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n his “Avtorskaia ispoved”™ [“The Authot’s Confession,” 1847],

Gogol begged his readers not to rely on his works as a source of
information about himself (Gogol Iybrannye 236). Although his words
were targeted at those critics who tried to draw parallels between the
writer’s personality and his authorial persona in Vybrannye mesta iz
perepiski s druz'iami [Selected Passages from Correspondence with Friends,
1847], they also epitomize the fate of Gogol’s eatlier work— 1V echera
na khutore blig Dikan'ki [Evenings on a Farm near Dikanka, 1831-32].
The transformations that the tales underwent in numerous editions in
the 1830-40s iconically reflect Gogol’s constant vacillations between
his Russian and Ukrainian identities. Gogol’s “Russification” of 17¢-
chera in the transition from the first to the second edition suggests his
attempt to resolve a disturbing duality in his sense of national iden-
tity.! I would argue that the duality of Gogol’s national identity was
artistically realized in the hybridization of the literary language in 17e-
chera. In this paper, I will study the hybridization of the literary lan-
guage in Vechera and the history of the editing of the tales in order to
demonstrate how the language duality palpable in the first edition of
the tales of 1831-1832 was subdued in the second edition of 1836, and
then reestablished in the edition of his Sochineniia [Works| of 1842.
The collective editing of the text of echera, in which Gogol himself,
Nikolai Prokopovich, Vissarion Belinskii, and Mikhail Likhonin par-
ticipated, was nothing short of the act of Gogol’s self-fashioning
through the use and manipulation of language. The editing of Vechera
can be interpreted as a performative act in which Gogol realized a
translation of self across the boundaries of two languages.

Mistakes in Vechera through the Prism of Gogol’s Bilingualism
When the first edition of Vechera came out in 1831, it “amazed”

the Russian audience—not so much because of the “exotic” subject

matter (there already existed a rich tradition of Ukrainian tales written
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by Vasili Narezhnyi and Orest Somov), but mostly because of
Gogol’s idiosyncratic and “odd” language.? The major Russian critics
responded favorably to the publication of [echera, since they espied in
them everything that Russian culture lacked at the time: the expres-
sion of nationality, a Romantic interest in folklore, and a taste of
“local color.” However, the language of the tales was criticized for
containing so many vulgarisms, colloquialisms, and Ukrainianisms. As
Viktor Vinogradov faitly observed, “his [Gogol’s| language, being that
of a man from another country, was not entirely bound by the old
aristocratic  speech  culture; it was full of dialectical
‘inaccuracies™ (209). Many of Gogol’s contemporaries repeatedly
pointed out these “inaccuracies.” For example, Pushkin, in his notes
of 1830-1831, spoke ironically of Gogol’s proficiency in Russian:
Bor yxe 16 aAer, kak A IledaTaro, W KPHUTHKH
3aMETHAM B MOHX CTHXAX IIATh IPAMMATHYCCKHX
ommOOK (M CIPABEAAHBO); f BCETAA OBIA KM
UCKPEHHO OAArOAAPEH H  BCETAA  IIOIPABASA
3amedeHHOEe Mecto. IIposoii # mmmry ropasao
HEIIPABHABHEE, 4 TOBOPIO CITE XYIKE, M IIOYTH TaK,
kak murret ['oroas.? (qtd. Tikhonravov 198)

In 18306, promoting the second edition of Gogol’s echera,
Pushkin again emphasized Gogol’s imperfect literary language in the
first edition: “MbI Tak OBIAM OAATOAAPHEI MOAOAOMY aBTOPY, HTO
OXOTHO IIPOCTHAU €My HEPOBHOCTD H HEIIPABHABHOCTB €TO CAOTA ...
Aptop ompaspaa Takosoe cHucxoxaenue” (VII 237)4 The idea of
Gogol’s illiteracy was further developed in the Russian criticism of the
1840s. For example, Vladimir Dal', commenting on the effect that
Gogol’s Mertyye dushi |Dead Souls, 1842] produced on him, described
Gogol’s language in terms of delight and confusion: “Greedily you
swallow up the whole [story] to the end, then you read it again and
still do not notice that he is writing in a wild langnage |emphasis mine].
You try, pedantically, to figure out, and you see that one absolutely
should not write or talk like this. You try to correct it—you spoil it.
You cannot touch a word” (617).

Throughout the nineteenth century, Russian writers and critics
perpetuated the myth of Gogol as a semi-literate Little Russian writer
encroaching upon the status of a Great Russian writer. They
prompted the writer to polish his style by eliminating evident elements
of Ukrainian lexicon (and not only lexicon, but also inverted syntax
and intonation) from his works, particulatly, from the first edition of
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Vechera. However, what in fact was labeled as Gogol’s “illiteracy” was
nothing more than an example of a bilingual speaker making his way
in a monolingual imperial culture. These ungrammaticalities were
above all due to the interference between two related languages, which
usually occurs in the bilingual mind. The fact that Gogol was bilingual
in Russian and Ukrainian has been rarely discussed in literary criti-
cism.> Scholars usually point out his profound knowledge of Ukrain-
ian folklore, his use of Ukrainian lexicon as local color in Vechera, and
scanty notes and letters written in Ukrainian, thereby defining bilin-
gualism strictly in terms of descriptive linguistics.®

When I use the term “bilingualism” in relation to Gogol, I refer
both to his linguistic consciousness and to the bilingualism of his text
as an aesthetic discourse feature. My approach to Gogol’s bilingual-
ism as manifested in the literary language of [echera serves to establish
the relationship of ethnicity to language. In doing this, I follow Pierre
Bourdieu in his treatment of regionalist or ethnic identities which he
claims to be “performative”:

Regionalist discourse is a performative discourse

which aims to impose as legitimate a new definition

of the frontiers and to get people to know and rec-

ognize the region that is thus delimited in opposi-

tion to the dominant definition, [...] which does not

acknowledge that new region. (223)
The important implication of Bourdieu’s theory is that although re-
gional and ethnic identities essentialize what are actually arbitrary divi-
sions among peoples, and in this sense are not “real,” once they ate
established they exist as mental representations and are as real as if
they were grounded in something “natural” (Bourdieu 221). My as-
sumption is that the regional form of Russian in which Gogol is psy-
chologically rooted is more “real” and creative than the standard form
of Russian used as a kind of /Zngua franca. Regional language was, for
young Gogol, one of the channels through which his cultural identity
was processed; it created a sense of belonging to a common language
and culture and provided some transitional space for his cultural mi-
gration to the heart of the Russian empire.

