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Introduction

“One death is a tragedy; a million is a statistic.” —Unknown

Siberia, stretching from the steppes of Central Asia in the south to the coast of the Arctic
Ocean in the north, and from the boundary of Europe in the west to the Pacific Ocean in the east,
has always been a land of great cultural, environmental, and economic diversity. Its history is
equally complex, spanning vast human migrations, Turkic conquests, tribal conflicts, and
eventually Russian hegemony. But, since the Russian conquest of the region concluded in the
early seventeenth century, several things have remained nearly constant. Among these, unique to
Siberia is the use of its territory to sustain a system of institutional exile, in which hundreds of
thousands of people were sent to serve out terms of banishment as punishment for crimes.
American explorer George Kennan, whose remarkable study of the exile system will be more
carefully scrutinized later, remarked in an 1882 essay that exiles began to be sent to Siberia
almost as soon as the Russian Empire acquired it.! Its most recent incarnation, the Soviet
GULAG (I'maBHOE yrpaBicHHE UCTIPABUTEILHO-TPY/IOBBIX Jarepei u Koaouuit, or Main
Administration of Correctional Labor Camps and Colonies) system, existed in one form or
another until at least 1987.2 The exact number of people banished to Siberia during this 350-year

period is probably incalculable. However, given the enormous global changes that occurred over

! Kennan, George. “Siberia: the Exile’s Abode.” Journal of the American Geographical Society of New York 14
(1882) 13-68. pg. 37

2 The Perm-36 camp, located in the Ural Mountains, closed in 1987 and was among the last camps to do so. The
formal Gulag authority ceased to exist much earlier, but some labour camps, including Perm-36, continued to
operate. (“Perm-36" Soviet political repression camp (GULAG).” Online: Krasnov Travel Agency. 2008. Accessed
23 October 2018. http://www.uraltourism.com/perm36.php )



these three and a half centuries, the system surely must have evolved alongside new social
developments, technological improvements, and the shifting winds of politics in European
Russia. The question of how and why the exile system evolved, examined primarily through the
writings of the Archpriest Avvakum, Fyodor Dostoevsky, and Alexandr Solzhenitsyn, will be the
focus of this inquiry.

A brief history of the Russian presence in Siberia must necessarily precede any attempt to
explain the origins of the exile system. Russia’s conquest of the region was remarkably swift.® It
is considered to have begun when the Cossack Yermak Timofeevich crossed the Ural Mountains
with a small detachment and attacked the Khanate of Sibir in 1581. His conquests, although
initially successful, were soon reversed; Tsarist forces finally finished the job in 1586.4
Immediately after this conquest, Russians established forts at Tyumen’ (1586) and Tobol’sk
(1587)2 that would later become conduits for exiles being transported to points farther to the east.
The Khanate was the only significant native resistance that Cossacks and Russians settlers
encountered as they moved eastward. Although eastern Siberia was home to dozens of
indigenous groups, they lacked the technology and numbers to resist the Russian advance and
were swiftly absorbed.3 By 1640, Russians had traversed the entirety of the continent and
reached the Pacific Ocean, mostly by using Siberia’s large network of navigable rivers.?

Although the Archpriest Avvakum, the spiritual founder of the Old Believers, is one of
the first exiles to have written about his experience, exiles and other outcasts were often among

those who pushed the eastward boundaries of the empire even before the conquest of Siberia was

3 Dmytryshyn, Basil. “Russian Expansion to the Pacific, 1580-1700: A Historiographical Review.” X 5 "I 38
(Slavic Studies) 25 (1980) 1-25. pp. 1, 4,5, 6
https://eprints.lib.hokudai.ac.jp/dspace/bitstream/2115/5095/1/KJ00000113075.pdf

4 Prodan, Olga. “Prominent Russians: Yermak Timofeevich.” Online: RT Russiapedia. 2018. Accessed 25 October
2018. https://russiapedia.rt.com/prominent-russians/exploring-russia/yermak-timofeevich/.



complete.® When Avvakum was sent to eastern Siberia in 1652, its consolidation was not yet
finished; for example, the fort at Irkutsk, which later became one of the most important Siberian
cities and another conduit for exiles, was founded that very year.® His autobiography, Life of
Avvakum by Himself, contains many passages that emphasize just how wild Siberia was at the
time. Chapter 1, which deals with the exile of Avvakum, argues that in his time there was not yet
an exile system, and that he viewed his exile as a test of his faith.

Over the next two centuries, Russia’s hold on Siberia became more institutionalized, but
in many respects it remained a lawless frontier—at least for those tasked with upholding the law.
There was little oversight from Moscow, and corruption became endemic. “The officials bled the
merchants, who in turn squeezed the peasants, and everyone robbed the natives,” George Gibson
wrote in a 1972 article on Tsarist rule in Siberia.®> As explorer George Kennan would discover
during his 1885 expedition, this corruption certainly affected the plight of the exiles who were
entirely subservient to Russian officials. Among the exiles who endured the misfortune of being
sent to Siberia during the nineteenth century was Fyodor Dostoevsky, at the time an up-and-
coming young writer on the Saint Petersburg literary scene. His fictionalized memoir, Notes from
the House of the Dead, provides a detailed account of the everyday workings of the exile system
as it was in the nineteenth century. Chapter 2 covers Dostoevsky’s exile and argues that by this
time a distinct system had emerged with a purpose different from the exile tradition in the time
of Avvakum.

Russia’s entrance into the twentieth century, although highly disruptive to state
institutions, did not mark the end of the exile system. Within twenty years of the formation of the

Soviet Union, prisoners were again being exiled to Siberia in unprecedented numbers during

5 Gibson, James. “The Significance of Siberia to Tsarist Russia.” Canadian Slavonic Papers 14.3 (1972) 442-453.
pg. 4.



Josef Stalin’s great purge. Although this period of Russian (and Siberian) history is well-
documented, comparison with earlier periods is scant. Thus, joining in my analyses of The Life of
Avvakum and Notes from the House of the Dead will be Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn’s fictionalized
memoir A Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovich. Chapter 3 discusses the shift in purpose that the
exile system undertook during the transition to the Soviet Union, and argues that Solzhenitsyn
saw his exile in much less philosophical terms than Dostoevsky or Avvakum.

By bringing together these three works of exile literature from three very different time
periods in one frame of analysis, this essay seeks to answer several fundamental questions. Over
three and a half centuries, how and why did the Siberian exile system evolve? Who was exiled,
and for what reasons? What did Siberia mean to the exiles and to their governments? And
finally, how did Avvakum, Dostoevsky, and Solzhenitsyn portray their struggles in their works
of exile literature? By answering these questions, a continuous arc of development can be
observed running through both history and literature, as the institution of exile became more

formal, more bureaucratic, and more all-pervasive with every consecutive century.



Chapter 1: The Exile of Avvakum

The earliest extensively documented Siberian exile is that of the Archpriest Avvakum,
who was sent to Siberia from 1653 to 1662, and again from 1667 until 1682, for being a
schismatic. Born in 1621 near what is now Nizhny Novgorod, Avvakum devoted himself to God
from an early age, joining the bogolyubtsy (“seckers after God”) and rising to the rank of
archpriest despite repeated attempts on his life by his own parishioners.® In 1652, Nikon became
Patriarch of the Russian Orthodox Church and began a program of reforms to bring the church
up to speed with the customs prescribed by the Patriarchate of Constantinople and unify the
Russian church’s myriad of regionally divergent practices. The theological changes were not
particularly large—the most significant was an alteration to the position of one’s fingers when
signing the cross. But the core of the changes centered around the church hierarchy, as Nikon
sought to centralize and standardize Orthodoxy under the authority of the patriarch. Avvakum
and many other priests took serious issue with these reforms, both because of their content and
because of the way Nikon implemented them. In his commentary on “The Life of Avvakum,”
Sergei Zenkovsky writes:
Nikon sought the unquestioning submission of the Church to the authority of the
patriarch, and received the support of Tsar Alexis and the state, since they also desired
stronger controls over the Church by both central ecclesiastical offices and by the state
itself. Avvakum and his followers, who represented the lower clergy and their
parishioners, felt that the parish priests and local laity should have a greater voice in
Church affairs. Moreover, in opposition to domination and disciplining of the Church

from above, they proposed a genuine religious regeneration of the Church on the local

& Avvakum. “The Life of Archpriest Avvakum By Himself” in Medieval Russia’s Epics, Chronicles, and Tales
(Sergei Zenkovsky, Penguin Group, 1963) pp. 399-448



level.”’

The dispute thus took on a political tone, even though the symbolic elements of the
schism remained doctrinal. Avvakum refers to the number of fingers used in signing the cross as
a central issue several times over the course of his autobiography, but at its core this was a
dispute over Church authority, and Avvakum wished to keep his local autonomy.

Within a year of the rise of Patriarch Nikon, the stubborn and zealous Avvakum found
himself on the losing side of the religious battle that had consumed the country. Those against
the reform, who came to be known as the Old Believers, were systematically tracked down and
forced to either convert, flee, or suffer punishment at the hands of the reformed Church.
Avvakum quickly became seen as the leader of the Old Believers, and was their most active
lobbyist in the tsar’s court. To end his persistent agitation, in 1653 Nikon had Avvakum seized
during Vespers and threw him into a dungeon, where he was kept chained in the dark without
food or water for three days, set upon by fleas, mice, and beetles.® After this, he was moved to a
less horrible accommodation and repeatedly humiliated in an effort to convince him to accept
Nikon’s reforms. For four weeks, he refused to do so. Eventually Tsar Alexis personally
intervened and requested that Avvakum be exiled to Siberia.® It is not known exactly why the
tsar chose to exile Avvakum instead of imprisoning, defrocking, or executing him, but it could
have been a method of showing mercy, since Avvakum and Tsar Alexis had known each other
before the schism.2® This is supported by the fact that the order to exile Avvakum came just in

time to prevent his facial hair from being sheared, which would have been the utmost shame for

" Zenkovsky pp. 399-400
8 Zenkovsky pg. 408

9 Zenkovsky pg. 409-410
10 Zenkovsky pg. 404



an archpriest.

The manner of his exile was not particularly formal or institutionalized. Avvakum does
not describe any bureaucracy, if there was any; his narrative jumps straight from the Tsar’s order
to his being carried off to Tobol’sk on a sledge with his children and pregnant wife. It is notable
that his exile at first did not involve any form of imprisonment. He was given a new church in
Tobol’sk, where he was to live with his family and continue his work as a priest. In his 1882
essay on the exiles in Siberia, Kennan notes this tendency of the early exile system. “Exile... at
that time was regarded not as a punishment in itself,” he writes, “but as a means of getting
criminals who had already been punished, out of the way.”*? This is supported by the supposition
that the tsar’s order to exile Avvakum was intended as an act of mercy.

