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Colorful, vibrant, and absurd, Nikolai Gogol’s fiction continues to entertain, confuse, and
disturb common readers and scholars alike one hundred and sixty years after his death. Perhaps
even more mysterious than his fiction is the persona of the author himself. A known
hypochondriac and megalomaniac (Zholkovsky), Gogol loved to dress in flamboyant clothing,
cook decadent Italian dinners, and converse with his characters out loud while writing his fiction.
Richard Peace accurately sums up the life, mind, and legacy of Gogol when he describes this
strange little man as “an enigma” (1).

Part of what makes Gogol’s literature so fascinating is his artful use of words. Simon
Karlinsky once cleverly called Gogol a “word glutton” who loved “inventing words and devising
macaronic verbal coinages involving several languages” (“Portrait of Gogol as a Word
Glutton170). Interestingly, Gogol often coupled this “word gluttony” with images of literal
gluttony that appear in just about every work of fiction, from the pagan-like feasts described in
Evenings on a Farm Near Dikanka to the simple supper of the “fair-to-middlin’” gentleman
Chichikov in Dead Souls (56). Gogol’s word gluttony reached a height in Dead Souls, which was
published in 1842, two years after he recovered from a mysterious illness and embraced Eastern
Orthodox Christianity with a newfound enthusiasm that eventually evolved into his final spiritual
crisis. Since his years as a student at Nezhin, Gogol believed that a higher power had entrusted
him to rejuvenate the moral health of the Russian people. With fiction as his divine vessel, Gogol
hoped to inspire his readers to thoroughly investigate their own souls. From his earliest
Ukrainian tales to his final work of fiction, Dead Souls, Gogol reveals the spiritual degeneracy of
his characters through their specific acts of gluttony. The ironic twist is that throughout his
literary career, Gogol was engaging in his own form of gluttony in his attempt to spiritually

nourish Russia. This essay investigates Gogol’s fiction through the lens of apophaticism, a
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theology embraced by the hesychasts of the Eastern Orthodox Church that utilized the negation
of language in order to come into divine unity with God. An apophatic approach not only gives
Gogol’s readers a new perspective from which to analyze his fiction, but also explains the

tragicomedy of Nikolai Gogol’s life as a whole.

I. Ero XXu3up u Cmepth
Hukonait Bacunbesuu ['orons poawmics 20 mapta B 1809 rony B cesnie CopoUYHHITHI B

VYxpaune. Ero panssist )xu3Hpb Obl1a He oueHb uHTepecHoi. B 1821 rony Hukonait moctymnun B
mikony B Hexxune. Bacwnmid, otery Hukonasi, Ob11 3eMiieBnazenel] u yKpauHckuit npamatypr. OH
ymep B 1825 rony, korna ['oronto ObLT mecTHAAIATD JET. YUEHbIE AyMalOT, yTo Mapus, MaTh
I'orons, kotopas Obla peIUrno3HbIM (DAHATUKOM, MOBJIHSUIIA HA TICUXOJIOTMYECKOE COCTOSIHUE
I'orons. Caiimon Kapnunckuii yrBepkaaet, 4to ['oromis “yHaciieoBail... ero 6e3srpaHu4HYyIO
(anTa3uio” 1 “ero yMEeHHue Ui CMa3bIBaTh peasibHble U MHUMbIC” oT Mapuu (The Sexual
Labyrinth of Nikolai Gogol 8). E€ penurnosusiii ¢panati3m mopiusia Ha ['orois, HO He
BbI3bIBaJIa [yXOBHBIN KpU3UC ['0r0s1s1, KOTOpHI HavyalICs B MOCIEAHUE JECATH JIET €ro Ku3HU. Jlo
ero 0oJie3HH, KOTopas OblIa ouTH cMepTesbHast, B 1840 romxy, ['orons ObLT “HOMHHAIBHBIN
XPHUCTHAHUH B JIydiieM ciydae” (Maguire 82) u “ObUT CKENTHYECKUN ™ 1 Jake ObLT
“Bpak1eOHBIN” K OpraHu30BaHHON peuruu (84). DTa Mmo3uIust O4eBUIHAS B IHCHME, KOTOPOE
I'orose Hanrcan MatepsiM B okTsi0pe B 1833 roxy:

He yuute e€ kakoMmy-HHOYIb KaTEeXU3UCY, KOTOPBIM Tapabapckas rpaMoTa JUist

muTsaTH. Y 5T0 HEMHOTO TOXKE clienaeT 100pa, eciiu oHa OyaeT OecrpecTaHHO

XOJUTh B LIEPKOBb. TaM JIsl IUTATHU TOXKe BCE HETIOHATHO: HU SI3bIK, HU OOPSIBL.