One might claim, however, that bilingualism was not entirely
atypical to the Russian cultural situation in the beginning of the nine-
teenth century. The Russian literary elite readily employed French for
correspondence and society talk. Yet, the proficiency of the Russian
gentry in French was acquired over time and cannot be treated on par
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with the “natural” bilingualism of Ukrainian writers who were ex-
posed to both languages, Russian and Ukrainian, since their birth.
Moreover, with the difference being in the value and prestige of the
second language, the additive bilingualism of the Russian elite occurred
in the situation when both languages—Russian and French—were
considered equally valued and useful, whereas the subtractive bilingual-
ism of Gogol indicated an unequal relationship between the Russian
language and Little Russian dialect (narechie). The chauvinistic attitude
towards Ukrainian language was so common among Russian intellec-
tuals that it made Gogol think of his mixed language in [echera as a
personal flaw he needed to fix. It was a rather common attitude
among Little Russian gentry to disavow their regional language and
demonstrate excellence in Russian. The acquisition of Russian very
often resulted in the gradual loss of their native language and ethnic
identity. In the case of Gogol’s family, however, the bilingualism of
its members was a cultural rather than social phenomenon; neither
Gogol’s parents, nor their relatives, abandoned Ukrainian. Instead,
they operated within the two languages—Russian and Ukrainian—all
their lives. Gogol’s father, Vasilii Afanas'evich Gogol, wrote his
comedies in the mixed Ukrainian-Russian language, now known as
surzhyk.” The constant code-switching was imprinted not only on his
creative works, but also in his correspondence to his wife.

Gogol’s mother spoke two versions of Russian: one, a largely
Ukrainianized version of Russian; and the other, the literary Russian
language. Her correspondences with family contain various Ukrainian
linguistic  forms: lexicon (“xommma,” “‘rmmHOK,”  “Bedepsa,”’

13

“kapboBanernp,” etc.); grammar (“c Ayben,” “sa xoposs, B

TETUHBKEL,  “HEroAATbCs  Aopobmrm,” etc); and orthography
“umuxro,” “HecoBeryBara,” “mpoOysare,”  “Bike,” “AHTOIIKBI,”’
“6oadrp,” “mmmernr,” etc.). At the same time, her correspondence

with the Aksakov family is written in more standard Russian. This
differentiation between the Ukrainianized Russian language for collo-
quial usage and the more or less standard form of Russian for use in
polite society occurred in many Little Russian families who had just
been admitted into the Russian high society and aspired to assimilate.
Already during his study at the Nizhyn Lyceum, Gogol coexisted in
two different linguistic modes: his letters to home include many
Ukrainian words and grammatical forms (“croAsr,” “moserama,”
“nperiivere,”  “BAIOOAeH Yy Bac,” “pasos,” ‘“Mmera,” “xasctyxm,’
“rraaxOaym,”  etc.), incorrectly formed neologisms (“ypoduennoe
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BpemdA,” “He ITOPA3CKAKETE AU UETrO-HUOYAD KHBOTPEIAIIAr0,” “KUTh
2 <c

B pasposHeHun,” “HecObrToaymme,” etc.),’ and various orthographic
mistakes.

Strategies of Hybridization in Vechera

The astonishing effect that Gogol’s tales produced on the met-
ropolitan audience can be accredited to the artistry of his language. It
was not so much the subject matter, but his innovative language,
which comprised elements of the Russian vernacular mixed with the
Ukrainian vernacular and surghyk, all fused in a hybrid conglomerate,
that made the author successful. Roman Koropeckyj and Robert Ro-
manchuk argue that Gogol used Ukrainian elements in a burlesque
tradition, a 1a Ivan Kotliarevs'ky in Eneida (1798), in order to present
Ukraine to the imperial public as an “unconscious” souvenir (547). It
is fair to admit, however, that the Ukrainian elements in [echera func-
tion not only to “lower” the overall style, but to install a metonymic
gap between the Russian language, in which the tales are written, and
the Ukrainian language, with its inserted and unglossed words,
phrases, and quotes that were vaguely known to the metropolitan
reader. Although these elements occur in the speech of all the narra-
tors in Vechera, the language of Rudy Pan'ko, the fictitious editor, and
that of Foma Grigot'evich, Dikan'ka’s sexton, is the most hybridized.
Both of them represent the local Dikan'ka community and therefore
incorporate in their language various forms of local dialects and idio-
matic expressions.  Pan'ko’s language, especially that of the
“Predislovie” (“Preface”) to Book One, clearly manifests his inten-
tional ignorance of standard Russian grammar. It is intentional be-
cause the “Predislovie” to Book Two and the tales “Noch' pered
Rozhdestvom” (“Christmas Eve”) and “Strashnaia mest” (“A Terrible
Revenge”), which he presumably authors, are written in more or less
normative Russian. The first group of ungrammaticalities embraces
misspelled words that reflect the phonemic nature of Pan'ko’s regional
language (“cabimmao” instead of “capimano”; “packamuk’ instead of
“pasckazunk’; “ckprpinka’ instead of “ckpunxa’; “mmanHO” instead
of “nmenno”; “k macrtpro” instead of “k cyacruro”; “rpyrIoBbri”
instead of “rpymessu,” etc.).? Cleatly, the peculiarities of Pan'ko’s
spelling bear some traces of Ukrainian grammar and pronunciation
and reveal his preference of sound over letter. The second group of
ungrammatical forms consists of the grammatical and punctuation
mistakes admissible neither in Russian, nor in Ukrainian:
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1. most of the verbs with the negative particle “ue” are written to-
gether, breaking the grammatical rules of the normative Russian

2 < 2 <« 2 <

of the time (“uHeBuAaA,” “Henaaub,” “HensBoAbTe,” “HeHOCHA”);

2. some of verbs in the second person present tense have “p” as in
Ukrainian instead of “p” as in Russian (“safiaerrs,”
“yrpocurrs”);

3. adverbs, adjectives, and nouns are written together with the nega-
tive particle “me” in words that should be written as separate
words ( “mecammrom,” “HucAoBa”);

4. or vice versa, adjectives are separated from the particle “me,”
whereas they should be written as one word (“caapocts He
omnucanHas’);

5. the spelling of adverbs are odd: adverbs, such as “Bosce,” is writ-
ten separately as “Bo Bce,” thereby it becomes another part of
speech (a noun and a preposition); “Bo-cBosic,” “Ha-OekpeHb,”
“Ha-cropoike.”

MOKEIrb,”

Another strategy for hybridizing the literary discourse is
achieved by the use of glosses to the Ukrainian words and idioms un-
known to the Russian audience. First, Pan'ko provides two glossaties
of Ukrainian words (about 130 entries) that accompany both of his
“Predislovie” to Books One and Two (see Appendix). This strategy
signifies not only that the discourse is directed toward the other and
not a local audience, but it also indicates that the text itself activates
the process of language variation. Just as the text includes language
variance as a signifying difference, so do the glosses employ Ukrainian
words as linguistic variants to denote the insertion of the other into
the discourse. Therefore, the glosses function as a bridge between the
“center” and “periphery,” simultaneously establishing their unbridge-
able separation.

Second, Pan'ko, as the author of the whole cycle of tales, in-
trudes into the text of Foma Grigot'evich, translating or commenting
on his use of Ukrainian words and expressions. In the first edition of
the tales, Pan'ko’s translation of Foma Grigor'evich’s Ukrainian words
and expressions appeared in italics in the footnotes without any refer-
ence to Pan'ko. However, in all subsequent editions of the tales, these
comments (with the exception of the one in the beginning of “Noch'
pered Rozhdestvom,” which is accompanied by the words
“primechanie pasichnika” (“the bee-keeper’s footnote”) are accompa-
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nied by the note “primechanie N.V. Gogolia” (“N. V.Gogol’s com-
ment”). In the first edition, Pan'ko’s “Predislovie”—his introduction
to “Vecher nakanune Ivana Kupala” (“St. John’s Eve”)—and all the
comments in the footnotes are printed in the same font that is larger
and in cursive, unlike the main text of all the tales. Therefore, this
gives grounds to attribute all comments in the footnotes to Pan'ko. In
the examples below, he provides glosses to the Ukrainian idiomatic
expressions, translating them literally into Russian, which not only
creates a comic effect, but also neutralizes the original connotation of
the expressions.