After about a year and a half in Tobol’sk, Patriarch Nikon ordered Avvakum exiled again
for the crime of having “condemned Nikon from the scriptures and pronounced him a heretic,”
based on the words of a scribe who had been imprisoned for covering up a case of incest.'3 This
time Avvakum was to be sent to a region he refers to as Dauria, more commonly known now as
the Transbaikal. At the time this area was an untracked wilderness, located near the easternmost
edge of the Russian Empire, many months journey from Moscow. Again, this was not a
punishment nor was he to be imprisoned or enslaved (although he sometimes was anyway). He
was granted a post as the priest serving a band of some 600 Cossacks on a tour of duty in the
region.'* By simply assigning him to a new position in the Far East, the Tsar and the Patriarch

were able to silence his efforts to protest with nothing more than the stroke of a pen. (However,

11 Zenkovsky pg. 410

12 Kennan, George. “Siberia: the Exile’s Abode.” Journal of the American Geographical Society of New York 14
(1882) 13-68. pg. 37

13 Zenkovsky pg. 411-412

14 Zenkovsky pg. 412



there is plenty of evidence to suggest that this was ineffective, because Old Believers still exist
today, and so does Avvakum’s widely-read autobiography.)

Avvakum spent around seven years embedded in the Cossack regiment, and his
autobiography provides a detailed description of what life was like in this sort of exile. He found
himself at the mercy of the Cossack commander Pashkov, who hated him almost from the very
beginning. Pashkov made Avvakum’s life a living hell out of spite (a tendency that will crop up
again among authority figures in the lives of the exiles examined here). Pashkov attempted to
throw him off a raft (pg. 413); struck him with 72 lashes, beat his ribs, and chained him to the
deck in the rain (pg. 414); left him in a dungeon in Bratsk through the winter without warm
clothes (pg. 415); and locked his young son lvan out in the cold overnight, causing him to get
frostbite (pg. 415). This abuse eventually stopped after several incidents in which Pashkov
appears to break down in the face of Avvakum’s overwhelming piety, at least as Avvakum
describes it.

Another characteristic of exile that Avvakum discusses in detail is the means of travel.
His party rarely stayed in one place for more than a few months, but in the 1650s, there were no
roads leading to the Transbaikal and none within it either. Instead, most traveling during
summer, spring, and autumn was accomplished by boat on the region’s network of rivers. The
navigability of some of these was questionable—at multiple points, Avvakum describes rapids
that capsized rafts, destroyed provisions, and sent people into the water—but rivers were still the
fastest method of transportation. When it was necessary to travel during the winter, the company
hauled their boats on sledges which Avvakum had to drag by hand.*® This is to be expected in

Siberia during the seventeenth century, but it serves as a useful point of comparison with later

15 Zenkovsky pg. 416



exiles.

It is also notable that for Avvakum, family life continued while he was in exile. As
mentioned earlier, when he was sent to Siberia, Avvakum’s wife and children had little choice
but to go along with him. They too stayed with the Cossack company as it traveled all over the
Transbaikal. It is not clear exactly how many children Avvakum had when he was exiled, but
based on those he mentions in his autobiography, he had at least six. It is also unclear how many
of these were born in the Transbaikal, but one daughter is said to have been born “in the time of
Pashkov,”16 and at least one was a newborn when he was first sent to Tobol’sk or was born
during the journey.” Two of his children died during the period of exile.*® This is consistent with
the interpretation that his exile was more akin to a job reassignment than a punishment in and of
itself, and also shows the harsh consequences of the indivisibility of the family unit at the time.

Avvakum’s term of exile lasted nine years, and in 1662 he returned to Moscow. Upon his
return, he was initially welcomed back into the Kremlin itself and became re-acquainted with the
tsar as though nothing had happened.'® However, he eventually resumed his agitations regarding
church practices, again denouncing Patriarch Nikon and imploring the tsar to remove him. By
1664 he and his family were exiled again to Mezen in the Archangel’sk region.?® Avvakum was
brought back to Moscow for a trial, after which he was again exiled to Pustozersk, a small
settlement north of the Arctic circle, while his family remained in Mezen.?!

Unlike his first exile, this one was clearly intended to be a punishment. Avvakum was

16 Zenkovsky pg. 427
17 Zenkovsky pg. 410
18 Zenkovsky pg. 417
19 Zenkovsky pp. 430-431
20 Zenkovsky pp. 435-436

21 Zenkovsky pg. 443 | Note: While Pustozersk is not within the traditional boundaries of Siberia, this stage of
Avvakum’s exile is too important to disregard.



kept prisoner in a pit with several other Old Believers, who were variously mutilated one by one
at the hands of their captors. Avvakum was not mutilated, but several of his followers had their
tongues cut out or their hands chopped off (although Avvakum makes the dubious claim that
they all grew back). Others were executed outright, including Avvakum’s wife and two of his
sons, who were buried alive despite submitting to the Patriarch’s demands in an effort to avoid
death.?? Avvakum remained in the pit in Pustozersk until 1682, never once wavering in his
stubborn support for the old ways, until the tsar finally ordered him to be burned at the stake.*

This second stage of Avvakum’s exile marks a significant departure from the themes of
the first. This seems to be because his first exile failed to fulfil its purpose, which was to get
Avvakum out of the way where he couldn’t cause trouble in the tsar’s court and would hopefully
give up on his struggle. Because Avvakum did not reform himself, the government resorted to
outright punishment. This is not to say that Avvakum’s nine-year exile in the Transbaikal was
not cruel and difficult, but rather that it was (as stated earlier) a reassignment that happened to be
to a cruel and difficult region. His exile to Pustozersk, on the other hand, was purposefully cruel
and difficult and was clearly not a job reassignment. Avvakum was imprisoned and not allowed
to perform his religious duties, whereas in the Transbaikal he was the designated priest for
Pashkov’s Cossack company. Additionally, in Pustozersk he was exiled as part of a group, a
feature that would later become commonplace; however the infrastructure for imprisoning large
numbers of people in this region did not yet exist, because Avvakum writes that the prison pit
was constructed after his arrival.?* This may be interpreted as part of the establishment of a

“proto-system” of institutionalized exile in order to accommodate the large number of Old
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Believers that needed to be dealt with. Certainly they couldn’t all be assigned to Cossack
companies in the Far East.

The exile system manifests itself in The Life of Archpriest Avvakum much more indirectly
than in later works of exile literature. In fact, Avvakum provides nothing to suggest that an exile
system had formed at all, nor that he viewed his banishment to the Transbaikal as part of any
larger system. He does not mention anyone else who was also in exile until his time in
Pustozersk many years later, and he makes no attempt to contrast his experience in the
Transbaikal with that of contemporaries. He also makes no reference to laws, formal prisons, or
any government regulation of his exile whatsoever, at least once it began. The closest thing to an
institution of exile was the Siberia Office, or Cubupckuii ITpuka3s, where Avvakum was sent
apparently to have his deportation formally written down. However, in his article on Siberian
history, Basil Dmitryshin notes that the Siberia Office had no real control over Siberia beyond
“the appointment and dismissal of administrative colonial personnel.”?> Considering the apparent
lack of institutions governing Avvakum’s banishment, and if his portrayal is to be accepted as a
reflection of reality, then it would seem that there was at the time no exile system per se, but
rather an exile tradition. The tsar considered exile to be an alternative to shearing Avvakum’s
beard, and it would be a significant stretch of the imagination to assert that he came up with the
idea on the spot; certainly, Avvakum was not the first person to be relocated to Siberia by order
of the tsar. But exile was not at that point standard practice in response to Avvakum’s crime, as it
took the tsar’s personal intervention to impose exile in lieu of outright punishment?6. Though
documentation is scarce, there is no evidence to suggest that in 1653 exile to Siberia was the

default prescription for any infraction. This supports the conclusion already apparent from The
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26 Zenkovsky pg. 410
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Life of Avvakum: that there was no formal exile system in Russian at the time, even though the
concept of exile to Siberia was well-established.

What, then, did Siberia mean to Avvakum and to the tsar, in this time before
institutionalized exile? For the Russian government at the time, there is one clear answer: Siberia
served primarily as a source of furs; the political concerns that would later come to dominate
Siberia policy were then secondary. According to James Gibson in his article on the significance
of Siberia to Tsarist Russia, in the early 1600s, taxation of furs represented 10% of state income,
and “by the middle of the century, perhaps as much as one third.”?” Gibson refers to Siberia’s
“monopoly” on sables, and on sea otter pelts once the Pacific was reached. “It was this
unrelenting hunt for ever depleting resources of furs to satisfy a seemingly ungluttable market
that took Russians so rapidly across northern Asia,”?® he writes, attributing the initial Russian
conquest of Siberia directly to the fur trade. It is not until the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries
that Gibson suggests other government uses of Siberia, including prisons and labour camps. Due
to this singular focus on furs, concerns such as the development of an institutional system of
exile were not at the forefront. And indeed, at that time it would not have been possible for the
Siberia Office to have much control over Siberia, since the distances involved were so large, and
the transportation and communication infrastructure so primitive.

For Avvakum, Siberia was something more spiritual, his own “40 days in the desert”
where God tested his zealous follower with all manner of hardships, rather than the political
drama perceived by those who followed in his footsteps in later centuries. In one key moment,
when Pashkov beats Avvakum half to death for preventing the forced marriage of two widows,

he seemingly questions his faith. In this passage, he writes, “[N]ow, as I lay, the thought came to

27 Gibson pg. 43
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me: “Son of God, why didst thou permit them to beat me so sorely? Look thee, Lord, | was
championing the widow, consecrated to thee. Who shall judge between thee and me? When |
was living as an evil man, thou didst not chastise me thus; but now I know not in what | have
sinned.”?® Avvakum immediately spends an entire paragraph berating himself for ever thinking
this, and justifies the original beating by quoting the scripture: “We must, through much
tribulation, enter into the Kingdom of God.” Later he again turns to scripture to avoid losing faith
in the face of terrible hardship. After being dragged across the ground in chains, he reminded
himself of the line, “My son, despise thou not the chastening of the Lord, nor faint when thou art
rebuked by him. For whom the Lord loveth he chasteneth, and scourgeth every son whom he
receiveth.”3? There is certainly an analogous relationship between Avvakum’s religious struggle
and that of Jesus Christ during his 40 days in the desert resisting the temptations of Satan, in that
Avvakum clearly felt that the conditions of his exile were a deliberate test of his faith. And at no
point did he relent; his time in exile served only to strengthen his faith and his certainty that he
was correct and Nikon was wrong, which would prove unique among the writers examined here,
the rest of whom changed their views while in exile. In fact, it was Avvakum’s steadfastness that
got him exiled in the first place, but he alone among the three authors was motivated by faith and
considered his struggle to be an internal battle between good and evil within himself. Avvakum
treated his tormentors primarily in a metaphorical sense, writing about them as though they were
punishments for his sins rather than individuals with agency.

