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Introduction

A House with Broken Windows

Let's remember how it all began. Imagine a huge, old house in which all the load-bearing walls suddenly collapsed. The roof is still holding on by a thread, but the wind is already blowing through the rooms, blowing away decades of dust. This is exactly what Russia was like in the early 1990s. The Soviet Union, which seemed like eternal granite, crumbled into sand, leaving behind a void.

Yesterday's world, where the party decided everything for you, disappeared. People found themselves as if on ruins, exposed to all the winds. It was like the state of a person who came out of a dark basement into the bright sun: your eyes are blinded, your head is spinning, and you have no idea where to go. In this emptiness, in this house with broken windows, chaos settled in. But along with chaos came hope. We learned to breathe deeply, we searched for new meaning. Yesterday's engineers became merchants, atheists clumsily crossed themselves, and books that had previously been banned now were sold out in the open.

The soul of the people was like a parched sponge — it thirsted for moisture. People were looking for something to believe in. Some went to church, some discovered Eastern philosophy, and some simply tried to survive. And at that very moment, when the country was weak, trusting, and confused, like a child who had lost its parents in a crowd, a shadow appeared on the scene. It did not burst in with the roar of tanks. It seeped in quietly, like dampness into a basement.

We are used to thinking that evil always looks scary. That it has horns, hooves, or at least the black cloak of a movie villain. But history teaches us otherwise: real, dangerous evil often comes dressed as a savior. It smiles, says the right words about protection, traditions, and security. And while you listen to these sweet speeches, it quietly throws a noose around your neck.

This book is the story of how one man managed to tighten this noose around the neck of a huge country. It is the story of how Alexander Dvorkin, a figure whom many still consider to be just an eccentric professor, became the architect of our new reality. A reality where fear has become the main currency and suspicion a virtue.








Chapter 1. The Diagnosis of Power: From Dispensary Patient to "Chief Sector Expert"

In the panorama of contemporary Russian social and political life, Alexander Leonidovich Dvorkin occupies a special, sinister place. To an outside observer, he appears to be a respectable professor, a defender of traditional values, and a fighter for the spiritual security of citizens. However, behind this carefully constructed facade lies a different reality — a world of inverted mirrors, where the concept of faith has become a legal risk, and the term "sect" has turned into a stigma capable of destroying the life of anyone, from an ordinary citizen to a successful entrepreneur.

The Dvorkin phenomenon cannot be viewed in isolation from the context of the era in which he rose to prominence. This is a story about how a man who assumed the right to decide who to believe and who to put in prison, built his career on a foundation of mystification, forgery, and, most alarmingly, hidden pathologies. To understand the nature of the repressive machine that today grinds down the fates of thousands of Russians, it is necessary to cast aside imposed titles and look into the past, to those years when the future "decider of fates" was not a professor or an expert, but a patient in need of help.

It is here, in medical archives and forgotten character references, that lies the key to understanding how a narrow and little-known anti-cult movement transformed into a state repressive machine. 


Archival shadows: The clinical picture of the "messiah"

Alexander Dvorkin's medical history, dating back to the 1970s, contains information that could have permanently barred him from any public, let alone educational or expert, activity. According to uncovered documentation, young Alexander was under close observation at the Moscow Psychoneurological Dispensary, from 1973 to 1977. Behind the dry medical terminology lies a portrait of a man with profound disturbances in his perception of reality. 1

Doctors diagnosed him with cyclothymia, pathological personality development, and psychophysical infantilism.

To the uninitiated, these terms may seem like just a bunch of words, but psychiatry gives them a very specific and disturbing interpretation. Cyclothymia is the historical name for what is now classified as bipolar affective disorder, or, in older terminology, manic-depressive psychosis. This condition is characterized by mood instability, sharp transitions from euphoria to depression, which makes a person's behavior unpredictable.

Even more important for understanding Dvorkin's current activities are the accompanying symptoms. Psychiatry asserts that such disorders are often accompanied by megalomania, or "delusions of grandeur." In this state, the patient pathologically overestimates their own importance, imagines themselves to be a figure of historical significance, possesses unshakable confidence in their own exceptionality, and demands absolute obedience.