Ona IMPUBLIKHET HA 9TO INIAACTh, KAK HAa KOMCIUIO. . .Ha Bcé€ g rmsanen
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0ecCTpacTHBIMHU TJIa3aMU; sI XOJUII B IIEPKOBb MTOTOMY, YTO MHE MTPUKA3BIBAIH WIIN

HOCHJIM MEHSI; HO CTOSI B HEH, 1 HUYETro HE BUJIEN, KPOME pH3, MOIa U TPOTUBHOIO

PEBEHHUS AbSTYKOB. S KPECTUIICS TOTOMY UTO BUJIET, UTO BCE KPECTATCA.

(Memepsikos 281, kuura 10)
Opnako B mucbMe ['0rosb TakykKe TOBOPUT O TOM, Kak Mapus ““Tak XOpoIio, Tak MOHITHO, TaK
TpPOTaTeNbHO paccKazalin’ eMy, “‘0 TeX OJjarax, KOTOpbIe 0KUJIAIOT JIFOJICH 3a 100pOACTEIbHYIO
KHU3HB~ TEM HE MEHee ““TaK pa3UTEJbHO, TAK CTPAILIHO ONKCAJIN BEUHbIE MYKHU I'PEIIHbIX, YTO 3TO
MOTPSICIIO U pa3Oyauiio Bo [HEM] BCIo uyBCTBUTEIBHOCTD (MemepsikoB 281, kuura 10).

[To oxonuanuu rumuasuu B Hexxune B 1828 roza, ['orons nepeexan B Cankt-IletepOypr.
OH meITasIcs HAMKCaTh CTUXOTBOpPeHKE moj 3ariaBreM Ganz Klchelgarten. CtuxorBopenue
OBLIO CMENIHBIM YXAaCHBIM U MOJTYYHIIO IJI0XKE OT3bIBHI. [locne sToro nnuuaeHTa, ['oroas yexan
u3 Poccun B I'epmanuto B aBrycre 1829 rona. On BepHyicst B Poccuio B ceHTA0pe, 4YTOObI
paboTtath Ha rocyaapcTBeHHOM ciryx0e. Ho, 'orosb oco3nai, 4To rpaxkaanckas ciayxoa Oblia
CKYYHOU M HE IPUHOCHIIA YIOBOJLCTBUE. [ToaTOMY, OH pentii 1o0uBaThCs Ipyroi Kapsepsl. OH
MIPOJI0JIKAJl TUCaTh, HO OH TaK)kKe Havals npenogaBaTh B MIHcTuTyTe OTeuectBenHoil Uctopuu. B
1831 rony, I'orosib n3an nepByro 4acTh KHUTH O Y KPaMHCKHX paccKaszax Moji 3arjiaBueM
Beuepa na xymope 61u3 ouxanvx. Kuura 6ni1a 04eHb MOMYISIPHA U, CIIE0BATEIBHO,
nuTepaTypHas kapbepa ['oross Hadanace. B 1835 rony, korna on npodeccopom Bceobmei
uctopuu B Cankr-IletepOyprckom yHuBepcurere, ['oronb u3nan [Ba mpou3BeIeHUs
nureparypsl: Apabecku(B susape) u Mupzopoo (B mapTe).
["oronp nmoxyynn mWUpPOKoOe MpU3HAHUE TIOCIIE CTAJI MOMYISIPHBIM MOCJE IPEMBEPBI €TI0

nbechl Pesusop 19 anpens 1836. OnHako ero 3puTenu HEMPaBUIBHO MOHSUIH CMBICH ITbeChbl. OHU

AyMalii, 4TO ObLIa TOIBKO KoMeusl, KOTOpasa BbICMCHUBAJIA T'OCYAAPCTBEHHYIO CUCTEMY. I'orons
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OBLI PacCTPOCH, IOTOMY YTO Iheca He Havaja TyXOBHOE MpeoOpakeHHe PYyCCKOro Hapoaa
(Maguire 92). Bo Bropoii pa3 yexain uz Poccun B 3anaanyro EBpory. OH BepHysics B Poccuto
HECKOJIbKO pa3 B mepuox ¢ 1836 mo 1848.

