to their
activities. Nevertheless, as the popular (if incsiest and chaotic) 'voice' of the anti-
religious campaign to the public, their contribnsodeserve recognition as a reflection
of the overall changes in the state's approac$lamloccurring at this time.

The Party viewed the anti-religious campaign batlleeply rooted in the Marxist
progression of history and, more importantly, ie @ittempts of previous decades to
extirpate Islam. As has already been mentionedydlevant actors would very likely
have had difficulty in perceiving the existencetloke contributory domains at the time,
and, furthermore, would not have recognized thevative and unprecedented nature of
their emergence. For this reason, it has been esimgldamore than once that, as the
campaign played out, the process of imagining Iskanfolded in an active but
unconscious manner among its protagonists. Khriesfghanti-Islamic campaign in
Central Asia was a deliberate attempt to contral Bmit the practice of Islam. The
specific form this campaign took, however, resultiemn a qualitative change in the
Party's approach to Islam which was neither planrfedeseen, nor organized.
Furthermore, it appears that this change was remkerowledged as such at any level of
those involved in anti-religious endeavors. To éhaactors participating in these
initiatives, the increasing specificity of the ataon Muslim life may have seemed like a
natural evolution of the state's anti-religiousodff, resulting from its increased
familiarity with the peoples and regions undecastrol. It does not seem far-fetched to
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suggest, however, that the establishment of SADUM 943 was the catalyst in this
process because this set down administrative clsanoenecting the Party to religious
life at the most local level. Even if these coniwerst were indirect because of the position
of SADUM as an intermediary of sorts, they inadwetty brought the Party into contact
with aspects of Muslim life which the nebulous,-f823 ecclesiastical status-quo had
kept hidden (against, perhaps inadvertently) frdsn glance. If these ecclesiastical
structures of the pre-1943 era had been left uhti@dministratively (i.e., as religious
bodies which did not have a meticulously defineatelin Soviet society and law), it may
not be unreasonable to surmise that Islamic spiigemage would have never become a
major concern for the Party; in any case, one easanably propose that the simple class
struggle paradigm vis-a-vis Islam might have seeadstjuate for at least a little longer
and that the anti-Islamic drive of the state wdwde taken different forms. If this was
the case, then the establishment of SADUM had cpresees beyond those which the
Party had intended. Moreover, the new, indirectiagtnative channels connecting the
individual Muslim believer with top officials in Mow laid an important foundation:
they established the setting for radical changesowv those officials - and the many
levels of officialdom between them and individualusm, Soviet citizens -
conceptualized Islam.
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