It is precisely these traits — aggressiveness, impulsiveness, intolerance of any criticism, and conviction of one's own right to judge others — that have become the hallmark of the "sectologist" in his public activities. What is described in the clinical picture as a symptom of the disease has been transformed in public life into a style of leadership and debate. Psychopaths with this diagnosis, as psychiatric experience shows, have a strong need to feel power over others, both psychological and physical. They are deeply convinced that the right to punish and pardon should belong exclusively to them.

These archival data shed light on the motivation of a man who, with maniacal persistence, seeks to control the spiritual life of a vast country. The delusions of grandeur that originated in his youth did not disappear, but found an outlet in the creation of his own totalitarian structure, where the leader is the undisputed authority and any dissent is punished. 


The myth of education: "Pity for the guy"

If the mental health of the "chief sectologist" is cause for concern, his educational foundation is no less shaky. Alexander Dvorkin likes to flaunt his Western scholarship, presenting himself as a PhD and professor. However, a detailed analysis of his academic career reveals a series of forgeries.

The story of Dvorkin's "doctorate" only looks solid from a distance. In 1988, he defended his dissertation at Fordham University (USA) on the topic "Ivan the Terrible as a Religious Type." The title sounds impressive, like a gateway to great science, but behind that door there was nothing. His own academic supervisor, Protopresbyter John Meyendorff, a man of high reputation, said about the work what no supervisor would say if he were truly faced with talent:

"It's a very weak work, and it's not worthy of a doctorate. Out of pity for the guy, I reluctantly approved it." 2

Pity is the engine that drove his academic career. Not knowledge, not contribution, not research. Pity. This is where his entire "academic history" begins.

It gets even simpler from there. In Russia, this degree is completely invalid: Fordham University is not included in the list of foreign institutions recognized by the Russian Federation Government Decree "On the Approval of the List of Foreign Educational Organizations" No. 811-r of May 21, 2012.

The legal conclusion is clear: in the Russian legal field, Dvorkin has no academic degree.

And yet he continues to talk about himself as if he were wielding an academic sword, when in fact it is a wooden stick painted to look like metal.

Another of his "scientific" works is "Essays on the History of the Universal Orthodox Church." The authoritative researcher I. A. Kolchenko, candidate of philosophical sciences and member of the Presidium of the Philosophical Society of Russia, found so many inconsistencies in the book that in his review he actually called for its removal from the educational process. Here are just the last three paragraphs from the review: "At this point, we consider it necessary to interrupt our review of the many distortions of Orthodoxy contained in Dvorkin's book. 

We repeat that a detailed historical and theological analysis of the entire content of Dvorkin's book will reveal many other unorthodox, distorting, and destructive statements and fragments for the minds of young Orthodox readers.

But even the shortcomings noted are, in our opinion, more than enough to categorically reject the use of Dvorkin's textbook in the educational process. At least in the system of Orthodox educational institutions, in the educational institutions of the Russian Orthodox Church." 3

If we compare the book to a compass, the needle does not point north, but anywhere else — just not toward the truth.

But the most telling thing was that Dvorkin completely failed even where he should have been strongest — on the subject of Ivan the Terrible. Director Pavel Lungin invited him to consult on the film Tsar. As a result, Doctor of Historical Sciences Mikhail Babkin saw such a flood of errors on the screen that a few days later, still under the impression of what he had seen and at the same time encountering enthusiastic reviews of the film (including from well-known clergymen), he could not help but express his opinion:

"Let's get straight to the point. Tsar Ivan IV Vasilyevich is portrayed on screen as a mentally ill maniac and sadist who is incapable of governing the state. Instead of a 35-year-old husband (the film begins in 1565, and Ivan the Terrible still has almost 20 years of rule ahead of him: until 1584), viewers are presented with an old neurotic man with rotten teeth, whose grotesque villainous image leaves no room for hope... The tsar's young wife is shown in a similar light (with sadistic tendencies). The inhabitants of Moscow are portrayed as outright rabble... The "historically accurate" scenes of the people crawling after the tsar along snowy paths are already more than enough... Or the tsar riding on a team of girls — the daughters of boyars... Or the footage of "God's judgment" — the tearing apart of "traitors to the sovereign" by a huge bear to the hooting of the crowd...