In short, although politics drove this period of history as much as any other, the
perception of Siberian affairs by both the government and Avvakum did not reflect this fact as

much as later governments and later authors. All of this evidence paints a picture of a time that
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will stand in marked contrast to the next two authors and their respective time periods. In the
mid-seventeenth century, there was an exile tradition but not yet a formal system, the
government was not overly concerned with exiling people to Siberia, and Avvakum viewed his
exile is a religious rather than political struggle. However, there are many aspects of Avvakum’s
story that will provide continuity, including but not limited to the development of the prison at
Pustozersk and the needless cruelty of Pashkov. But as Russia developed rapidly over the next
two centuries, much of what defined Avvakum’s exile would begin to evolve into something

entirely different.
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Chapter 2: The Exile of Fyodor Dostoevsky

As Russia entered the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, the exile system underwent a
dramatic evolution, forming itself into an institution of considerable bureaucratic complexity,
and becoming more explicitly political from all perspectives, along with a host of other notable
but more specific alterations. Many of these changes can be seen through the eyes of Fyodor
Dostoevsky in his fictionalized memoir Notes from the House of the Dead. Dostoevsky, who
would later become one of Russia’s most famous writers, was exiled to a prison colony in
western Siberia from 1850 to 1854 for the crime of participating in a social circle that read and
discussed banned texts. With Dostoevsky’s imprisonment coming almost exactly 200 years after
the exile of Avvakum, there is necessarily much that must be left unsaid about the intervening
period due to limitations in the scope of this essay and the lack of major works of exile literature
from that time. But, in order to avoid glosing over two centuries of history, this chapter will also
touch briefly on the experience of the writer Alexander Radishchev, who was exiled to Siberia
from 1790 to 1797, as a stepping stone to the more detailed analysis of the nineteenth century
exile system (however, he did not write a significant work of prison literature like the other
authors). Another text, as important to this chapter as Notes from the House of the Dead, is
George Kennan’s account of his survey of the Siberian exile system undertaken in the mid-
1880s. This book provides an outsider’s look at the system through which Dostoevsky passed,
filling in factual information that was not included in Dostoevsky’s more personal novel.

168 years passed between the death of Avvakum in the prison pit in Pustozersk and the
beginning of Dostoevsky’s exile to a stockade near the Kazakh border. This gap in the frame of
analysis that this essay employs is not due to a lack of exile literature from this time, however.

The most prominent writer to be sent to Siberia during the eighteenth century was Alexander

15



Radishchev. Born into an aristocratic family, Radishchev nevertheless found himself drawn to
liberal ideas, compelling him to write works criticizing autocracy and the institution of serfdom
even as he worked directly for Catherine 11.3! In 1790 he published his most famous work, A
Journey from St. Petersburg to Moscow, in which he called for immediate reforms to tsarist
institutions to forestall revolution. Tsarina Catherine 11 read the work and, infuriated, sentenced
Radishchev to death. This sentence was reduced to 10 years forced labour, then again to 10 years
exile in the Siberian town of lIminsk. He was not imprisoned, but was not allowed to leave
IIminsk without official permission, a form of exile seen frequently in Kennan’s description of
the system in the 1880s. Like Avvakum, members of his family, including two of his children,
joined him in Siberia. He spent seven years in liminsk, continuing to write while he was there,
before Catherine allowed him to return to European Russia in 1797.%2

53 years after Radishchev left Siberia, Fyodor Dostoevsky found himself in the same
situation. Dostoevsky’s path to Siberia began when he was still in his 20s, a marked departure
from both Avvakum and Radishchev, who were both exiled while over the age of 40. After his
novel Poor Folk brought him fame among St. Petersburg’s literary elite, he began associating
with a government official named Petrashevsky, who had been gathering a “circle” of like-
minded individuals once a week to discuss new liberal concepts. Dostoevsky became a regular in
this circle and participated in a scheme to acquire a printing press to help spread their ideas.
However, in 1848, an informant revealed their group to the authorities, and its members were

arrested. Dostoevsky was initially sentenced to death for attending events at which banned books

81 Klevantseva, Tatyana. “Prominent Russians: Aleksandr Radishchev.” Online: RT Russapedia. 2018. Accessed 31
December 2018. https://russiapedia.rt.com/prominent-russians/literature/aleksandr-radishchev/.
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33 Dostoevsky, Fyodor Mikhailovich. Memoirs from the House of the Dead. Vremya 1861-1862. Republished:
Oxford University Press 1965 with foreword by Jessie Coulson. pg. ix.
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were read. This sentence was then commuted to four years in a Siberian military prison followed
by service with a Siberian army regiment.3* In January 1850 he arrived in Omsk and was booked
into a stockade on the edge of what Dostoevsky referred to as the “Kyrgyz steppe.” Unlike
Avvakum and Radishchev, his family was not sent with him, and what little communication he
was allowed had to be read by a censor.®

Dostoevsky describes conditions in the prison in great detail, including official policies
and the command structure, the types of prisoners, instances of cruelty an lenience, and the
effects of being in Siberia, each of which helps to answer the essential questions proposed in the
introduction. The first of these topics, official policies, was hardly touched on by Avvakum but
rises to prominence in Dostoevsky’s account of his exile. From beginning to end, his experience
was carefully structured. He was taken to Omsk by road in a convoy with other prisoners, whose
identities, destinations, and sentences were carefully tracked (although not so carefully that
prisoners didn’t occasionally swap identities and get away with it).® Although Dostoevsky
doesn’t spend much time describing his journey, George Kennan’s description of the process in
the 1880s provides some clues as to what he might have experienced. According to Kennan,
prisoners were marched overland in long columns that would stop for the night at étapes, or
waystations, which were specially built for the purpose of housing prisoners on their way to exile
in Siberia.3” (Note that he did not travel by river at all.) By the 1880s, these étapes were woefully
ill-prepared to handle the number of prisoners transiting through them, and Kennan found
conditions to be deplorable, a feature he noted almost everywhere he stopped on his journey

across Siberia. Kennan notes that local prison authorities were aware of the poor conditions, but
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that petitions to the government for more supplies or more space for prisoners always failed to
produce results.3® Dostoevsky would have transited through this same system on his way to
Omsk three decades earlier, during a time when exact statistics cannot be found regarding the
number of exiles being transferred through Siberian étapes, but Kennan recorded a steady flow
of between 16,000 and 19,000 exiles per year from 1882 to 1885.%° These numbers cannot
exactly reflect the system as it was in 1850 because the population of the Russian Empire
increased by more than two thirds during this time. As a result, the absolute numbers in the
1850s would probably have been lower, but some general trends are unlikely to be dramatically
different. Among these, the most useful for this inquiry is Kennan’s data on the types of exiles
being sent to Siberia. First, around 30% of the exiles sent to Siberia each year were women and
children choosing to go with their exiled husbands voluntarily.® This is a notable change from the
time of Avvakum, where family members had no choice but to go along with an exiled husband
or father (in Avvakum’s time, therefore, it is probable that the majority of exiles were in fact
wives and children banished because of the actions of a male relative). In contrast, political
prisoners like Dostoevsky made up less than one percent of the total number of exiles.*
Dostoevsky’s descriptions of his fellow prisoners in the 1850s appear to back up some of
the 1880s numbers. In House of the Dead, Dostoevsky does not mention large numbers of
women and children, but this is probably because he was not merely an exile but a prisoner as
well, and was therefore confined among convicted men only. However, his slightly fictionalized
description does align with Kennan in that he does not mention the presence of a single political

prisoner with him in the stockade near Omsk. (It isn’t clear whether this is an accurate reflection
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by Dostoevsky on the situation, or rather an attempt to make the book less controversial. The
main character, who is not Dostoevsky himself, is not a political prisoner.! However, it seems
plausible that the number of political prisoners in Dostoevsky’s prison would have been few or
none.) Instead, the vast majority of Dostoevsky’s fellow prisoners were common criminals.
Although Dostoevsky does not devote any time to discussing political prisoners, Kennan
observed that there were circumstances under which common criminals and so-called
“politicals” were treated differently during their exile; for example, politicals were allowed to
ride in carts for a larger percentage of the journey, but were subject to harsher punishments for
attempted escape (after 1880 only), and to a restriction on their use of civilian hospitals while
being transported to Siberia.*? Other than these, and a few other minor differences, common
criminals and political prisoners were treated much the same and were usually housed together.

Dostoevsky’s four years in the prison featured a large number of highly structured
policies and rules that defined every aspect of a prisoner’s life. Central to Dostoevsky’s
characterization of these rules was the distinction between the official line and the unofficial line.
Several activities critical to the day to day lives of the prisoners were technically against the
rules, but were tolerated by prison authorities as long as they were kept on the down low,
including possessing money, which was difficult to survive without; selling and consuming
alcohol; smoking; and possessing tools. Essentially, there was an underground, unofficially
sanctioned prison economy that the exiles used to keep themselves sane.*® Another major aspect
of prison life was, naturally, punishment. Violations of the rules were usually punished with

flogging, and more serious delinquency with solitary confinement, two punishments that Kennan
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also reported seeing in his survey of the exile system. And with punishment came needless
cruelty, a phenomenon that seemed to have changed remarkably little since the seventeenth
century. Dostoevsky waxes at length about this topic; on the question of why prison guards
seemed to enjoy mercilessly flogging the prisoners, he writes:

Any man who has once tasted this dominion, this unlimited power, over the body, blood,

and spirit of a human creature like himself, subject like himself to the law of Christ, any

man who has tasted this power, this boundless opportunity to humiliate with the deepest
degradation another being made in the image of God, becomes despite himself the
servant instead of the master of his own emotions. Tyranny is a habit; it has the capacity
to develop and it does develop, in the end, into a disease. | maintain that the best of men
may become coarsened and degraded, by force of habit, to the level of a beast. Blood and
power are intoxicants; callousness and perversity develop and grow; the greatest
perversions become acceptable and finally sweet to the mind and heart.4*

In this passage from House of the Dead, Dostoevsky attempts to explain the reason for
the needless abuse of the Siberian exiles. From a literary standpoint, this is a significant
evolution from the work of Avvakum, who portrayed his trials and tribulations, even those at the
hands of the Cossack Pashkov, as tests of his faith by God. Pashkov is one dimensional, shifting
on an axis of good and evil as he moves closer or farther from the light of the creator.
Dostoevsky, however, lived and wrote after the enlightenment, and therefore had a more nuanced
interpretation of human psychology that gave him a different view of his plight. While

Dostoevsky does not shy away from religious imagery in House of the Dead, it’s also clear that
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he views his imprisonment as a social, political, and judicial matter at its core, with moral
lessons to be drawn from it, rather than as a moral lesson in and of itself.