Cuauana, ['orons nucan oueHb MHOTO. OH 3aKOHYMII €r0 €IMHCTBEHHBIH POMaH,
Mépmevie Oywiu M HaJIesJICSI HAMMCATh BTOPYIO M TPETHIO YacTh Tpuiioruu. Ho, myOnmkamus
Mepmebvix dywax o3Hadanga KoOHel JJuTeparypHoit kapbepsl ['oromns. C 1842 1o koHIa )KHU3HHU,
["oronb crapancs 3akoHUNUTh KHUTY. OH M3/1aBaJl TOJIBKO JTOKYMEHTAJIbHYIO IIPO3Y, HAPUMED,
Buibpannvie mecma uz nepenucku ¢ opysvsamu. Kuura 0puta KOJUIEKIHS TUCEM U 3cCe, B
KoTopoM ["orosib urpan posib MOpaiucTa u opatopa. [ 'oroias Hadai qymMaTh O MyOJUKAIIMU KHUTH
B 1846 roy moTOMY 4TO €My HY>KHBI OBUTH IeHBI'H, 4TOOBI moexath B Mepycamum (Karlinsky
247). Kak oka3zanoch, ['orois Hauan BepuTh, UTO BuibpanHnvie mecma uz nepenucku ¢ Opy3bamu
ObL1a ero camas 6osbias padota. OgHaKo, €ro yuTaresaei gymanu no-apyromy. JIroam, KoTopsie
00bI4HO XBajiH pabotsl ['orous, Obu cepauThl U ockopOieHbl. Buccapuon I'puropbeBuy
bennHCkul, IMTEpaTypHBINA KPUTHK, KOTOPBIA paHee MOXBAIMII €r0 KakK MHACATENA-PEeAInCTa,
Hanai Ha ['oroJist HoTOMy 4TO OH cuMTall, 4TO ['orons mpegan ero nueHHoCcTH. bennHckuii Bceraa
nymait, 94To ['orosb xoTen n3mMeHuTs o0mecTBeHHbIN cTpoi B Poccun. Ha camowm nene, ['oromns
OBLT KOHCEPBATOPOM, KOT'/Ia 3TO KacajaoCh MOJUTHUECKHUX U COLMATBHBIX BOIIPOCOB.
O0eckypakeHHBIN W3-3a HETATHBHOW KPUTHKH, [ OT0JIb MOCa SK3eMIUIsip KHUTH K OTIy
KoncrantuHoBckoMy, B Hajex 1€ YTo KOHCTaHTHHOBCKUIN OBl IOHATH €r0 MOPaIbHbBIE
COOOIIIEHHE.

Orent MatBeii AnekcanapoBud KOHCTaHTHHOBCKHI OBLT Xapu3MaTHYECKUH CBSIIICHHHUK,
KOTOPBI UTpajl BAXKHYIO POJIb B MOCJeAHUE ToAbI ['orons ku3nu. OH Hayan CBOIO Kaphepy B

HpOBHHHHaHLHOﬁ Poccun u 0BT U3BECTEH CBOEH CTpaCTHOﬁ IMpOIOBECABIO U JKECTOKOH
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mmaHocThIO. ['pad Anexcanap ToncToii MO3HAKOMUIICS C HUM, KOT/1a OH ObUT TyOepHaTOpOM
Tsepckoii rydoepaun. I'pad usymuics peaurno3nomy oopzamy xu3Hu MatBest AjleKCaHIpOBHYA
Y TIPUTJIACHJI CBSIILIEHHHKA MepeexaTh 13 mpoBUHIMH B [IpeobpakeHCcKyto 11epKoBb B PikeBe.
I'pad Anekcanap Toncroit xotei, urods Otenr KoHCTaHTHHOBCKHIA 00paTHiiCS K
cTapooOpsineM 1 yoeaun ux BepHyThes K ucTuHHOMY [IpaBocnasuto (Karlinsky 271). ¥V
Marses AnekcanapoBrya ObUT yCIieX M OH 4acTo roceman aoM ['pada, rae oH BcTpeTHiics ¢
I'orosem.

B muceme, kotopoe o Hanucan u3 Heamnois B saBape wim B (heBpasie 1847, T'orob
npocuT Martsest AjeKkcaHApOBUYA YTOOBI OH MPOUUTAN BboiOpanHble Mecma u3 nepenucku ¢
Opy3bsiMu M 1aTh OOPATHYIO CBSI3b.

S mporry Bac yOeAUTENbHO MPOYUTATH MOIO KHUTY U CKa3aTh MHE XOTS J1Ba
CJIOBEUYKa O HEH, MepBhIe, KaKue MPUAYTCS BaM, KaKue CKaKeT BaM JIyIlia Balia.
He ckpoiiTe oT MeHsI HUUEro U He JlyMaiiTe, 4ToObI Ballle 3aMeYaHue WU YIIpeK
OBLIT IS MEHsI OTOPUTENICH. YTIPEKH MHE CIIaJIKH, a OT Bac emié OyaeT ciamie. He
3aTPYAHAUTECH TEM UTO MEHsI HE 3HAeTe; TOBOPHTE MHE TaK, KaKk ObI MEHS BEK
3Han. (MermiepsikoB 231, kaura 13)
K coxanenuto, Oteny KoHCTaHTUHOBCKHI OTBETHI oTpuIiaTeabHO. OH kpuTukoBan "[Incemo
XIV," koropoe I'orons Hanucan ['pady Toncromy. B muceme ['orons meiTancs yoenuts
I'padaTosncroro B Hanmuuuu MopaibHbIX kKauecTB TeaTtpa (Karlinsky 271). KoncranTHHOBCKHUI
3anpeTul AesITeIbHOCTh, KOTOpasi He Oblila PeTUTHO3HOM, HanpuMep: TaHIbl ¥ nenue. OH He MOT
¢ atuM cmuputbesa. Kputnk Kapnunckuii yrBepxkaaer, 4to uaeu ['oross MoryT noBiusTh Ha
ayxoBHOCTH ['pacda Toncroro (272). T'orons mocnan HeMeIJICHHBIH OTBET, B KOTOPOM OH