1. Aa, pacckaxy s BaMm, Kak BEABMBI HTPAAH C IIOKOHMHBIM ACAOM B
a0
To ecms 6 dypauxu [emphasis in original] (I, 136).

2. ArOoABKa-TO y MEHS €CTh, Ad TOTO, YeM OBI 3aKEUb €€, Yopr-Md.
He umeemen [emphasis in original| (I, 141).11

3. Awtsvicy, 0vi6vics, Manst, M08 QypHa, ckade.
Cyompu! Cyompu! mames, kax cymacuedunias, ckaven! |emphasis in
original| (I, 144).12

Pan'ko’s Russian translations of highly idiomatic Ukrainian expres-
sions have a neutralizing effect: they acquire neutrality in a linguistic
context where the native language is functionally marked.

While Foma Grigot'evich’s macaronic language does not trans-
gress Russian grammar, it nevertheless contains various Ukrainian
elements that penetrate his discourse as a result of code-switching and
code-mixing, such as the insertion of Ukrainian lexical material into a
structure of Russian or alternation of two structures from Russian and
Ukrainian.  Usually, these insertions are italicized in Foma
Grigor'evich’s text, as in the passage from “Vecher nakanune Ivana
Kupala™ “Ilaroiite ’k Ha TrOAOBY TOMY, KTO 9TO Harredartaal @peuse,
cyuuti mockans. ‘Tax am s roBopuna? Lo mo eawe, 4K y Koeo wopm-ma Kaenku
6 con1067 Cayrmaiire, 1 Bam pacckaky ee cetigac” (I, 99).13 The switch-
ing from one language to another in one paragraph is typically used to
reveal to the audience the regional identity of the speaker, thus ena-
bling the speaker to establish kinship with the audience. However, the
way in which Foma Grigot'evich resorts to code-switching conceals
his regional identity from the Russian audience; he establishes an af-
finity only with those who belong to his inner circle and excludes oth-
ers who do not belong to his class and region. In the beginning of his
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stoty, Foma Grigot'evich renders his village listeners’ request to tell
another creepy story in Ukrainian: “@oma I'puropsesual ®oma
I'puropsesud! A myme axy-1ebyds crpaxosurry xasouxy! A wyme, nyme! ... —
Tapa-Ta-Ta, Ta-Ta-Ta, U HOHAyT, n mohayT .0 (I, 136).14 Therefore,
this code-switching shows how he demarcates in his audience those
who can understand his local language from those who cannot.

In sharp contrast to Pan'ko and Foma Grigor'evich, Makar
Nazarovich demonstrates his questionable knowledge of local cul-
ture.!> In his use of language, he remains within the cultural code that
descends from the imperial center. This code regulates, for example,
the wuse of Ukrainian in the tale “Sorochinskaya iar-
marka” (“Sorochintsy Fair”), in which all the epigraphs in Ukrainian
are transliterated into Russian: “II{o, Boxe 1o miit, I'ocmoae! Yoro
mema Ha Tiit Apmapru!  Koaeca, ckao, Aerorh, IBIOYAf, KpamMapH
BCAKH ... TaK, IIIO XOY OH B KUIIECHH OYAO PYOAHB U C TPHALATH, TO H
Torau 0 He 3akyusiB yciem apmapksr (I, 79).10 Within the Russian
imperial literary code of the beginning of the century, Ukrainian folk-
lore and burlesque literature served to metonymically represent
Ukraine, and the transliteration of the epigraphs only reinforces the
presumption of imperial consumption. Roman Koropeckyi and
Robert Romanchuk suggest that “the panich from Poltava represents
and reintegrates the Ukrainian material of the epigraphs into a single,
Russian voice ... Indeed, it is only in and through the medium of the
imperial literary language that the Ukrainian setting actually coalesces
and comes to life ...” (543).

Makar Nazarovich’s arsenal of Ukrainian elements is limited to
the use of doublets, names of ethnic food, etc. The abundance of
doublets in his texts (kpyxka - kyxoab (“a mug”), aA - mekao (“hell”),
copsaHerr - mubeHuK (“a scamp”), eHa - xuHKa (“a wife”), AeByrika
- amBumna (“a girl”), coemmuts - mocumemars (“to hurry”), ysmars -
to3Hath (“to know”), ArobumsIil - ArOObIH (“beloved”) in close prox-
imity makes the use of the Ukrainian words redundant; they function
only for the sake of local color. In the examples below, translations in
the text present functionally undifferentiated lexical items, between
which the ontological hierarchy is erased. The Ukrainian words retain
their material texture, but in joining the single, homogeneous cultural
space, they lost their ontological essence.

4. Apyroii 1siras, Bop4a Ipo ce0i, IIOAHAACA Ha HOTH, ABA pa3a
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OCBCTHA CEOfl MCKPAMHU, OYATO MOAHUAMI, PA3AYA TyOaMI TPyT H,
C KaraHIlOM B pyKaX, OOBIKHOBEHHOIO  MaAOPOCCHICKOIO
CBETHABHEIO, COCTOAINECIO U3 PasOHTOTO 9Yeperka, HAAHTOIO
Oapa HBUM KHPOM, OTIIPABHACA, OCBEIMafg Aopory [emphasis
mine] (I, 91).17

5. B mmpckoii cxoake, nau rpomaae, [emphasis mine] HecmoTps
HAa TO YTO BAACTb €0 OIPAHHYEHA HECKOABKHMU IOAOCAMH,
TOAOBA BCETAA O€peT BepX M IOYTH IIO CBOCH BOAE BBICEIAACT,
KOTO €My YTOAHO, POBHATH U TAAAUTD AOPOIY HAH Komarsb pBal (I,

118).18

As demonstrated before, the various strategies of hybridization
of the literary language by Pan'ko, Foma Grigot'evich, and Makar
Nazarovich differ in one important aspect: while Pan'ko tends to de-
territorialize the very grammatical norms of Russian, as if they were
processed through the consciousness of a non-native speaker of Rus-
sian, Foma Grigot'evich remains within them.!® In regards to the use
of Ukrainian elements, Foma Grigor'evich and Makar Nazarovich are
polar opposites: whereas the former uses them without translation or
explanation, the latter exploits the Ukrainian material for the sake of
exoticism by providing translations, thereby making it easier for the
Russian metropolitan audience to process.