In a 1966 essay on House of the Dead, Joseph Frank tackles the difficult task of teasing
out how Dostoevsky viewed his exile and what he learned from it. He comes to the conclusion
that, unlike Avvakum, whose exile only served to strengthen his convictions, Dostoevsky
experienced a paradigm shift in his political views. Frank’s analysis of House of the Dead and
Dostoevsky’s letters shows that Dostoevsky’s exposure to what he considered to be the true face
of Russia’s peasantry while in prison convinced him that the pace of reform should be drastically
slowed because the peasants were not truly fit to hold any power. He found that the peasants
hated the gentry with such a fiery passion that any possibility of the gentry working on behalf of
the peasants was a fantasy, forcing him to reconsider some of the liberal views that landed him in
prison in the first place. What set him apart from his fellow prisoners, with whom he was in all
other respects equal, was not that he was a political prisoner but that he was a member of gentry,
and the peasants did not believe that he could ever be one of them. (It is worth noting that all
political prisoners were members of the gentry, but the opposite was not true. Several noblemen
in the prison in House of the Dead were similarly hated, even though none were political
prisoners.) These realizations, that reconciliation of the classes was unlikely and that ordinary
humans were inherently capable of doing terrible things, profoundly affected Dostoevsky’s
worldview—and his writing—for the rest of his life. 4

Dostoevsky also spends some time discussing the natural qualities of Siberia, just as
Avvakum did, but again, he interprets the landscape differently. Avvakum’s interaction with the

Siberian wilderness was far more extensive than Dostoevsky’s, and he viewed it as a source of

4> Frank, Joseph. “Dostoevsky: The House of the Dead.” The Sewanee Review 74.4 (1966) 779-803. pp. 782-783.
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trial and hardship in his religious odyssey. Dostoevsky, on the other hand, was imprisoned in
stifling conditions, forced to spend every second of his existence in close proximity to other
conflicts, wearing chains, with only the small courtyard of the prison to wander in. As a result, at
numerous points in House of the Dead he portrays the nearby wilderness as a beckoning force, a
symbol of freedom tormenting the imprisoned convicts and inspiring some to attempt escape. 46
Kennan describes this same phenomenon in his survey of the mines of Kara, where he observed
that prisoners would frequently run off into the wilderness after feeling some sort of irresistible
pull, despite the fact that surviving in the Siberian wilderness, except in summer, was much
harder than surviving in the mines, and almost all escaped convicts were soon recaptured or
forced to turn themselves in at the onset of winter.#” Kennan and Dostoevsky both attribute this
phenomenon to a simple desire to be in control of one’s own life, possible for a convict only in
the vast, trackless forests, where they could experience freedom at the cost of steady food and
shelter. Kennan estimates that up to 30,000 prisoners in Siberia chose this trade-off and
attempted to escape at the beginning of summer every year.*® This is a remarkable turnaround
from the story of Avvakum, in which Pashkov threatened to abandon the archpriest in the
mountains of the Transbaikal—certainly, most exiles in the nineteenth century would have seen
this as an opportunity rather than a threat!

In addition to the differences between the ways these two exiled writers viewed their
place in exile system, the government that sent them there also changed its view of the exile
system in the intervening years. In Avvakum’s time the purpose of exile was to “get criminals
who had already been punished out of the way,” but by the 1850s exile was itself a legal

punishment. On this topic, Kennan writes:
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The amelioration... of the Russian criminal code, which began in the latter part of the
seventeenth century, and the progressive development of Siberia itself gradually brought
about a change in the view taken of Siberian exile. Instead of regarding it, as before, as a
means of getting rid of disabled criminals, the Government began to look upon it as a
means of populating and developing a new and promising part of its Asiatic territory.
Toward the close of the seventeenth century, therefore, we find a number of ukazes
[edicts] abolishing personal mutilation as a method of punishment, and substituting for it,
and in a large number of cases even for the death penalty, the banishment of the criminal
to Siberia....*

At this point, a brief explanation of different types of exile is required. Some exiles were
confined in prisons in Siberia, while others were forced to live there under special supervision,
but were not imprisoned. Avvakum was subjected to both of these types: imprisonment and
banishment. Radishchev was banished but was not imprisoned, and Dostoevsky was imprisoned
but not banished. However, by the time of Dostoevsky and Kennan, the legal structure had
become complex. When Kennan made his survey of the exile system, he found that most exiles
were sent to Siberia by “administrative process,” whereby local authorities could banish an
individual who was “prejudicial to the public order” without a trial, a hearing, or any opportunity
for the accused to defend himself or herself; and often without the accused or his or her family
members knowing the reason for the deportation. The “exile by administrative process” law was
routinely used to punish people who were out of favour with the authorities without them having
ever committed a crime. #° Although Avvakum lived well before the introduction of exile by

administrative process, he too was exiled for opposing the authorities rather than committing a
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crime. Over time, as norms shifted and punishments began to be assigned to specific crimes in a
formal manner, this arbitrary ability to exile undesirables was kept by writing it into law.
Furthermore, by the nineteenth century the volume of people being sentenced to exile in Siberia
was so great that the tsar or his ministers rarely became involved, with many cases of exile by
administrative process never rising above the level of local constabularies and governors.*® This
evolution, then, was primarily a matter of scale; the criteria by which one might be exiled to
Siberia do not appear to have changed significantly. However, it is worth noting that by the
1800s the conflict between the New and Old Believers was long since over, and Dostoevsky does
not make reference to anyone who was in prison for religious reasons. (He does mention one Old
Believer in the prison, but explains that he is there for setting fire to a church, not for being an
Old Believer.)*!

Bringing together all of the textual and historical evidence from the work of Dostoevsky,
Radishchev, and Kennan and comparing it to the work of Avvakum reveals significant evolution
in the exile system and in the way it is portrayed in literature, while only a few elements
remained the same.

The largest changes to the system came as a result of the same forces of industrialization,
mechanization, and bureaucratic centralization that drastically changed most other aspects of life
in Europe between the seventeenth and nineteenth centuries. With more laws and with states
more capable of enforcing them, the number of criminals necessarily increased, but at the same
time, cultural changes associated with the enlightenment decreased tolerance of punishments like

execution and physical mutilation.? In addition to both of these factors, the fur industry declined
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while the mining industry exploded, to the point that by the 1850s Siberian mines were
producing almost all of the Russian Empire’s gold as well as significant amounts of silver,
copper, and other minerals, all of which required more manpower and infrastructure than could
be found in Siberia previously.> The question of what to do with criminals and agitators found
its answer in the need to settle Siberia to facilitate resource extraction. The result was not only an
exponential increase in the number of exiles, but also the appearance of labor camps in which
prisoners were put to work extracting Siberia’s wealth. Dostoevsky and his fellow prisoners were
subjected to forced labor, typically menial tasks like moving dirt or breaking up old barges, but
in eastern Siberia, huge prison colonies employed thousands of exiles in gold and silver mines
doing heavy and dangerous work at very little cost to the government. Alongside this shift in the
purpose of exile was a similar shift in who was exiled, how, and why. Religious belief, once a
common reason for being exiled, disappeared entirely. Petty and capital crimes largely replaced
it, while political reasons, always present, became more explicitly acknowledged. The system by
which people were sentenced to exile was standardized and decentralized. And finally, there
were significant differences between Avvakum and Dostoevsky in how they portrayed their exile
in writing. Avvakum viewed his experience as a test of his faith that served to solidify his
beliefs, while for Dostoevsky it was an exploration of the character of mankind, as well as a
personal journey that changed his political convictions.

Despite all of these changes, a couple similarities persisted. Dostoevsky and Avvakum
both observed that people with power over the exiles often resorted to needless cruelty. Political
prisoners remained relatively scarce, while the families of convicts continued to make up the

largest group of exiles. But for the most part, the system was completely transformed, retaining

53 Gibson pg. 443

25



only the basic concept of institutional exile to Siberia. In the 168 years that separated the exile of
Avvakum and Dostoevsky, Russia went from having an exile tradition to truly having an exile
system. However, the passage of another century would soon reveal yet another iteration of the

concept that would once again undo many of the assumptions of the previous era.
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I'nasa 3: Ccbuika Asniekcanapa Co/KeHHIbIHA

Bo Bpems nepBbIX AecATUICTHI JBAIIATOrO BEKa, CHOMPCKask CChUIbHAS CHCTEMA
MPOJI0JKAJIA pacTH, TOTJIoNIas Bce Oobline toaen u3 Bcex cdep xuzau. CaMmoe riaBHOE Cpeau
y>KacoB 3TOT0 MePH0/Ia—CChUIKa MUJUTMOHOB, U3 KOTOPHIX MHOTHE TIOTHOIHU, B CUCTEMY
«"YIJIAT» mexnay rogamu 1936-1953. EctrecTBeHHO, Takasi OrpoMHas Tpareus npou3Boauia
IIUPOKHUM CIEKTp JIuTepaTypsl. I3 aBTOpOB, KOTOPHIE MHCATU O CBOUX OIbBITAX B CCHUIKE B 3TOM
MIepPHOJIe, CaMBbIil U3BECTHBIN MOXKET ObITh AJiekcanap ComkeHUIbIH—KanuTad KpacHoit apmun,
kputuk CranuHa, 3akmoueHHbId B ['YJIAT'e Ha Bocemb JIeT, U «CBOOOHBINY N3THAHHHK B
Kazaxcrane emi€ Ha tpu roga. Ero rinaBusie kuuru, «Apxunenar ['YJIAI» u «Oqun nens MBana
JleHucoBu4a, pacCKa3bIBAOT €r0 JIMUYHYIO UCTOPUIO, U UCTOPUH JIFOJIEH, C KOTOPBIMH OH
nozHakommiics B ['YJIATe. Oto acce pokycupyercs Ha kaure «OauH neHp MBana JleHucoBuday,
IIOBECTHU O BBIMBIUICHHOM repoe MBane /lenncosuue IllyxoBe, KOTOPBIN KUBET B THOPEMHOM
narepe B Cubupu. MHoro Takxe Oblia Ucoiab30BaHa ouorpadust ComnkeHUIbIHA, HATMCAHHAS
Maiikinom CkammenoM, 4ToObl aHATM3UPOBATh 3Ty MOCIEHIOW (POPMY CCHUIBHON CUCTEMBI.