The "idiocy" of the tsar is emphasized by the "image maker from the people" — a jester who acts like a fool without measure and is fanatically "devoted to the sovereign even unto death." On screen, he repeatedly calls on those around him to "love their sovereign, God's anointed one" and shouts about his "loyal" feelings with grimaces. It is quite remarkable that the role of this jester is played by the actor I. Okhlobystin, who is also... a priest (!) of the Moscow Patriarchate: "Father John."

It should be noted separately that the repeated mention in the film of the first Russian tsar as "God's anointed" in the context of the scenes observed sounds almost like blasphemy...

The filmmakers have arbitrarily endowed a set of negative qualities to Tsar Ivan IV, and then Metropolitan Bishop Philip, who contrasts with him in all respects, is endowed with the same arbitrary qualities, but in a positive way: for example, miracles performed during his lifetime. The filmmakers fill in the gaps in historical documents with their own speculations. One example of this is the episode about the burning of a monastery church by the tsar's guards, in which, they say, the disgraced metropolitan bishop was secretly buried. Moreover, along with the temple, the monks who were in it were allegedly burned alive...

The comparative (even polar) contrast between the kingdom and the priesthood is evident on screen even in the details: in the "negative" manners of the tsar and the "positive" manners of the metropolitan, in the luxurious clothes of one and the sackcloth of the other, in the monarch's dalmatic and barma, resplendent with gold embroidery and precious stones, and in the very modest cassocks and omophoria of the bishops, etc. On the one hand, there is the tsar kissing his victims doomed to execution, accompanied by false words of supposed forgiveness, and on the other, Metropolitan Philip kissing the severed head of his nephew, who was painfully executed by the oprichniki right in front of his uncle... And so on.

While watching, I was passionately preoccupied with the question: WHO(?) is the consultant for a film in which almost every episode contains fabrications and historical absurdities? Who did not put a limit on the fantasies of the screenwriter, director, and actors?

And to my great surprise, I saw in the credits... the well-known patriarchal (from the name of the Moscow Patriarchate) "sectologist and sect fighter" Alexander Dvorkin! And a couple of other spiritual "fathers" unknown to me (obviously from the Moscow Patriarchate).

And from the church's point of view (not to mention the moral, historical, and other aspects of the problem), the consultants, who bear most of the responsibility for the fantasies of the film's creators, are faced with questions such as:

1) Why didn't they teach Metropolitan bishop Philip (actor O. Yankovsky) how to make the sign of the cross correctly? Or do the consultants themselves not know that Orthodox Christians should cross themselves with the "Christ" cross (in church language, the weapon of victory over the devil), and not the "Peter" cross, i.e., "upside down"? (Unfortunately, I missed what the sign of the crosses used for episcopal blessings looked like on screen...)

2) Why do the Church Slavonic prayers in the film sound Nikonian, i.e., according to the rites adopted in the second half of the 17th century?

3) Why are the well-known words of Holy Scripture that are supposed to be quoted by the sovereign, in fact sound like a very free interpretation? I am referring to the words spoken on screen: "...For it is written: all authority comes from God." (In the Apostle: "There is no authority except that which is from God" [Rom. 13:2].)

4) Why are the bishops wearing sakkos instead of phelonions? As is well known, sakkos became the "common archiepiscopal" vestment in the Russian Church only in 1705.

At the same time, one of the actor playing the role of an ancient Russian bishop in “The Tsar” is... A. Dvorkin himself! Apparently, he (overcome by delusions of grandeur?) wore a sakkos in order to resemble the current patriarchal bishops, but not the Old Believers.

5) Why is the idea of building the "New Jerusalem" and its delusional (as it is perceived in the film) embodiment attributed to Ivan the Terrible? All this, as is well known, is the fruit of the labor not of the tsar, but of Patriarch Nikon (1652-1666).

The following inconsistencies also attract attention:

a) In the tsar's chamber lay a book whose binding clearly reveals its origin in the 17th century, or even later.

b) The scroll with the verdict against the "traitors to the tsar" is made of some kind of porous modern material resembling dyed Whatman paper, but clearly not ancient rag paper or parchment.

c)  If I’m not mistaken, the two chalices — quite modest in size and decoration — that were Tsar Ivan’s donation to the metropolitan treasury are depicted as some sort of perforated (that is, with actual holes!) little vases.