Language Ideology at Work: the Editing of Vechera

In nineteenth-century Russia, the development of the institu-
tion of authorship accompanied the emergence of the institution of
editing. The editors usually performed an ideological function, which
consisted in the control and dissemination of texts. They typically
coalesced with censors in a single apparatus regulating literary produc-
tion by changing authors’ texts and significantly distorting them.
Gogol was personally deeply dissatisfied with this practice, and he
expressed his indignation?’ when Senkovskii published Balzac’s novel
Le Pere Goriot |Father Goriot, 1835], having completely rewritten the
conclusion of it. In fact, Senkovskii’s attempt at “correcting’” some-
body else’s texts for publication in his journal Biblioteka diia chteniia
[Library for Reading] clearly illustrates the common practice of butcher-
ing authors’ works.

The history of publication and editing of Gogol’s IVechera serves
as a vivid illustration of these tendencies. The first attempt at
“correcting” the language of the tales was made about a year prior to
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about the position of Lemkivshchyna in the imaginary geography of
Harasymowicz’s poem. The phrase “wyprawiac si¢ za morze” [“to set
out beyond the sea”] (136) implies a long and distant journey, but if
read literally it also presupposes a vast distance between Lemkivsh-
chyna and the place of destination. The sea, whether understood di-
rectly or metaphorically, is a boundary between two worlds—the
wotld of men, in which they search for #he word, and the world of
women, rooks, and birch trees. The latter is a clearly a marginalized
and, in a sense, peripheral place. Here the feminine is associated with
nature, invoking classical stereotypical distinctions between men and
women. Such an arrangement of space returns the reader to the prob-
lems surrounding the binary oppositions on which Harasymowicz’s
representation of gender is constructed. These will be discussed in
the next section, but first I will turn to another issue related to the
space and performance of gender and identity: namely, the notion of
Lemkivshchyna as a contact zone.

The concept of the contact zone, applied by Mary Louise Pratt
to colonial encounters, is explained by her as “the space in which peo-
ples geographically and historically separated come into contact with
each other and establish ongoing relations, usually involving condi-
tions of coercion, radical inequality, and intractable conflict” (6).8
“Jakie to przedwios$nie bedzie” presents an encounter of two people
who have been separated both geographically and temporally. Their
inequality is not, however, related to the colonial order, but to gender
roles established by patriarchal culture. This proves that any space—
not just a colonial space, as Gayatri Spivak sees it—can be “a complex
deployment of gender” (227). Lemkivshchyna is, therefore, a space in
which the feminine and the masculine, as well as the internal and the
external, the peripheral and the central, come into contact and reveal
the inherent tension inscribed in their differences. While these binary
oppositions can be multiplied, what is crucial here is the problem of
the power they imply and the inequality contained in them. Harasy-
mowicz’s contact-zone identities are entirely fixed. In this way, they
support the patriarchal apparatus of power, since it connotes rigidity
and an unchangeable order, which, according to Homi Bhabha, results
in “disorder, degeneracy and daemonic repetition |[emphasis
mine|” (94). The next section will address this issue in detail by ana-
lyzing the representation of woman and deconstructing the intrinsic
interdependence between this representation and the image of man
discussed earlier.
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“I gdzie$§ mnie komus sprzedano ... ”°

“Jakie to przedwiosnie bedzie” replicates most of the above-
mentioned gender clichés. This replication and repetition of stereo-
types contributes to the process of constructing the image of woman
as contradictory to the image of man.l® These facets of gender, in
turn, put into motion the process of “othering”: defining oneself in
distinction to someone else or, in other words, establishing one’s own
identity in relation to another identity.

While the performativity of the male persona is based on two
verbs of motion, jechaé [to travel| and wyprawiaé sig [to be setting out],
the female character’s performativity concludes with the verbs czekal
[to wait] and s#a¢ [to stand]. Although she is given the right to speak
and, consequently, to perform her identity, the woman’s performativ-
ity is based primarily on motionlessness. Her self-representation pro-
jects an image of a passive, and almost lethargic, person whose inde-
pendent acts are limited to waiting for the hero(s), and then to stand-
ing by the table. While the man is “crossing the seas,” the woman is
being hampered and sold, which is a metaphor for her unwanted and
imposed marriage. This subjugation of the female character is de-
picted not only by the poem’s imagery, which has much in common
with scenes of slavery, but it is also reflected in the use of language:

I w ten méj plaszcz wloséw
Zawinieto mnie wreszcie calg

Tu nikt nie stucha bozych gloséw

I gdzie§ mnie komus sprzedano (135)!"

The above stanza employs the passive voice in order to empha-
size the enslavement of a forced marriage, for the woman does not do
anything: things are being done by others. The passive voice—
“zawinieto mnie” [“I was wrapped”] and “sprzedano” [“I was sold”]
—is used here not only to present female passivity, but also to conceal
the identity of the perpetrators. Who performed the symbolic act of
selling the woman into marriage, offering her in return a cupboard of
cutlery and a pillow? If we rely on common knowledge of patriarchal
societies, the answer is simple: the woman’s father and her husband-to
-be most likely agreed on this deal. For, as Luce Irigaray notes in her
famous work This Sex- Which is Not One (1977), “woman is traditionally
a use-value for man, an exchange value among men; in other words a
commodity” (355).

Despite being presented as a commodity, the woman is credited
with sanctity. Her voice is supposedly god-like, whereas her hair, in
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their publication as a cycle by Pavel Svin'in, the editor of Syn ofechestva
(Son of the Fatherland). The tale “Vecher nakanune Ivana Kupala” ap-
peared in the January 1830 issue of the magazine under a slightly dif-
ferent title: “Bisavriuk, ili Vecher nakanune Ivana Ku-
pala” (“Bisavriuk, or St. John’s Eve”). Svin'in disfigured the tale, hav-
ing changed the title and “corrected” the oral locutions and Ukrainian
dialectical elements that were part of the tale’s artistic design. Trying
to avoid such gross editorial intrusions, Gogol decided to collect the
tales into a book and in the preface of “Vecher nakanune Ivana Ku-
pala,” he mocked the whole situation.?!

In the introduction to the tale, Pan'ko explains the peripetia of
how the “Moscovite” obtained Foma Grigor'evich’s tale and pub-
lished it against his will:

OAMH U3 TEX TOCIIOA — HaM IIPOCTHIM AFOASIM MYAPCHO

M Ha3BaTh MX — IIMCAKH OHH, HE IIHCAKU; a4 BOT TO

camoe, dYro OapBINHUKE HA HAIIAX SPMAPKAX.

HaxpaTaroT, HAIPOCAT, HAKPAAYT BCAKOM BCAYMHBL, AQ

I BBEIIIYCKAIOT KHIDKCYKU, HE TOAILIEC OYKBApS, KaXKABIH

MecAar, nanm HeAearo.  OAMH M3 9THX TOCIIOA H

BeiMaHUA y  @Pomer  I'puroppeBmda 3Ty  camyro

HCTOPHIO, 4 OH U BOBce 1103a0b1A 0 Heit (I, 99).22
The very specific details characterize people who acted like profiteers:
they swindled somebody else’s stories and then made money on pub-
lishing them, and this arrangement sheds light on the relationship be-
tween Gogol and Svin'in. A year after the publication in Syn ofechestva,
Gogol published Book One of his tales without Svin'in’s corrections
and, until now, this edition remains the only representation of the au-
thor’s authentic text—an authenticity not present in any subsequent
editions. Gogol was therefore conscious of the editorial practices of
Russian publishers and magazine editors and, in a sense, he predicted
the fate of his Iechera, which he saw significantly distorted after nu-
merous corrections. Already by the second edition the text did not
contain as many misspellings and grammatical mistakes, which consti-
tuted part of the authot’s artistic intention. Both of Pan'ko’s
“Predislovie” were especially damaged; his “Afterword,”? in which he
begged editors for mercy to ignore his misspellings, was discarded 7z
Zoto.