Anekcannp Mcaesuu Comkenuiibia poauics B 1918 rogy cpeau xaoca I'paxaanckoit
BOWHBI, YEPE3 TPUILIATH CEMB JIET TTociae cMepTu [JoctoeBckoro. OH NpUIIENT B MUP BO BpeMs
orpoMHbIX iepeMeH. OkTs0pbckast peBomrorus 1917 rona u ['paxkianckas BoitHa pa3pymuim
PYCCKHUI yKJIa/, CyIIECTBOBABIINN THICSUY JIET, 3aMEHSSI CTAPYIO0 CUCTEMY HOBBIM MOPSIAKOM
KoMMyHH3Ma. COIDKEHUIIBIH OBLT TPEICTABUTENIEM TTEPBOT0 MOKOJICHHS, KOTOPOE POAMIOCH U
BBIPOCIIO MOTHOCTHIO B CoBeTckoM Coro3€e, U ¢ IETCTBA IO YHUBEPCUTETA, OH COBEPILICHHO
BEPUJI B CIIPABEATIMBOCTh COBETCKON cucTeMbl. O/IHAKO, MoKa OH ObLT KanutaHoM KpacHoii
apMHH, OH BUJIET KaK CTaJTMHU3M MPOTUBOPEUMI JTMOEPATHHBIM LIEJISIM PEBOTIOINN, KaK

COBCTCKas apMus )KCCTOKO 06pamanacs C TCMH, KTO KHUJIM B 3aBOCBAHHLIX PCTUOHAX, U KaAK

27



rocy1apcTBO HaKa3bIBaJIO T€X, KTO CTAPAINCH PEMSTCTBOBATh MAPOAEPCTBY HMYILECTBA
HEMELKKX rpaxaan.> OH peluI, YT0 HCTOUHUKOM JKECTOKOCTH 1 HEIP(HEKTUBHOCTH CHCTEMBI
apigercs Cranus. Co ceouMm apyroM Hukomnaem ButkeBuuem, oH 0o pasroBapuBal o
MOJIMTHKE, pa3BUBas UCI0, UTO HY)KHO KaKOe-TO JIBUKEHHE 4TOObI BepHYTh Poccutio B pycio
neHuHu3Ma. OHU U3JI0XKWIM 3TH UJEU B JOKYMEHTE, KOTOPbIi ObLT Ha3BaH «Pe3ointonns HoMep
oquH». OgHako 3TUM JTIoKkyMeHTOM Bekope 3aBnazeno HKBJI, u ComxeHulibiH ObUT apecToBaH
Ha pponTe B 1945 roay.> MIMEHHO TOr/1a OH MEPECTYITHII YEPE3 TIOPOT TAWHOr0 MUPa CCHLILHOM
cuctemsl. OH no3xe onuceiBan cetb ['YJIAI'a kak «apxumenar», rie 3aKIF0YeHHbIC KUBYT Ha
OCTpOBaXx, CBSI3aHHBIX APYT C APYroM, HO abCOMOTHO O6e3 KOHTaKTa ¢ BHEIIHUM MupoM. Korna
OH ITpHEXaJl IEPBBIM pa3 Ha «apXUIleslar», OH HAYMHAJI IIOHUMATh, YTO CChUIbHAS CUCTEMA
napckoi Poccun He ucuesna—~Ha caMoM Jiene, OHa PoJoJKajla pacTH, U cTajia 4eM-To boee
CTpAILIHBIM M Y>KaCHBIM, Y€M TO, YTO CYILECTBOBAJIO B JIFOOOM MEPHOJIE UCTOPHUH.

ComKeHUIBbIH JKUJ Ha «apXuIlenarey», 1 B «CBOOOJHOIN» CChUIKE (Ha caMoM e, Obuia
COBCEM He cBOOO/IHAs), B TeUEHHE OAMHHAAIATH JieT. Ho Bo BpeMs ero TFOpeMHOro 3aKI0YeHHMs,
OH He XHJI TOJILKO B OJJHOM MecTe, Kak [locToeBckuii. CHauana oH ObUT 3aJiep>kaH B TIOpbME
Jly6sinka B MOCKBE Ha HECKOJIbKO MECSIIEB, MTOKA BIACTH PacCae 0B €ro JIe10. DTO
«paccieoBaHue», Ha caMOM JIeJie, He COBCeM ObLI0 pacciieoBanue. B 6uorpadun
Comxenunpina Ckammerut Hanmcant: “The purpose of the investigation was not to ascertain
whether or not the alleged crime had been committed or, if committed, whether or not by the
accused, but simply to build a plausible case for finding the accused guilty.”®® lns cpaBnenus, B

ACBATHaAILIaTOM BCKC, TaKou npoueaypsl HE 6BI.]'IO, HO rjiaBHas Uacsa HC IIOMCHAJIACH. HGHLIO
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«aIMUHUCTPATUBHOIO MIPOLIECCa» B LIAPCKOM IEPUOJIE ABISIIOCH TO, YTO BJIACTH MOIJIU CChLIATh
«OMacHBIX» JIIo/IeH 0e3 croxHocTel st cyaa. COKEHUIBIH CKOPO 0CO3HAI, YTO MOCTe
PEBOJIIOLINH, 10 CHX NOp IJIaBHOU 1eNbI0 ObLIO JIErKOe MPU3HAHNUE BUHOBHBIM; TOJIBKO METOJ
n3Menwics. B panaue roasl CoBerckoro Coro3a, 00IBIIEBUKH ITPOBEIN HECKOJIBKO
nuOepalbHBIX peopM, BKIIOUAsl MPaBO YECTHOTO CyAa, HO ATH 3aKOHBI CKOPO CTaJIN
(OpMaBLHOCTSMHU: TIPaB HE ObLIO, HO 3aKOHBI OCTaBAIKCh.?’ I103TOMY rocy1apcTBO COOMPAIIO
JI0Ka3aTeNbCTBa (HO TOJIBKO JOKa3aTeabcTBa NpOoTHB COMKEHHIIBIHA), OPraHU30BaI0 TaAHHBIN
CyJl, ¥ IPUTOBOPUJIIO €TO K BOChbMHU rojam 3akiatoueHus B [ YJIAI'e, xotst pe3yabTaT ObL1
IIpeIoTIpeIeIIeH C Havyaa.

Kax ComxeHHIIbIH, MHOTHE U3 T€X, KTO ObUIM apecTOBaHbI B 3TOT NEPUO/, HE ObLIH
npectynaukamu. Okomo 20% tex, kto cunaenu B ['YJIAT'e B 1941 rony, Obu1mn
OJIUT3aKITIOYEHHBIMU °8—O0IBIIMHCTBO TIPUTOBOPEHO TI0 «CTAThe 58%», CTAThs YTOJIOBHOTO
KOJIEKCA O MOJIMTUYECKUX MIPECTYIICHUAX, BKIIIOYAOIIasi aHTUKOMMYHUCTUYECKUE J€)Ia U
mmnuoHax. Cpeay nonuT3akimou€éHHbIX nocie Benukoilt OTedyecTBEHHOM BOWHBI TaKkKe ObLITN
OBbIBILIME BOCHHBIC 3aKIIOUEHHBIE, KOTOPOE COSXaI OT HEMIIEB MIIM OBbUIH OCBOOOKICHBI
Kpachoit apmueii. 'ocynapcTBo BCKOpe uX 0OBHHUJIO B TIPEAATEIBCTBE U MPUTOBOPHUIIO UX TIO
cratbe 58.5° ComkeHUIIBIH MO3HAKOMUIICS C MHOTMMH TaKMMH JIFOJLMH, U TJIABHOTO IepOst
nosectr «OuH neHb ViBana JleHUCOBUYay OH cO3/1aJ 110 uX 06pa3sy.®® Kpome 31oro, Heckonbko
JPYrux U3MEHeHHH npousouuiu ¢ 19-oro Beka, 1o BOIpoCy TOro, Koro ccbuianu B Cubups. Bo-

IIEPBBIX, IPOLIEHT MOJIUT3AKIOYEHHBIX YBEIMUUBAJICS C OAHOro nporeHTa B 1880 roxy 1o
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nBaanaTy mporeHToB B 1941 roxy. Bo Bpemst Gombioro teppopa (1936-1937) npaBuTenbcTBO
CranuHa apecToBaIO THICSYH HHKEHEPOB, MPOPECCOPOB, JOKTOPOB U APYTUX «OYpiKya3HBIX
crienranucToBy. Jlo Hauana OTedyecTBEHHONW BOMHBI, OONbINAs YaCTh HHTCIUIUT CHITUH
Coserckoro Coro3a cuzena B 'YJIAI'e, BcinencTBue Toro, 4To y HUX ObLIO JTydliiee
o0Opa3oBaHKe, HEMHOT'0 OOJIbIIIE EHET, U PeATUCTUYECKUE B3IJISIIBI O MpeiesiaX COBETCKOM
unxycTpun. 8! Emé o100 n3MEHEHHe MPOM30IILIO0 ¢ CEMBIMH 3aKIIIOYEHHBIX. Bo Bpems
JIOCTOEBCKOTO CEMbU MOTJIM COITPOBOXKIATh OCYKJIEHHBIX B CCHUIKE €CJIM OHU XOTEJH; HO MPH
Cranune, cuctema BEpHYJIaCh K TOMY, 4TO OBLTO BO BpeMsi ABBaKkyMa: 1o cTathe 58, ObUIO
BO3MOXHO, YTO CEMbS MTOJI03PEBAEMOI'0 MOTJIa OBITh apEeCTOBaHa MPOCTO BCIEACTBHE TOTO, YTO Yy
HUX ObLJIa POJICTBEHHAS CBS3b C MO03peBaeMbIM. [103TOMYy MHOTO POJICTBEHHUKOB
3aKJIFOUEHHBIX TOXE CUJIEIH B TIOPbME (XOTS OHHM HE OBLIIM COCJIaHbI BMECTE, Kak ABBAaKyM H €ro0
ceMbs).%2 DTOT coBeTCKMIT OTBET HA paHHUE OObIYAK MPEACTABIIAET OJHY 9aCTh TEMBI CCHUILHOM
CHCTEMBI JIBaJIIATOr0 BeKa: OHA MPOCTO Pa3BUBaja HOBbIE COBETCKUE BEPCUU OCHOBHBIX U1l
MIPOIILIBIX BEKOB.

Bo Bpemst J1ocTOEBCKOro MONMT3aKIOYEHHBIE M OOBIYHBIE YTOJTOBHUKU CHJIENIU B TIOPbME
BMecTe, 0e3 OOJBIINX pa3HHUIL B IJ1a3aX BIACTEH, U BO BpeMsi ABBakyMa HE CChUIAIKCh
npectynHUKH BooOmie. Ho B 1945 roxy, ComkeHUIIBIH CKOPO y3HAI, YTO OTHOIIEHUE K
MONUT3aKIIOYEHHBIM OTIUYANIOCh OT OTHOIIEHUS K OOBIYHBIM 3eKaM. Bo-nepBsix,
MOJIUT3aKIIIOYEHHBIE TIOYTH BCETa Moityvanu Oosee T0JArue CpokH, Yem npecTynHuku. [1o
cioBam ['ono Anekcoroyoca B xypraie Slavic Review, oosrunbie npectynuuku B ['YJIAIe