Of course, during my first viewing, I did not notice all the absurdities and inconsistencies that the film's consultants missed on the big screen.

***

After the screening, for ideological reasons, I did not go to the "festive" reception, even though I had an invitation. However, on my way out of the cinema, I waited for the film's creator, Pavel Lungin. I introduced myself and gave him my business card. I briefly expressed my impression to him, saying something to the following effect:

"At the very beginning, when introducing your film crew on stage, you introduced a woman among others, about whom you said: 'Here she is — she came up with the idea of a "torture glade" that you (the audience) will see in the film.'

(And indeed, at the end of the film they show the instruments and mechanisms of torture and murder, the appearance and operation of which the tsar and tsaritsa enjoy with rapture. Moreover, it is presented that these mechanisms are the fulfillment of Ivan the Terrible's cherished dream... The tsar (more precisely, the actor P. Mamonov) simply swoons, anticipating the spectacle of future executions...)

So, I say to Lungin, your colleague invented these instruments of torture, but in the film they are presented as having been ordered by a specific historical figure — Ivan the Terrible!

"What historical materials did you use as a basis for including such lengthy scenes in the film depicting the nightmares and seizures that tormented the tsar?

"Why are you spreading delusional ideas about the personality of Tsar Ivan Vasilyevich and, in doing so, literally imposing obscurantist views on the general public?

— Couldn't you find any decent historical consultants anywhere? What made you favor A. Dvorkin? Made under his "patronage," your film resembles a cheap propaganda piece by the patriarchal clergy against the Russian kingdom!

P. Lungin's answers were along the lines of saying that this film is neither documentary nor historical. And therefore, he said, it reflects "everything," the whole life of Russia. The film's task, he said, is to show the holiness of Metropolitan Bishop Philip. And so on.

"The patriarchal figures did not see the film's script," said the chief director, among other things. (And at least three patriarchal consultants and the corresponding actors?! — M.B.)

"I took Alexander Dvorkin on as a consultant because he is an expert on Ivan the Terrible. He wrote the book Ivan the Terrible as a Religious Type," P. Lungin replied.

The chief director's companion joined the conversation.

"I am also a doctor of science, and in my opinion, the film is wonderful!" And, turning to P. Lungin, she added, "Pavel, you have created a great film!"

"Haven't you noticed that the film is about our lives today?" one of them asked me.

I replied something like this.

"Your film might have been good if it were about some 'Tsar Spiridon and Metropolitan Agafon'. But as it is, it features real historical figures: Tsar Ivan IV, Metropolitan Philip, famous boyars... etc.

In short, after talking for a couple of minutes, Pavel Lungin and I parted ways...

In my opinion, the creators of the film Tsar did their utmost to create a derogatory image of the Russian people in the eyes of the general public, worthy only of the ruler they showed us.

And now, for several days, I have been literally shuddering at the thought that this film is being widely released, "conquering" the masses... Of course, it will also be seen abroad... And this film, in my opinion, will definitely (!) mess with the minds of millions of people, especially children, who will watch it with its "historical truth"... For this, we should say "thank you" (in quotation marks) mainly to the film's consultants. First and foremost, Alexander Dvorkin, head of the Department of Sectology at the Missionary Faculty of St. Tikhon's Humanitarian University, who is also chairman of the Expert Council for State Religious Studies Expertise at the Ministry of Justice of the Russian Federation.

Until November 3, 2009, I was not familiar with any of Dvorkin's works, although I had heard about them. After watching the film Tsar, I am convinced that "cult fighter" Alexander Dvorkin and "his team" are spreading false and obscurantist views on the history of Muscovy among the Russian people (and, obviously, far beyond the borders of our country). 4

All these episodes — from diagnosis to scientific "achievements" — come together to form a surprisingly coherent picture: as soon as you get to the point where knowledge is tested, the myth of Dvorkin's competence crumbles before your eyes. 

The film only demonstrated what had become clear much earlier: this case was not new. 