However dissatisfied with such dishonest editorial practices,
Gogol changed his own attitude to his texts and began to correct his
language and style, mainly by eliminating Ukrainianisms and Russian
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colloquialisms. Gogol’s letter to Mikhail Maksimovich, in which he
advised on how to write for Russian audience, can account for the
nature of those changes:

Ecrp mpomacte Takux pas M BHIPAKCHHIH,

00OpPOTOB, KOTOPHIE HAM, MAAOPOCCHAHAM, KAKCTCA

OYAYT IOHSTHBI AAS PYCCKHX, €CAM MBI IIEPEBEACM

HX CAOBO B CAOBO, HO KOTOpPEIC HHOIAA

VHHYTOKATOT ~ITOAOBHHY CMBICAA  IIOAAMHHUKA.

[Tourn Bceraa CHABHOE AAKOHHYECKOE MECTO

CTAHOBHUTCS HEIOHATHBIM HA PYCCKOM, IIOTOMY 9TO

OHO HE B AYXE PYCCKOIO fA3BIKA; M TOTAA AYHIIIE

ACCATBIO CAOBAMH OIIPCACAHTE BCIO OOIIHPHOCTD

ero, HemxeAu CKporTh ero [..] Ilommm, wro TBOI

IIEPEBOA AAf PYCCKUX, H IIOTOMY BCE MaAOPYCCKHE

060pOTHL 1 KOHCTPYKIHH 11pous. 2t (X, 311-2)
Two moments in the letter deserve consideration: Gogol’s concern
with addressing the broader audience in a comprehensible literary lan-
guage and his belief in the richness of Ukrainian idiomatic expressions
that become lost in Russian translation and so should be avoided.
This became an urgent task for Gogol and his contemporary editors
of echera: Prokopovich, Shevyriov, and Likhonin, who began to
eliminate the bilingualism of the first edition of the tales and standard-
ize it according to established literary norms. The standardization of
the language took place in two directions: on the one hand, the pecu-
liar Ukrainian lexicon, grammatical forms, and orthography were re-
placed with Russian equivalents; and on the other, the ungrammati-
calities, misprints, colloquialisms, and vulgarisms of the Russian lan-
guage were neutralized. In fact, it was the imperial education system
itself that prompted Gogol and the editors to adhere to a standard
version of the Russian language as the norm, marginalizing all variants
as impurities. It is possible to claim that language in echera became
the medium through which a hierarchical structure of power was per-
petuated.

When in 1836 Gogol decided to publish the second edition of
Vechera, he grouped together the tales and the new collection Mirgorod,
which had a subtitle “Povesti, sluzhashchie prodolzheniem “Vecherov
na khutore bliz Dikan'ki”” (“T'ales that Are the Sequel of ‘Evenings on
a Farm near Dikanka™). In order to emphasize continuity between
the two cycles, the writer began to refine his style in Iechera. It is im-
portant that in the same year, 1836, Gogol was preparing his Arabesk:
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(Arabesques) for publication and begged Pushkin to proofread it merci-
lessly.?> Although it is probable that Gogol remained under the im-
pression of Pushkin’s corrections when he decided to correct the style
of Vechera, it is unlikely that Pushkin or anyone else had a hand in its
editing. The corrections were unsystematic; more intensive editing
occurred in the text of the “Predislovie” and in the first three tales of
Book One. In those texts, the average number of corrections per
page was 2.5; in the forth tale “Propavshaia gramota” (“A lost dis-
patch”) —less than 2; and for Book Two—Iess than 1.5. Gogol’s ed-
iting for the second edition of 1836 reflected his conscious striving to
make the skaz style of his storytellers more vivid, while at the same
time standardizing their speech manner in accordance with the norms
of Russian. To this end he eliminated some Ukrainianisms and Rus-
sian dialectisms, replacing: “npanenex” with “npsanexonek,” “anbap”
with “ambap,” “moayAaHnk” with “moaammk,” “ayaeca Acrorca’ —
“gyaeca AeAarorcA,” “9ero K BBl IIEPEIYTaAMCh  — ‘“9ero K BEI
HCIyTaAuch,” “CTKAO” — “cTeKA0,” etc.

Another attempt to “improve” the tales was made when Gogol
launched the first publication of his Sochineniia in 1842, in which 17-
chera and Mirgorod formed Volume One. Because Gogol did not feel
himself competent in Russian to edit his works, he authorized his
classmate from Nizhyn Lyceum, Nikolai Prokopovich, to do it, who
by that time as a Russian teacher had received the reputation of being
an expert in Russian grammar. Delegating to him the enormous rights
to correct the language and style of his works for the publication of
his Sochineniia, Gogol wrote:

IIpn xoppekrype BTOPOro TOMa IIPOIIy TeOs
ACHCTBOBATD KAK MOXXHO  CaMOYIpaBHEH u
moaHoBaactHer: B Tapace byapbGe wmuOro ects
norperrHocreil nucia. OH gacto AOOUT OYKBY #
LA€ OHA HE y MECTa, ee TaM BBIOPOCh. B AByx-Tpex
MECTaX fl 3aMETHA IIAOXYIO IPAMMATHKY U IIOYTH
OCTyTCBHE CMBbICAA. [loaAyiicTa, ITOIIPaBb BE3AC C
TAKOIO K€ CBOOOAOIO, KAaK TH IICPEIIPABASCIID
TeTpPaAM CBOMX ydeHHKOB.  Bcam rae wactoe
ITIOBTOPEHHE OAHOIO M TOTO e 000pOoTa IIEPHOAOB,
AAM UM APYTOM, M HHKAK HE COMHEBANCA U HE
3aAYMBIBAHCA, OYAET AHM XOPOIIO — BCe OyAeT
xopomo.26 (XII, 84-5)
Prokopovich really took the writer’s advice to correct every mistake.
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The only problem was that his definition of mistakes was too broad:
he understood his task as correcting not so much Gogol’s orthogra-
phy, grammar, and punctuation, but improving Gogol’s overall style.
His corrections can be classified as such:

1. eliminaton of inversions: in “Strashnaia mest” instead of
«..BBHIIIICA ITOTHXOHBKY H3 ABOPA IIPOMEK CIIABIIMME CBOMMI
KO3aKAMI B TOPBD - «..IIPOMEXK CITABIIIUMH CBOMMHU KO3aKAMH
BBIIIICA IIOTHXOHBKY U3 ABOPA B TOPBI;27

2. insertion of new words whenever Prokopovich thought they were
missing (especially in dialogues between characters, which in prin-
cipal are incomplete sentences);