4acTO MPUXOJUIIN U YXOJUJIU, HO MOIUT3aKII0u€HHbIe ocTanuch B I'YJIAI'e moutn
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62 Ckammenn ctp. 170-171
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6eckoneuno.% B mosectu Odun oenv Hsana Jlenucosuua Nsan 1llyxoB cCOMHEBAIICS, YTO OH OBLT
ObI OCBOOOX/IEH B KOHLIE €0 CPOKA JIECSTH JIET, [IOTOMY YTO IOJINT3AKIOYEHHBIE YacTO
MOJTy4Yajii HOBbIE MPUTOBOPHKI Nociie ctapbiX. [lepconax «Kunpaurcy, npyr llyxosa, momyunn
IPUTOBOP Ha 25 IET—CTaHAAPTHBIN CPOK JUIS TIOUT3aKIIOUEHHBIX Tocie 1949 rona. %
[IpecTynHUKH OOBIYHO MOIYYaId MPUTOBOPHI HA ST JIET UM MeHblie, Tak uyTo 20%-40% Bcex
saxmoueHHbIX B ['VJIATe Obuin 0cBOGOXKIEHBI Kak bl roj.%° CHavana monuT3akirouéHHbIE U
MIPECTYIHUKHU CUIeNH BMecTe, HO B 1948 rony, Cranun peopranuzoBai cucremy I'YJIAL, 4To0s1
MOJIUT3aKIIOUEHHBIE CUIETN B «CHEIUANIbHBIX Jarepsix», OTAEIbHO OT OOBIYHBIX
npecTynHuKoB.%® U elmé ouH yHUKaIbHBIH ONBIT HOIHT3AKIIOUYEHHBIX ObLT «IIAPAIIKay,
TIOPbMa, TJ€ ObIBILIME yUEHBIE, UHKEHEPBI, U IPOoUasi HHTEJUIMT€HLUS paboTall Ha CEKPETHbIE
TEXHOJIOTMYECKHE IPOEKTHI JUIs rocyaapceTBa. [IpaBUTENbCTBO CO31aJ10 «IIapalIkuy MOCIEe TOTo,
KaK OOJBIITMHCTBO COBETCKUX MHTEITUTeHIINI 0110 cocnano B ['YJIATL, motomy 4To coBeTCKas
UHAyCTpHs OBl pa3Banuiaack 0e3 cnenuanuctos.®’ [Monursakmouénnsie B ['VJIAT e noutn Beerna
ObUIM MHTEJUTMT€HIIMEN; TI03TOMY IIPECTYITHUKU COBCEM HE CHUJIENIU B LIapalikax.

K 1950 rony, nosiBusics moiHbIi 00pa3 Tex, KTo ccbuianuck B Cubups. C BpeMeHu
JIOCTOEBCKOr0 MHOT'O HOBBIX THIIOB JIFOJIEH OBUIM COCIAHbI: KPOME OOBIYHBIX PECTYITHUKOB U
AHTUIPABUTEILCTBEHHBIX APUCTOKPATOB (KaK B JIEBATHAAATOM Beke), CTaJluH Havajl cChUlaTh

BCC, KTO IPOTUBUJIUCH KO.]'I.]'IeKTI/IBI/I?»a.I_II/II/I;68

MHOT'0 Y4&€HbIX, IpodeccopoB, HHKXEHEPOB, aBTOPOB,
U CTYACHTOB; KYJIaKH; POJACTBEHHUKH 3aKIIOYEHHBIX; U JJaKe T€, KTO HE JOHOCHUJI Ha CBOMX

Ipy3ei U ceMbl0. DTO MPECTaBIIIO OOJIBIIOE U3MEHEHHE C IEBATHAIIIATOr0 BEKa, HO ATO TAKKE

63 Anekconoynoc ctp. 275
64 ComkeHuLbiH cTp. 70
65 Anekconoynoc ctp. 275
66 Ckammenn crp. 278

87 Ckammenn ctp. 224

68 Ckammenn ctp. 74
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IIPEACTABIISUIO JIOTUYHOE IIPOIOJKEHUE CUCTEMBI B IapcKou Poccuu, koTopas paccyxaana
IIOXO0KNUM O6p330M, HO HEC CJI€aoBajia 9TO paCcCyKJICHHUE B BKCTpeMaHBHBIﬁ KOHCEII.

COJ'DKGHI/IIIBIH OCTaJICA B OOBIYHBIX Jarcepsx M B miapamkKe Ha HECKOJIBKO JIET, IEPEA TEM
KaK €TI0 CChlJIaJIN B CHCLIPIEL]'ILHLIfI Jlarepn, KOTOpLIfI HaX0AnJICA B Ka3aXCKHUX CTCIIAX. XO0Tsg OH
xui B ['YJIATI'ax ye MsTh JIET, €ro HacTOAIIAs CChUIKAa HAYMHAIACH 3/1€Ch, © MHOTHE €T0
B3IUISI/IBI M JINTEPATYPHBIC UJIEU PA3BUBAIIUCH B 3TOM Jiarepe. TpyoBoil iarepsb « Ku0acTys3»
IBITAJICA, C KAXKABIM BO3MOXKHBIM MCTOAOM, JIMIIINTD 3aKIIFOUYCHHBIX YCJIOBCYHOCTH. Takas
HCHYXHas ) XECTOKOCTh ITPpHHKUMaJIa MHOT'O (1)0pM, 1 MHOTHUEC ITOSABJISIJIIMNCH B IIOBECTU ((O)II/IH
ACHB...». BO-HepBbIX, HCECKOJIBKO ITPUMCEPOB KCCTOKOCTU ITOXOKH HA TC, KOTOPLIC
CYIICCTBOBAJIN BO BPEM:L HOCTOGBCKOI‘O. I_Ienaﬂ cucreMma Oblta HpOI/I3BOJ'ILHOI‘/‘II OOIBIINHCTBO
3aKJIFOUEHHBIX HE OB HU B UEM BUHOBHBI, HE OOPATUIINCD B CY/[I, U MOJIYYUIIU CTaHJapTHbIE
IIPUTOBOPHI O€3 yueTa TOro, YTO UMEHHO OHU CHIeJIay MU He cAenand. Y HUX OblIo IpaBo
NETUIHMH, HO IICTUIIMH HHUKTO HEC YHUTall. B xHure H_IyXOB CpaBHHJI IETUIHUHU C MOJIMTBAMM :
«IToromy, Arnerika, 4TO MOJMTBBI T€, KaK 3asBICHUS, WJIM HE TOXOJST, WU «B KaJio0e
OTKa3aTL>>.>>69 ITo MmHEHHIO COJ'I)KCHI/II_IBIHH., 5T0 OBLIA IbITKA, OH HAJACAJICA Ha MPOTAKCHUU
HCECKOJIBKHUX JICT, YTO €TI0 OIIpaBaaroT. Ho on B utore IIOHAJI, UTO 1ejlasd CyaoBas CUCTEMaA,
BKJIOYad IICTULINH, HAXO0JWJIaCh TOJIBKO Ha 6yMare, U BbIXOJa HE ObBLIO0. DTO 6LIJIO BO3MOXHBIM
H3-3a «CIICHHUAJIBHOI' O IPABJICHUS», TOCYAAPCTBECHHOC YUPCIKACHUC OBLII0 BHE OOBIYHOM cyI[e60171
cuctembl. O0 aTom CkamMMeIT Harucas CIeayronee:

In part 1 of the Gulag Archipelago, for which Solzhenitsyn drew extensively on his first

months in prison, he traces the concept of such a special board all the way back to

Catherine the Great, and points out that there was a regular tradition in Russia of

69 ComKkeHnupliH cTp. 154
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condemning individuals to exile or imprisonment on the whim of the tsar or powerful

officials. Like many tsarist injustices, these instances of extra-judicial repression were

random and capricious, affecting numerous individuals in an arbitrary way, but they had
not been organized into a system affecting millions.”

3,[[601: OH CpaBHUIJI [€J1a CIICHUAJIBHOI'O ITPaBJICHUA C KAAMUHUCTPATUBHBIM ITPOLECCOM>»
CCBUTKH, KOTOPBIN onuckiBai [Jxopmk Kennan. Camoe rimaBHoe, CkaMMeIT yTBEPIKIai, YTO BO
BpeMA I[OCTOGBCKOFO n PaI[I/IIJ_IeBa MOJHOU CUCTEMBI emé He O0bu10. Kak u YIIOMUHAJIOCh paHHEC,
COBCTCKas CUCTEMaA IMMpoaoIKaja, pa3sBruBajia, U COBCPUICHCTBOBAaJIa METO/bI uapcxoﬁ smoxu. OH
TaKK€ HaIIMcal, 4TO, Ha CaMOM J€CJIC, COBCTCKHUEC BJIACTHU 06eman1/1, YTO OHU 3aKpPOKOT CCbUIbHYIO
CUCTEMY, U IIOTOM cjieNiau coBceM Haobopot: “After the Revolution the new Soviet leaders
promised that exile, like all other repugnant features of the tsarist regime, would be abolished;
but, like all other repugnant features, it was not abolished—it was adapted and intensified a
hundredfold.””* JlelicTBUTEILHO, KOTMYECTBO 3aKIIOYEHHEIX B CUCTEME YBEIMYNBAIOCH 110
MCHBUIC MEPE B ACCATH Pas.

KectokocTh HE OIrpaHUYIMNBAJIACh JINIIb ITPOU3BOJIOM. B .Hy65{HKC COJ'I)KCHI/II_IBIH HUCIIbITAI
PA3TUYHBIC YKACHBIC IBITKU U YHUXKCHU A, HAITPUMED, OBLIO 3alpeiicHoO CIIaTh MOYTHU BECH ICHDb
1 Houb.”? B DkubacTy3e 3aKIF0YeHHbBIC HOCHIIH TU(PBI HA 01K 1aX, U BJIACTH UCTIOIb30BAH
3THU I_II/Iq)pBI BMCCTO MMCHU, yTOOBI HE CUUTATE 3aKIFOUEHHBIX J'IIO)IBMI/I.73 OpI/IFI/IHaJ'IBHOG
HazBanue nosectu «OnuH [lenp UBana JlenrcoBuuay Obuto «I1-854», nndps! Ha nryoe MBana

Henncosuua lllyxoBa. B moBectu ecTh €€ Apyrue NpUMepPbI KECTOKOCTH: €JIU YKACHYIO €11y,

70 Ckammenn ctp. 176
71 Ckammenn cTp. 318
72 Ckammenn ctp. 151-152
73 Ckammenn cTp. 280
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NPaKTHYECKH HECHEN00HYI0; * GONBHBIM Hal0 ObLUIO paboTaTh, KOTIa OHK ObLIM B GONBHUILE;

KapayJibl 3aCTaBJISIIM 3aKII0YEHHBIX CHUMATh ofexay B 20 rpagycoB Mopo3a;’®

Y 3aKJTFOUEHHBIX
U30MBaJIM €CJIM OHU BXOIWJIM B CTOJIOBYIO CJIMIIKOM OBICTPO,’’ CpEIM MHOTHX JPYTHX
HapymeHuid. Ho camoii pacxoxeil ’ecTOKOCTBIO ObLIO TO, YTO BJIACTH JIarepsi BCEra Co3AaBajiu
paboume KBOTBI, KOTOPbIE OBLIIO HEBO3MOXKHO BBIITOTHHUTD, M HaKa3bIBAJIM 3aKITFOUCHHBIX, KOT/1a
UM HE yJaBaJIOCh 3TO ClIENATh.