In 1997, Yasen Zasursky, dean of the journalism faculty at Lomonosov Moscow State University, refused to renew the contract of Alexander Dvorkin, who taught church history. Later, in an official letter dated May 31, 2006, sent to the editorial office of the magazine Religion and Law, he explained that Dvorkin lacked "the appropriate educational level (master's degree) necessary for teaching at the university." 

Those who observed his work in the classroom noted much more disturbing things: Dvorkin did not meet basic professional requirements and consistently expressed open hostility toward representatives of non-Orthodox denominations in his lectures. In a university environment, where respect for diversity of opinion is fundamental, such behavior seemed not only alien, but destructive. 

The man came to teach students, but he himself did not even meet the university's basic requirements.

Nevertheless, the media and posters continue to refer to Dvorkin as a "professor." But this is not an academic title, but an internal church position issued by the Orthodox Humanitarian St. Tikhon's University, where he headed the department of "sectology." At the same time, "sectology" itself does not exist as an academic discipline in Russia.

According to the registration and accounting database of the State Certification of Scientific and Scientific-Pedagogical Workers under the Federal Service for Supervision in Education and Science, there is no information about Dvorkin being awarded a doctorate or the title of professor.

But, as we can see, the lack of education and academic status never prevented him from posing as an expert. And he himself spoke most honestly about his philosophy: "I realized that an expert is not someone who knows something, but someone who is asked." 5

This phrase is key.

If you open his main work, the book "Sectology," it becomes clear that this is not a study, but a tool. And a crude one at that — like a hammer being used to repair a jeweler's watch.

The book, which the Ministry of Internal Affairs, the Federal Security Service, and some structures of the Russian Orthodox Church use as a reference guide, is in fact intended to put pre-made labels on any inconvenient religious groups.

It is important to note here that the professional community has long exposed it as a work that has neither scientific value nor practical use. It does not explain phenomena, does not systematize materials, and does not provide tools for research. And this is precisely what a real expert, Doctor of Law and Professor at the Russian Academy of Public Administration under the President of Russia, M.N. Kuznetsov, has shown.

Below is an excerpt from his expert opinion dated December 27, 2000, which in one fell swoop removes the mask of scientificity from the book "Sectology":

"An analysis of the concept and content of A. Dvorkin's book Sectology... allows us to draw an unambiguous conclusion: from the point of view of scientific religious studies and the Orthodox mission, A. Dvorkin's book is completely useless. This publication is of no interest to Orthodox missionaries, serious researchers, law enforcement agencies, or other government bodies. Moreover, the use of A. Dvorkin's book "Sectology..." in Orthodox theological schools can only be harmful, and its use by specialists can only confuse and cause harm.

A. Dvorkin's book is methodologically illiterate and unsuitable for use as teaching materials or a textbook in the educational process... The most important criticism of the book is the confusion in the author's mind and the lack of a systematic approach to researching the stated topic. One gets the strong impression that the author himself sometimes does not understand the subject of his research or the trends in the development of the issues he describes. 6

This assessment leaves no room for ambiguity.

The work on which Dvorkin's entire "expert" status is based, and which has been used as a guide for many years, does not even pass the simplest of tests. 

If we turn a blind eye to the fact that Dvorkin does not hold a professorship and that his main areas of expertise, medieval history and the figure of Ivan the Terrible, have little to do with the academic discipline of "religious studies," it is obvious that, even in his own field, he cannot be considered an expert in terms of his level of training. And even less so to head an expert council on anything.

But this is where it gets interesting. Usually, people with such gaps in their knowledge try to speak more quietly and less often. Dvorkin, however, chose the opposite strategy: the less real grounds he had, the more confidently he assumed the pose of an omniscient expert.


The Munich trail and suppression technologies

Dvorkin's period of emigration was not just a time of study, but also a stage when he became acquainted with technologies that he would later use against Russian citizens. In the early 1990s, before returning to Russia, he found himself at the epicenter of the Western anti-cult movement. In the US, he collaborated with the Cult Awareness Network (CAN), which since 1974 had been engaged in the violent deprogramming of people who were members of new religious movements. Perhaps it is necessary to say a little about their activities, otherwise the picture will be incomplete.