3. replacement of the ungrammatical, yet very characteristic to the
personages’ colloquial speech, elements. All ungrammaticalities in
the language of Rudy Pan'ko were standardized according to the
standard Russian grammar and orthography. Vakula in “Noch'
pered Rozhdestvom” tries to speak Russian: “Ho Bomxe moii, ot
4eBO OHa Tak 4epToBCcKU xoporra.”?8 Prokopovich corrected one
word “aeBo” replacing it with “gero” and the phrase began to
sound grammatically perfect, but the effect of deterritorialization
had been lost. Similarly, in “Maiskaia noch” (“A Night in May”),
a village clerk reads a letter from the district commissioners:
“npuxaspBaro Tebe ceif ke dYac [...] HOAYMHHTB MOCTBI Ha
croAGoBoit Aopore.”?’ Prokopovich thought that it was one of
Gogol”s blunders and replaced it with “moumnmrs,” (‘to fix’)
which is logically fits better, but it neutralizes the clerk’s bureau-
cratic manner of speech;

4. elimination of Ukrainianisms and Gogol”s neologisms, which
were dubious from the point of view of the linguistic purist: all
nouns ending in —1p were replaced with —1r (“roaoapa®ers” —
“ronoppaber;,”  “oceaeaens”  —  “oceaeaer,”  “xaomerp’  —
“xaomerr”); ending of nouns (“Kymaaer” — “Kymasa,” “mo
mepkse” — “mo mepxsu’); adverbs and prepositions (“Humade 3
HeOa” — “c Heba,” “mO-HAaA CaMBIM IPOBAAOM~ — “Hap CaMBIM

2 ¢

IIPOBAaAOM,” “3AITAAKAA YTO AUTH — “‘3AIIAAKAA KAK AUTH ).
Morteover, Prokopovich eliminated “p” in the word “bliz”” in the title,
combined the two glossaties of Ukrainian words from Book One and
Book Two and placed it at the end of Mirgorod, thereby emphasizing
the link between two cycles. Because Gogol neither approved nor
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disapproved these changes, it can be viewed as a supreme violation of
his will as an author. Since Prokopovich’s corrections were sanc-
tioned by the author himself, this version of Gogol’s text should be
acknowledged as the most valid text. However, there is evidence that
Gogol was not completely satisfied with Prokopovich’s work. In his
letter to the editor, the writer obscures his dissatisfaction in self-
condemnation:

VIspamme cOUYMHEHHII MOHX BBIIIAO HE B TOM BIIOAHE

BHAC, KaK 51 AyMaA, 1 BUHOIO, Pa3yMEETCs, 9TOMY f, HE

PACIIOPAAHMBIIIICE AKKypaTHEE ... Bkpaancy ormmbOxw,

HO, S AYMAIO, OHH IIPOH3OLIAKM OT HEIPABUABHOIO

OPHIHHAAL W IIPHHAAACKAT IIHCIY HAH ADKE MHE.

Bce, uro oT m3AaTeAd, TO XOpPOIIO, HUTO OT

tunorpaduu — TO Mep3Ko. DbykBer TOxe moaable. 1

BHHOBAT CHABHO BO BCEM. BO-IIepBBIX, BUHOBAT TEM —

BBCA T€OSI B XAOIIOTHI, XOTS TAMHBIH YMBICEA MOM OBIA

AOOPBIIL. Mue xXOTEAOCH TPOOYAUTH TEOA U3

HEABIDKHOCTH U IPHABHHYTb K ACATCABHOCTH

KHIDKHOIT; HO BIDKY, 9TO errie paHo ... (XII, 215-6)30
In all senses, Prokopovich became an editor par excellence, i.e. an
Enlightenment figure who claimed authority explicitly or implicitly.
The straightforward Enlightenment effect of his editing was to medi-
ate unintelligible, divergent meanings, and translate them for the bene-
fit of readership of the time. In his letter to Gogol dated October 21,
1842, Prokopovich reported about his work: “ I can guarantee the
exactness of my correction of which I am proud: I have become a
skilled hand (“nabil ruku”) at this enterprise and read two proofs by
myself; Belinskii read it one more time after me” (qtd. Shenrok 54)
The appearance of Belinskii, who was notorious for his attitude to
Ukrainian, in the editing process can account for the high range of
corrections: the ratio of them drastically increased in the tales follow-
ing “Maiskaia noch™ and consisted of 3.5 corrections petr page. Pro-
kopovich had indeed become a skilled hand at correcting the tales.

In 1850, Gogol initiated a new collection of his works in five
volumes and contracted Stepan Shevyrev for its publication.
Shevyrev, as a Slavophile and a professor of Russian literature, was
very concerned with polishing Gogol’s Russian and convinced the
writer to hire Mikhail Likhonin, a colleague from the journal Muscovite,
for the position of the editor. Presumably, Likhonin was assigned to
the position because of his excellent knowledge of Russian; he already
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published his textbooks Russkaia grammatika dlia pervonachal'nogo obuche-
nia dlia russkikh |Russian grammar for Primary Russian Instruction; 1839]
and the article “O pravopisanii inostrannykh sobstvennykh
imen” [“On the Orthography of Foreign Proper Names”] in Moskoviti-
anin (The Moscovite) in 1849. Technically, Likhonin played the same
role that Prokopovich played in the first publication of Gogol’s Sochi-
neniia (1842).

This time, Gogol wanted to correct the proofs with his own
hand and was working on them at the time of his death in February,
1852. He managed to proofread the first nine sheets of the first vol-
ume (up to the middle of “Noch' peted Rozhdestvom”), the first nine
sheets of the second volume (up to the middle of Taras Bulba), the
first thirteen sheets of the third volume (up to Zapiski sumashedshego
[Madman’s Notes]), and the first seven sheets of the forth volume (up
to Revigor [Inspector General]). Since Gogol’s corrections were not sys-
tematic, one cannot claim that the edited texts became the new ver-
sions of the Gogol’s works. Because Gogol was unable to finish his
proofreading, it is hard to determine how much damage was done by
Likhonin. Taking into account that Gogol did not authorize the final
correction of Book Two and that he made his own corrections of
Book One in addition to Prokopovich’s, it can be said that all these
were layered on top of each other, with Gogol’s text as a palimpsest.
Despite the fact that beginning with Nikolai Tikhonravov, who aimed
to rectify Gogol’s text by removing Prokopovich’s corrections, and
Nikolai Korobka, who continued this task in the end of the nine-
teenth century, the text of [“echera nowadays does not coincide with
the text of the first edition and the only way to rectify the situation is
to reprint the very first edition of the tales.>! It is important to do so
not only because the integrity of the authot’s work needs to be main-
tained, but because the reprint of Vechera could also shed light on
Gogol’s hybrid language and identity. Nowadays, all editions, includ-
ing the last one initiated by the Academy of Sciences of Russia, do not
reproduce Gogol’s idiosyncratic Russian orthography. The Ukrainian
elements appear in the text either in modernized Russian or, as in edi-
tions popular with scholars, transliterated in Ukrainian with adherence
to modern Ukrainian orthography. I believe Gogol’s language can be
neither transliterated in Russian, nor translated into Ukrainian because
of its hybrid nature.
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Conclusion