3TO0T (akT ObLIT OAMH U3 CAMBIX BaXKHBIX U3MEHEHUH ¢ BpeMEH J{ocTOeBCKOro, MOTOMY
9TO OH MPEICTABIISIT HOBBIH B3TJIS] TOCYIAPCTBA HA eI CCBUTRHON crcTeMbl. [Toka
pacummpsIach CUCTEMa, 3aKIIOYSHHBIE UCTIOIh30BATMCH HA MACCOBBIX MPOEKTAX, BMECTO
00BbIuHBIX paboTHUKOB. B 6norpadun Comxenunbina Ckammen Hanucan: “...[Tlhe very fact of
a conscious orientation towards the camps as a normal source of labour for every conceivable
kind of project, which had begun in 1929, indicated a fundamental shift in the government’s
attitude...”’® KoHeuHo, yke yCTaHaBIMBAIUCH TPYAOBBIE Iareps U npH J0cTOEBCKOM, 0COGEHHO
B pyaHukax y Kapsl u B npyrux mectax B JlansHem Bocroke. Onnako, B CoBerckom Coroze
TPYZIOBBIE JIarepsi CTAIN BCTPOSHHBIMHU YaCTSAMH LIE€JI0H 3KOHOMUYECKOH cucTembl cTpanbl. 006
3TOM TaKxke Hamucan Anekcomnoyinoc: “By the late 1930s, the NKVD [Hapoausiit komuccapuat
BHyTpeHHHX nen] had grown into an enormous economic institution, with vital sectors of the
national economy dependent on penal labor.””® ITostomy, korma ComKeHUIBIH GBI COCIIAH,
BJIACTSIM HE OBUT Ba)KCH YECTHBIN CYJI, JOKa3aTeIbCTBO, M TPAXKIAHCKHUE MTpaBa, U3-3a TOT'0, YTO

LeJIb CUCTEMBbl—IIPUHYIUTENbHBIN TPy, a He Haka3aHue. Vim Ob110 BCE paBHO, OBLIN JTH

74 ConKeHuLbIH cTp. 29
7> Co/MmKeHuLbIH cTp. 33
76 CoKeHuLbIH cTp. 41
77 ComKeHuubIH cTp. 131
78 Ckammenn ctp. 224

7 Anekconoynoc cTp. 295
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BHUHOBATHI 3aKIIIOYEHHBIEC WM HET. DTO ObUIO MpaBI0il Takxke BO BpeMs JlocToeBcKoro, HO B
JIeBSTHA/ILIATOM BEKE, Y CUCTEMBbI OblIa 11€JIb HaKa3bIBaTh MPECTYIMHUKOB, MOJIUTUYECKUX HUITH
HET; CUCTEMa TPOCTO MO3BOJIIIIA MECTHBIM BJIACTSIM CCHUIATh JIFO/IEH, KOTOPBIE M HE
HPaBUJIMCh, U OBIJIO HEBO3MOKHO 3HATh, ObUIM JIM OHM MpecTymHUKaMH. HTepec K OCBOCHUIO
Cubupu B apckyto smoxy, B CoBerckom Coro3e MpeBpaTuiics B OCHOBHYIO (hUI0cO(HIO
CCBUTHPHOM CHCTEMBI. 3aKIIOYCHHBIE CTPOMIN BCE, 1 00 3ToM Ckammerut Hanucal, “Barrack huts,
kitchens, canteens, factories, mills, mines, railway tracks, roads—all were built by that same
slave labour, which in Stalin’s grand design was the key both to the construction of the Gulag
system and to the development of Siberia itself.”8

B nocnennue roast nepen cmepthio Ctanuua, B Jkudacty3e CoKEeHUIIBIH BIIEPBbIE
YBHJIEJ, YTO CChUIbHAS CHCTEMA HaYMHAJA YIIyUIIaThCs. 3aKIIOUeHHbIE, Oe3 HaJeK bl Ha
0CBOOOK/ICHNE, PEILIMIIA YTO UM Heuero TepsTb. OHM OpraHnu30BBIBAIM OYHTHI, YOUBAJIH
1H(POPMAHTOB, U OTKA3bIBAINCH paborars. Hakonen, Biactu ycrynuin tpeboBanusam.®! Panbure,
3TOT0 HUKOTa OBbI HE MPOU30IILIO, M ATO OBUT MEPBBIHA 3HAK TOT'O, YTO CHCTEMA MPUOIIKAIACH K
KakoMy-TO KoHIly. OIHaKo, ero ccbuika emeé He 3akoHuunach. B 1953 rony oH 6bu1 0CBOOOXKIEH,
HO €0 CPOK BKIIIOUMJI «OECKOHEUHYIO CChUIKY» B AepeBHe «bupmuk» B Kazaxcrane. 310 ObL1
emé OIMH BUJ 3aKII0YEHUsI, KOTOpBIN ncnbitanu Panuies u ABBakym. bouio 3ampenieno
MOKHUJaTh 00acTh 6€3 0QHUIHATBHOIO pa3pelleHus, 1 eMy ObUIO HaJl0 BCTPEYATHCSI C MECTHBIM
corpyaaukoMm KI'b kxaxnpiit mecsu. OH Mor pabortaTh (eciu KTO-TO €ro HAaHUHMA), U KUTh
OJIH, HO OH COBCeM He Obu1 cBoOOeH. Ero cuTyarus moxoania Ha CUTYaluio N3rHaHHUKOB,

koTtopsix Buen J[xxopmk Kennan B 1885 rony B Cubupu.

80 Ckammenn cTp. 281
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Bo BpEMsA €ro CCbLJIKU COJDKCHI/ILIBIH 49acCTO AyMaJl O MPOHUJIBIX 3aKJIIFOYCHHBIX, U OH
HAKOHEIl PELIUII, YTO B CCHUILHON CHCTEME OYEHb MAJI0 H3MEHUIIOCH ¢ BpeMeHu JlocToeBckoro. &2
Boo0mie, 3To 6b110 IpaB/a; KaK ye YIOMHHAJIOCh, CUCTEMA MTPO0JIKalla M yCUIIMBalIa
L@PUCTCKUE METOIbI 1Tociie peBomtonuu. OnHako, CoMKEHUIBIH U Jl0CTOEBCKUI ITO-pPa3HOMY
pearupoBaiy Ha CChUIKY. JloCcTOEeBCKMI cHavyaa KpUTUKOBAJ TOCYIapCTBO, HO B TIOPhME OH
PELINI YTO HAapCTBO—HYXHOE 3710. COIKEHULBIH, C IpYroil CTOPOHBI, CHavyaJla oIIepKUBaI
rocy/1IapcTBO U KOMMYHUCTHYECKHE UJIEH; OH TOIbKO He 0100psan Ctanuna. Ho B TIoppMe oH
CTaJI KPUTHKOM II€JION COBETCKOM cucTeMbl. OH Hamucaa HECKOJIBKO HEOMyOJIMKOBAaHHBIX CTUXOB
u ucropuii o HectipaBeanuBoctu ['YJIAI'a u npotus CranuHa U OTEpsl CBOE BOCXUILIEHNE
JlenunsiM. [1o cpaBHeHUIO ¢ JIOCTOEBCKUM, €0 B3TIISAbl Pa3BUBAIKCH IMOJIHOCTHEO HA00OPOT.
HquHHa 3TOU pasHUIIbl HE OUYCBHUAHA, HO, MOXKCT 6I)ITI), 3AKJIFOYAC€TCA B TOM, YTO 3aKJIIFOYCHHBIC
y JIOCTOEBCKOr0 CYMTAIM €0 YaCThIO APUCTCKON CUCTEMBI U, TIO3TOMY, YacCThIO POOIEMBI.
ComxeHHIIbIH CHIe B TIOPbME C JIIOJbMHU MTOX0KUMH Ha HEro, KTO ObUIH MMPOTUB rOCYIapCTBa,
KOTI'/Ia TOCYIapCTBO (KOTOPOE OH MO IepKuBai) padbortano nmpotus Hero. U JloctroeBckuit, u
COJKEeHUIIBIH TPOCTO PEIIUIIN MPUHATHh CTOPOHY TE€X, KTO MEHbIIIE HEHABUJEIHU €r0. TOoNbKO
ABBaKyM, U3-3a €ro CHJIbHOI Bepbl, HE U3MEHUJI CBOU B3TJIS/IbL.

Ho caMbIM nHTEpEeCHBIM U3MEHEHHEM BO B3rsAax ColkeHHIIbIHA ObUIO €ro oOpalieHue
B xpuctuancTBo. OH He Bepui B bora ¢ gerctBa, HO B Dkubacrtyse, 3aKiIro4eHHbIi bopuc
Kopudernn ckazan emy o cTpazaHUU ¥ )KECTOKOCTH KH3HH B yiarepe, “Superficially, it may seem
to have nothing to do with what we are really guilty of. But if we examine our lives and think
deeply about ourselves, we will always track down the crime for which were are now being

punished.”8 Kopudeny 6511 0OcBeIOMHTENEM, ¥ APYIHE 3aKII0UYEHHBIE BCKOpe ero youmu. Ilocie

82 Ckammenn cTp. 276
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sToro, COMKEHUIIBIH PEIINII, YTO PABOCIABHBIC HICU CTPAJAHNS 1 HaKa3aHUs MOTIIU OBITh
€AMHCTBEHHBIM O0BSICHEHHEM ero cuTyanuu. W rmocie Toro, kak oH pemI BepuTh B bora,
JIOKTOpA C YCIEXOM JICUUIIM €r0 PaK, 4TO YCUIMIIO ero Bepy.®* B 5ToM ciyuae, ero onsIT 6511
MOXO0X Ha OINbIT ABBaKyma.