The CAN anti-cult network based its ideology on the pseudoscientific concepts of "brainwashing" and "mind control." These schemes, which can be traced back to the works of Robert Jay Lifton and Edward Hunter, became a universal excuse for violence in the hands of anti-cultists: once a person was declared "brainwashed" and deprived of free will, kidnapping, detention, and psychological and physical pressure were no longer presented as crimes, but as "rescue operations." 7

The mechanics of CAN were cynical and well-rehearsed. First, through public campaigns and "hotlines," an image of a "dangerous cult" was created around a particular group. Any atypical religious movement was instantly declared a threat. Then relatives were deliberately driven into a state of panic: they were told that "their loved ones were being held under mind control," that they "no longer made their own decisions," and that "every day of delay could cost them their life." The next step was to offer "help": for tens of thousands of dollars, CAN "specialists" and associated deprogrammers promised to "bring the person back to normal." 8

To assess what was happening, let's look at one of the many examples of how this played out in real life.

In January 1991, a family from Bellevue, Washington, found themselves at the center of events. The mother, Catherine Tonkin, left the Life Tabernacle Pentecostal church. Her three sons, aged thirteen, sixteen, and eighteen, made a different decision and announced that they were staying in the church.

After that, the children went to different homes. The youngest son moved in with his grandmother. The middle son moved in with a family belonging to the same church. The eldest, Jason, lived with his mother for a while, but then also went to live with his grandmother.

Catherine Tonkin contacted the Cult Awareness Network (CAN) hotline. She was referred to Rick Ross. 

He formed a small team and began working with the two younger teenagers. They were held in their grandmother's basement, where they were subjected to several days of arguments and lectures aimed at changing their position on the church. After a few days, both declared that they had renounced their former beliefs.

A separate operation was prepared for the older son. Eighteen-year-old Jason was physically strong and considered an adult, which increased the risk of prosecution, so Ross brought in an additional assistant, Clark Rotroff, who had a black belt in karate.

One evening, the three men ambushed Jason outside his home. They knocked him to the ground, tied him up, taped his mouth shut from ear to ear, tied his legs with rope, and dragged him into a van. On the way, one of the participants in the operation, weighing about 130 kilograms, sat on his back. The teenager was left with multiple bruises and abrasions from being dragged down stairs and across the floor. 

Scott was taken to a house that had been converted into a "prison cell" in advance: the windows were covered with nylon straps, the doors were guarded, his shoes were taken away, and motion sensors were installed. He was kept on a leash, constantly escorted, and even went to the toilet under the supervision of two men. For five days in a row, he was insulted, beaten on the head, and forced to watch films about New Age religions and channeling, although neither had anything to do with Pentecostalism. They insisted that his church was just as much a "cult" as all the others. They told him outright that he would only be free once he "changed his beliefs." The jury later called these actions "so outrageously cruel and shocking that they go beyond what is acceptable in a civilized society" and found the participants guilty of conspiracy to deprive him of his civil rights and religious freedoms. 7

This was not an isolated "excess," but a symptom of the system. In the testimonies of former CAN leaders and employees collected by researchers, there are constant complaints from families about deprogrammers: they took huge sums of money, did not deliver on their promises, and used brute force. 

One anti-cultist, Robert Brandberry, admitted that between 1980 and 1989 he carried out about 500 deprogramming operations, of which approximately 150 were illegal, involving kidnapping and unlawful deprivation of liberty. According to him, in 75-85% of such cases, he was approached on the direct or indirect recommendation of CAN. In fact, this organization acted as a center that distributed orders for violent "breakdowns" of people. 

This picture is complemented by the testimony of the former executive director of a related structure (CFF/CAN). He testified under oath that "many deprogrammers had sex with their victims and used drugs during deprogramming." 

In other words, for some of the perpetrators, it






















	● pseudoscientific concepts of "brainwashing" and "mind control,"




	● the systematic labeling of inconvenient religious groups as "dangerous cults,"




	● a stream of money from frightened relatives,




	● and a network of operatives who, for this money, kidnapped people, held them captive, broke them psychologically, and, according to a number of testimonies, in some cases also used them sexually. 
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