The history of Gogol’s reworkings and the collective editing of
the text of Vechera vividly demonstrate the writer’s persistent striving
to be comprehensible to the broad Russian reading audience, on the
one hand, and to manifest his hybrid national identity by preserving
the “impure” Russian language, on the other. The “improvement” of
Gogol’s Russian language over the 1830s and 40s inevitably involved
the self-translation of his identity, or his “discursive assimilation,” to a
new linguistic and cultural community. In a sense, Gogol’s identity
became a form of “doing:” i.e. a local construction that occurred in a
particular community of practice. Striving to acquire standard Rus-
sian, Gogol at the same time did not entirely abandon the speech of
his childhood. Moreover, by appropriating the imperial language, its
discursive forms, and its modes of representation, Gogol was able to
intervene more readily into the dominant discourse and to interpolate
his own cultural realities. Insofar as Russian society at the beginning
of the nineteenth century was repressing linguistic diversity, the mi-
norities of the Russian Empire who did not speak the standard Rus-
sian were subject to symbolic domination.?> Under the hegemonic
ideology of homogenization, Gogol became subject to the “symbolic
violence” of monolingual standardization, and his integration into the
standard linguistic community naturally involved the monolingualiza-
tion of his literary language.

There is a strong belief among Russian Gogol scholars that af-
ter the publication of Iechera and Mirgorod, when Gogol eliminated the
Ukrainian elements from his literary language, that the quality of his
Russian improved drastically in a short span of time. Not only being
an overt simplification, this statement is also used as a main argument
in discussions of Gogol’s belonging exclusively to the Russian culture.
The changes in Gogol’s literary language throughout his career have
never been studied, but even a passing glance at the texts of Mertvye
dushi and V'ybrannye mesta iz perepiski s drugiami provides information to
debunk the idea of the purity of Gogol’s Russian language.?® Not only
had Gogol overcome the “impurity” of his bilingual mind by the
1840s, but his quest for the appropriate language in which he could
address the entire Russian nation was indeed a continual process of de
- and reterritorialization.> The history of the editing of Gogol’s 17-
chera vividly demonstrates these processes: deterritorialization occurs
in his non-standard, sometimes ungrammatical use of Russian; how-
ever, it is immediately followed by reterritorialization centered on the
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normative use of Russian. Gogol’s odd usage of the Russian language
lies not only in creating ungrammatical forms and neologisms, but
also in his complicated (compared to, for example, Pushkin’s laconic
verbal one) syntax—a syntax based on the multiplication of adjectives
and abuse of the pronominal. These innovative, yet strange, linguistic
usages (or “tensors” as Deleuze and Guattari refer to them) open new
possibilities for language play that are not available in major languages.
In Vechera, Gogol does not so much challenge and subvert the domi-
nant discourse, as much as he distances himself from his St. Peters-
burg territoriality. In doing so, Gogol created a minor literature that
signaled the undecipherable quality of becoming Ukrainian and be-
coming Russian, while never providing readers with a sense that these
terms denoted a finite territorial belonging. Positioned on the intersti-
ces of two cultures, Gogol’s [echera opens up the in-between space of
cultural ambivalence and dilutes the imaginary essence of the Russian
nation through a distorted Russian language.

Notes

1. More information on Gogol’s dual national identity can be found in
Zviniatskovskii.

2. Pushkin, for example, wrote in his letter to A. Voeikov in August 1831
that Gogol’s tales “amazed” (igumili) him.

3. [“I have been printing [my works] for 16 years already and critics have
found only five grammatical mistakes in my poems (and they were right);
I have always been grateful to them and have always corrected the
marked mistake. I write much worse in prose, and speak even worse,
almost as bad as Gogol writes. All translations are mine, unless other-
wise noted.”]

4. [“We were so grateful to the young author that gladly forgave him his
uneven and inaccurate language.”]

5. Tor a discussion of Gogol’s bilingualism, see Barabash. See also Man-
delshtam’s analysis of the interference of the Ukrainian grammar into
Gogol’s Russian.

6. See, for example, Karpiuk.

7. Here is an excerpt from Afanasii Gogol’s comedy “Roman i Paraska”
rendered by Panteleimon Kulish and transliterated by him in Russian:
«AeHicTBHE IIPOHMCXOAMT B MAAOPOCCHICKOH Xarte, yDOroH, HO
uncreHpkoi.  [lapacka cmauT y meum m IIPAAET. BxoauT myxuk,
XOPOIIO OACTEIH, H TOBOPHT:

- 3aoposa Oyaa, kymo! A kym Ae?
ITapacka. — Ha meun.
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Kym. — Viosrs #a neunr AGo, MOKe, 1 He 3Aa3BIB CETOAHU?

Tyr MEKAY KYMOM H KYMOIO IIPOHCXOAUT CEKpPETHBIH pasrosop. Omna
BBIIPAIIHBACT y HEIO 3aiilla, Y100 IIOAYPAYUTH MyKa M BBIKUTH €rO Ha
Bpems n3 xatel. Kym 3amedaer eif: T'BI, KyMO, ¥ ABIXa IPACII, OAHAKO 7K
OTAAQET €ii CBOIO AOOBIUY.

Koraa rocts yaaanacs, [Tapacka obparmaercst K MysKy C YBEIIAHHAMI:

- T'pI O TAKBI IIHIITOB XOTH 3AMIIA ITBIFIMAB, ITIOO MBI OCKOPOMBIABICH XOTb
3AAY9BIHOXO.

Poman (rpomko ¢ rreun). — Ynm A éro GyAy AOBEITE? Y MEHE YOPTHIMA
HI COOAKBI, HU PYIITHFIIA.

[MTapacka. — Kym opocsiM 3afiIis AOBBITB; a HAIlle KOBAHE Take IpyAKe!
Poman (pasocrao). — To-10 i1 e! SI ABIBAIOCH, 2 BOHO TaK IIIBEIAKO
110OHUTAO AO KOpBITal

IMapacka. — Ot Gauwpm! VeraBail ABIIT Ta yORpacs.

Poman. — Tpeba & MOCHHAATEL

IMapacka. — T’ 3HACIIID, 110 ¥ HAC HIYOTrO Hema. S| 3pobArO xEOa
POCOABIIIO Ta HAKPBIIIY CyXapuB; Thl i mmorroncsLy (qtd. Kulish 95-6)
More information on Gogol’s mistakes in his early correspondence can
be found in Tikhonravov’s article “Zametki o slovare, sostavlennom
Gogolem”, pp. 197-8.

It is important to pinpoint the differences in the orthographical princi-
ples of Russian and Ukrainian. Russian orthography, quite phonemic in
practice, is based mostly on morphological (the spelling of prefixes; suf-
fixes and endings vary significantly from their pronunciation) and gram-
matical (it specifies conventional orthographic forms to mark grammati-
cal distinctions, gender, and participles vs. adjectives) principles, rather
than on phonetic one. Ukrainian orthography, however, is phonemic
(all morphemes are written as they are pronounced in isolation, without
vowel reduction) and morphemic, although some historical forms unre-
lated to its phonemic and morphemic structures have been retained.
[“Tll tell you about the time the witches played Jackass with my old
grand father (80).”] All English translations from Gogol’s VVechera na
khotore blig Dikan'ki are quoted from N.U7. Gago! Village Evenings near
Dikan' ka and Mirgorod. Trans. and Ed. Christopher English. NY: Oxford
UP, 1994.