B noBectu «Onun nens MBana JlenncoBruya riaBHBIN Tepoil HEYACTO ayMai 00
M3MEHEHHUSX B CBOMX B3IIsIaXx. Ha camom jerne, OH cTall paBHOAYIIHBIM: OH 3a0BLT O TOM,
KaKOBO 3TO OBITH C KEHOI, )KHUTh B JIOME, ¥ €CTh HACTOSAIIYIO eny.%® OH BoobIIe HE TOBOPHUII 0
MTOJINTHKE, KPOME TOT0, KaK apeCTOBAIIA €r0 COTPYIHUKOB B Jiarepe. He Obu10 sICHO, 4TO IMEHHO
OH JyMaJ O TIOJMTHKE Mepes] TeM, KaK OH CHJICN B TIOPbME, M TaK)Ke He ObLIO SICHO, H3MEHIIINUCH
71 ero B3Il X0Ts1 COKCHUIBIH HCTIOIb30Bal COOBITHE U TIEPCOHAXKHU U3 CBOSH KU3HH
B€37IC B TIOBECTH, OH XOTEJI HAIMCATh UCTOPUIO OOBIYHOTO KPECThSIHIMHA, M TAKOW YEJTOBEK,
0€3yCI0BHO, MaJIO TyMall O MOJUTHUKE. ITO TaK)Ke TTOMOTajao eMy MyOJIMKOBaTh KHUTY B
Coserckom Coroze. B Tom cityuae, «OnuH nenb MBana JleHucoBrya» moxox Ha «3amucKu U3
MEPTBOTO JIOMa)» B TOM, YTO HACTOSIINE MOJIUTUYECKHUE B3IJISIIBI aBTOPA HE TPOSBIIINCH B
Tekcre. Cpelln pacCMOTPEHHBIX MPOU3BENCHUM, TOJIbKO B JKUTHM ABBakyma aBTOp HaIucas o
cBoeM MHeHHH. BmecTo 3Toro, CoKeHHIBIH HAIKUCAJI O IICHXOJIOTHYECKHUX MOCIEACTBUIX
TIOPBMBI, KaK HH J|0CTOCBCKUH, H ABBaKyM HE TUCAIHA B CBOMX MTPOU3BEACHUSIX. ITO OBLIO
YHUKAJbHO B ABAALIATOM BEKE, U CTAJIO TJIABHOM TEMOM CChUIBHON CUCTEMBI: IICUXOJI0TNYECKas
nbiTka. Camast TIaBHasi TeMa B TOBECTH—TO, KaK 3aKJII0OUYEHHBIM HA10 TIOCTOSTHHO OOpOThCS APYT
npotuB Apyra. «KTo apectanTy rinaBHbIi Bpar?» Hanucan ComkeHUIbIH B «OTHOM JHE».

«prTOﬁ apCCTaHT. Ecnu 6 33xu ApYyT C ApYT'OM HE CYy4YHJIMCh, HC UMCIIO o HaJ HUMHU CHUJIbL

84 Ckammenn ctp. 303
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HauanbcTBO.»% OH Takoke Hanmcan: «U 371€ch BOPYIOT, U B 30HE BOPYIOT, U €Il€ PaHbIIE HA
CKyaJie BOPYIOT. U Bee Te, KTO BOPYIOT, KUPKOM CaMy HE BKAJIBIBAIOT.»®' Pe3ynbrar 310ro—
MOCTOSIHHAS TTapaHoMs. JTO el 0JJHa 0COOEHHOCTh COBETCKOM CHUCTEMBI U OOJIBIIION Teppop,
KOTOPBIM paHHUE MHICATEN 1aXKe He MPEeICTaBIISIIH.

B koH1i€e, 3TH IpuUMepBl PUCYIOT SICHYIO KAPTUHY TOr'0, KaK CChUIbHAs CHCTEMa
pa3BuBaJiach B ABajauaToM Beke. Camoe riaaBHoe, pesoitonus 1917 roga He pa3zpyuinia CUCTEMY,
Kak oOemanu 6onbieBuku. Bmecto satoro, Coerckuit Coro3 Mpoaoskall U paciiupsi CUCTEMY.
3aneprxanu Oonblie JIF0JIeH, cChUTal UX Ha JIOJbLIe, U CO3/1alu (JOpMalIbHbIE HHCTUTYIIUH,
9TOOBI JIEeNIaTh TO, YTO B LIAPCKOM MEPHOE JAenain HegopManbHO. ['ocy1apcTBO BCKOpE CTaIo
3aBUCUMBIM OT TPYJIOBBIX JIarepei, 4ToObl pa3BUBATh SKOHOMHKY, M 3TO IPUBENIO K YKACHOU
xectokocTtu B ['YJIAl'ax, U3 KOTOpOro mNoaUT3aKIOUEHHBIE HE MO BhIOpaThCsl. COMKEHULIBIH
Hanucall, 4To HUYEero He U3MEHWIOCH ¢ BpeMEH J[ocToeBckoro, HO Ha camoM aene, CoBeTckuit
Coro3 yxyamai cucremMy, Kotopas yxe Oblia y)xacHa. HaBepHoe, CODKEHUIBIH UMET B BULY,
YTO HUYET0 He YIy4IIUIOCh, U B 3TOM OH Obu1 npaB. Hakoner, ero noeects «Onun Jlens MBana
JleHncoBHYay pUCOBaj KApTHHY JKU3HU B CChUIKE B TPYIOBOM Jlarepe, KOTopasi cTana caMmbIM
MOMYJISIPHBIM [TOBECTEM B JKaHpe TIOPEMHOM JInTepaTypsl B Poccun—HaBepHoe, n3-3a TOro, 4yTo
€r0 OIBIT B CCBUIKE pa3IeIiIIN JIIOIU 13 Beex chep ku3Hu. OqHaKo, 9Ta nociaensss popma
CCBUIbHOW CHCTEMBI He MpojioibKanack Bcerga. OHa KOpoTKas rilaBa OCTa€Tcs: KOHEIL[ CChUIKU B

Cubupu.

86 ComKkeHnupiH cTp. 119
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Conclusion

Perhaps the most remarkable moment in the history of the Siberian exile system is its
end. After 350 years, despite surviving a transformation of social norms in much of the world as
well as a radical change of government, the exile system simply withered and died. As the Soviet
Union entered its great “thaw” after the death of Stalin in 1953, sentences were cut short, camps
were closed, and restrictions on exiles were lifted. Alexander Solzhenitsyn was able to return to
his family just three years into his “perpetual exile,” and amnesty was introduced on a scale
never seen before in the history of the system. The process of dismantling the system was not
fast: the last labor camp finally shut its doors in 1987, 34 years after Stalin’s death brought about
the beginning of the end. The 32 years since have marked the only period since Siberia’s
colonization in which it has not hosted thousands of prisoners from European Russia, sent there
to keep them in perpetual captivity far from civilization, usually without the due process of law.
The end of the exile system can most likely be attributed to two factors. First, this past century
has seen enormous changes in what societies around the world view as acceptable, thanks mainly
to a saturation of information that was never present before. In the time of Avvakum or
Dostoevsky, the average Russian would not have known anything about the exile system, but by
the 20t century, such information was no longer possible to hide, and the result has been a
worldwide rollback of abusive institutions and practices, many of which had existed for
centuries. The second factor is that under Stalin, the system grew so large that it collapsed under
its own weight. The number of people exiled to Siberia under Stalin was as much as 100 times
greater than the amount sent during the period of equivalent length preceding George Kennan’s
survey in the 1880s. Whereas previous generations might not have had to think much about the

exile system, or considered it irrelevant to their concerns, the Great Terror suddenly brought it
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into the homes of tens of millions of everyday Russians. It was no longer possible to write off the
exile system as something small and far away that only affected criminals, when thousands upon
thousands of normal people, men and women, rich and poor, were being plucked from their
communities and whisked away, often never to be seen again. When Nikita Khruschev came to
power and gave his secret speech to the Politburo denouncing the crimes of Stalin, it marked the
first time that a Russian leader had moved to undo the horrors of exile rather than intensify them,
and around the time the Soviet Union began to open up in the late 1980s, it finally disappeared.

With its arc of history at an end, it is at last possible to look at the progression of the exile
system, both in reality and in literature, as a single institution. The beginning of exile in Siberia
came hand in hand with Siberia’s conquest by the Russian Empire, when the ruling class found it
to be a convenient place to send troublemakers to get them out of the way. Exile was not seen as
a punishment, but rather a method of putting offenders out of sight and out of mind. No prison
infrastructure existed there, and regardless, the goal was not imprisonment anyway. The
archpriest Avvakum found that in exile, his role was the same as it had been in European Russia,
only now he carried out his duties in Siberia and was not allowed to return. In writing about his
time in exile, he portrayed his experience as a test of his faith by God, even as he denounced the
authorities who had imposed it upon him. The battles he fought were with himself, his own
perceived sinfulness, and with the temptation to abandon his faith in the face of unrelenting
hardship. He stood steadfastly by his values to the very end, even as the government invested in
creating prison infrastructure where none previously existed, just to contain him and his
followers.

Over the next two centuries, a fundamental shift occurred in the purpose of the exile

system. As justice systems became more institutionalized, so did exile, and with the decline in
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the prominence of the death penalty, exile took its place as the go-to punishment for major
crimes. Exile to Siberia became about punishment for the first time. Now, most exiles were
imprisoned upon arriving in Siberia, rather than given new jobs (although exile without
imprisonment, as experienced by Radishchev in the late 1700s, continued to exist). At the same
time, the government created a legal infrastructure that first began to formalize the practice of
exiling political undesirables without due process of law. The great writer Fyodor Dostoevsky,
when putting pen to paper to describe his time in exile in the 1850s, chose to portray his
experience as a struggle to peer into the soul of mankind and understand, from a detached
perspective, why humans are capable of horrible atrocities. Unlike Avvakum, Dostoevsky found
that exile in Siberia shook the foundations of his political viewpoints, turning him from an
opponent of the tsar to a reluctant supporter after discovering that the peasants he once idealized
in fact hated him for his aristocratic background.

The next 100 years oversaw another dramatic change in the exile system, but it was one
that built on previous ideas rather than overturning them. The revolution of 1917 upended
Russian society, and the new communist government promised liberal rights and reforms,
including fair trials and the end of the exile system. These new rights were written into the law
books but in practice never existed, as the Soviet Union under Stalin instead chose to
dramatically expand the exile system. People from all walks of life were swept up in a great
purge and exiled without trial in numbers ten times greater than ever before. The purpose of the
exile system once again changed: while still nominally about punishment, the widespread use of
forced labor by millions of prisoners to complete infrastructure projects and extract resources
made the economy dependent on exiles working without pay. More and more people were sent to

Siberia not because anyone really believed that they had committed crimes, but because the
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system encouraged (and in fact depended on) the mass imprisonment of Soviet citizens to
develop the country. Alexander Solzhenitsyn was exiled and pressed into forced labor by the
very government he thought he supported. Taking a path different from both previous authors,
exile turned him from a supporter of the system into a steadfast opponent. But at the same time,
he took after Avvakum in his discovery of the Christian faith and his conclusion that it alone
could explain his suffering. In his writing, he sought to demonstrate how the exile system swept
up every kind of person, from peasants to engineers, and portrayed his struggle as a battle with a
vast and inconsiderate system rather than with the nature of humankind or between good and
evil.

It is here that the historical arc of the exile system abruptly ends. Over 350 years, it
evolved from an amorphous and relatively uncommon exile tradition, into an enormous all-
consuming system that grew until it defined Russian society, consuming it in the process. It grew
like a tumor, never receding, always growing wider and deeper and more bureaucratic. In the
end, however, it collapsed under its own weight.

The story of the exile system is one of great injustices and of the almost mechanical
condemnation of millions of people by a state that overstepped its bounds. But it is also the story
of the growth of a unique literary tradition, and of the evolution of our own understanding of the
world around us. It is through the work of these authors that we are able to comprehend the
terrible suffering that occurred—they are the ones who make it personal, who bring that
suffering into our homes and into our lives, into spaces whose security we take for granted. It can
only be hoped that through the window of understanding they have given us, we may see deeper

truths that will ensure the horrors of the Siberian exile system are never repeated.
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