[“T’'ve got myself a pipe, but damn-all to light it with (86).”]

[“Look, look, Mama is jumping about like a looney! (90).”]

[“Damn the lying Russian dog who printed it — I spit in his face! He
hasn’t a scrap of wit in his head! Listen and I’ll tell you the real story
now (35).”]

[“Foma Grigorievich! Foma Grigorievich! Do tell us one of your scary
stories about the old days! Go on! Tell us, please! ...”” (80).]

Rudy Pan'ko mocks Makar Nazarovich’s incompetence in the propetr
method of pickling apples. Unlike everyone present at Pan'ko’s patty,
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17.

18.

19.

20.
21.

22.

23.

24.

Makar Nazarovich insists on a certain grass to be added to the brine.
His idea sounds so ridiculous that Pan'ko discourages him from spread-
ing it in order to not make a complete fool of himself.

[“Merciful Lord, the things they have at that market! Wheels, glass, tar,
tobacco, straps, onions, all sorts of wares ... and even if you had as much
as thirty rubles in your pocket you wouldn’t be able to buy up the whole
of it (12).”]

[“The other gypsy, grumbling away to himself, rose to his feet, struck
two bright showers of sparks, pursed his lips to blow on the tinder, and
brandishing a rough-and-ready lamp, the usual form of illumination in
Little Russia, consisting of a potsherd filled with melted mutton fat, set
off on his way” (20).]

[“At the village council, or rural assembly, where his power is limited to
a couple of votes, the headman somehow always gets the upper hand
and sends out whomever he wants to do jobs like leveling roads or dig-
ging ditches” (59).]

In the speech of Foma Grigot'evich there are very few vernacular ele-
ments (like “kaxucs,” “rysmrs,” “rypHYTs”) and ungrammatical forms
(like “kyapr” instead of “kyaa,” “sa Hearoboro asxa” instead of “za
HeAroOuMOoro Asxa”).

See Gogol’s letter to M. Pogodin from January 11, 1834,

Foma Grigor'evich asks Pan'ko whose story he is reading: “- ITocroiire!
Hamepea ckaxure mMue, 910 910 BBI unTaere? ... - Kak uro umraro, Poma
I'puropbera?  Bariry ObIAb, Balm COOCTBEHHBIE CAOBA ... - [1AFofiTe %
HA TOAOBY TOMYy, K10 310 Haneuartaal Bpewe, cyuusi Mockaas!” (I, 99).
[““Wait!  Tell me first what it is you’re reading?’... “‘What I’'m reading?
Why, Foma Grigorievich, it’s your story, your own words.” ... ‘Damn
the lying Russian dog who printed it—I spit in his face!™ (35).]

[“Once one of those gentry types—it’s hard for us simple folk to know
what to call them—they may know how to push a pen, but they’re no
better than the horse-traders at our markets. They snatch, beg, and steal
whatever they can, and produce little books no bigger than an ABC
book every month or even week—well, one of those gents wheedled this
story out of Foma Grigorievich, who went and forgot all about it” (35).]
[“Please don’t take it amiss, good sirs, if there are more mistakes in this
little book than there are grey hairs on my old head. What can I do?
I’'ve never had much to do with book-learning and the like before ... See
how many misprints I've found! All I ask, if you find any of them, is
that you pay no attention, and read them as if they were spelt cor-
rectly” (216).]

[“There are loads of phrases, idioms and expressions which we, Little
Russians, think will be clear for Russians, if we translate them literally,
but which sometimes destroy half of the original. Almost always a
strong laconic passage becomes unclear in Russian because it is not in
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the spirit of the Russian language; in this case it is better to express it
[the Ukrainian word] with ten words, than to conceal it ... Remember
that your translation is intended for Russians and therefore all Little
Russian idioms and phrases off.”]

“Do not stop yourself from indignation when you see mistakes,” wrote
Gogol to Pushkin in his letter from January 22, 1835 (X, 348).

[“While correcting the second volume, I beg you to do it as brutally and
autocratically as you can: in Taras Bul’ba, there are many mistakes that a
copyist had made. He likes letter 1’; get rid off it wherever it is mis-
placed. In two or three places I have noticed bad grammar and almost
the complete absence of sense. Please, correct everywhere with as much
freedom as when you are correcting the notes of your students. If there
is a repetition of the same expression, find another one, and do not
doubt or think about it whether it will be good—everything will be
good.”]

[“Danilo...walked quietly out of the yard, stepping between sleeping
Cossacks, and made for the hills” — [stepping between sleeping Cossacks
[Danilo] walked quietly out of the yard and made for the hills.”]

[“Oh my God, why does she have to be so devilish pretty?”]

[“... I forthwith direct you ... to subjugate the bridges on the highway
27

[“The publication of my works came out not as I intended them to be,
and I am the only one who should be blamed, because I did not gave
accurate orders ... Some misprints have crept into the text, but I think
they were because of the bad original and belonged to the copyist, or
even to me. Everything that came from the publisher is good, every-
thing from the typography—bad. Letters are also mean. I am so guilty
in everything. First of all, I gave you so much trouble, although I meant
well. T wanted to awaken you from immobility and get you involved in

the book printing; but now I see it was too eatly ...”]

On the necessity to publish the initial text of [echera, see Motorin

For more on this, see Bourdieu.

In the texts of these Gogol works, the Ukrainian elements penetrate not
only the Russian lexicon (“mpucayxntbes,” “KyAbl,” “‘3aBroAHO,”
“AocarHYA,” “HakAacTb,” “MapMop,” “cxBaTHACH cO cryaa,” etc.) but also
its grammar (“IIOCAATH ITO XYAOKHHUKY ).

In Deleuze and Guattari’s theory of Kafka as a “minor” writer (1986), de
-territorialization and re-territorialization figure prominently in tandem
with the concepts of “decoding” and “recoding.” Territory, in the etho-
logical sense, is created through the process of de-territorialization,
whereby milieu components are detached and given greater autonomy,
and re-territorialization, through which these components receive new
functions within the newly created territory. The scholars describe the
liminal status of the “minor” writer as one who uses the language of a



PERFORMANCE 51

dominant culture or class but “de-territorializes” that majority language
in a politically enabling and subversive manner. “Minor” writer, writing
in a “major” language, can defamiliarize that language by allowing the
“minor” language—particularly its grammatical categories—to infiltrate
the syntax of the “major” language, allowing “one function” to be
played off against the other in order that “all the degrees of territoriality
and relative de-territorialization” may be “played out” (26). According to
this reasoning, the “minority” language therefore “inhabits” or
“occupies” the dominant language, undermining any sense of univocal
authority. Deleuze and Guattari emphasize that in using these disruptive
linguistic techniques, the “minor” writer’s objective is to shift the pa-
rameter of meaning in a political act which serves to represent the intet-
ests of the writer’s regional culture.
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