00BSACHUII CBOIO IIO3UIIMIO, a TAKIKC no6narozlap1/m MartBes AJICKC&HI[I)OBI/I‘IB. 3a COBCThBI
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(Memepsikos 300, kaura 13). D10 nepBast TUCKYCCHSI ITOJIOKUIIA HAYAJIO MEPEIIUCKH, KOTOpast
OyzneT mpoioinkaThest 10 cmeptu ['oros B 1852 roxy. 1847 roga mo 1852 Obunu caMble
"penuruo3nbie” TobI xKu3HU ['oromnst u Orenr KOHCTaHTHHOBCKHUY HECOMHEHHO OBUT YaCTUYHO
OTBETCTBEHEH 32 OKOHUYATEIIbHBIN 1yXOBHBIN Kpu3uc ['oromst. Ho, ['orons noBepusics emy
notomy yto Otery KoncTaHTHHOBCKUI /1ai1 ['0romito 1yX0oBHBINM COBET U JyXOBHYIO TUCLUIUIMHY,
Kotopble ['orosb gyma, 4To0bl MOMOYbL €My UCKOPEHUTH BCE BpOXKACHHBIE cTpacTtu” (273).
Iepen Berpeueit Orna Koncrantunosckoro, ['orons mocermn Makapuii, oTmiensHUK B ONTHHY
[lycTbIHb, 3HAMEHUTHII MOHACTBIPB, rAe 00a JloctoeBckoro u ToncToro ykpbuics Bo BpeMs UX
JyXOBHBIX Kpu3ucoB. HO, ['oromto He HpaBuIKMCh COBEThl Makapusi, OH HaXOAMJ 00JerYeHue B
nponioBesix cpsmeHHnka (Karlinsky 273).
B saBape 1848 rona, 'orons noexan B Mepycanum. Bo Bpems moe3aku, OH OTILIBLT B
Cununnuio 1 ManbTy, rie B TO BpeMsl IPOUCXOAUiIa HCTOpUYecKas peBoItous. I'oronb Ob11
o0ecrokoeH coObITHsIMU B EBporie 1 ero 6ecrnokoiicTBO MOKHO YCIBIIIATh B €ro nuchmax. B
KOHIIE KOHIIOB, ['orons npubsut B Mepycanum. Kapnunckuit yrBepxkaaet, uto ['oromns “Obu1 kak
B TyMaHe” Kak oH Opoawn o Mepycanmumy (261). B muceme ot 16-28 deBpans 1848 rona,
['oronp Hanncan KOHCTAaHTUHOBCKOMY ¥ BBIPA3WJ pa304apOBaHUE B CBSI3U C COCTOSHUEM €T0
JUYILIN:
VY rpoGa rocnoiHs s HTOMSHYJI Ballle UMs; MOJIHJICA KaK MOT MOUM CEpJILIEM He
YMEIOIIUM MOJIUTHCS. MOJIUTBa MOSI COCTOSIa TOJIBKO B OJTHOM cllaboM
W3BSIBICHUU 0JIar0TapHOCTH 00Ty 3a TO 4TO Tocyialn MHe Bac. (MemepsikoB 53,
kHura 14).

CMyTHBIE 3aBJICHUS, TAKHAE KAK “MOJIMJICSA KaK MOT MOUM CEPALIEM HE YMEIOIIUM MOJUTHCS,”

OBLIN CBOMCTBEHHO eMYy, 0COOEHHO B €10 IICPCIHCKE C KoHcTaHTHHOBCKHUM. Ka)KeTCH, OH
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HUKOI'/1a HE TOBOPUJI O CBOUX BHYTPEHHMX MBICIAX. OH TOJBKO 3HAJ, YTO OH “HE BUAENIACH’ €My
CBOA “O€CUYBCTBEHHOCTb, YEPCTBOCTD U JIEPEBSIHHOCTD  MOKA OH IBITAJICS MOJIUTHCA “y CAMOTO
cesitoro rpoba” (Memepsikos 59, kaura 14).

[Noronb Bepuyics uz Uepycanuma B anpene 1848 roxa u xxuin B Opecce ¢ Mutaiumm
oparom Ilymkuna JleB go okTs10ps 1848 roma xoraa on nepeexan B MockBy. B Mockse, ['orosb
X1 ¢ apyrom u kosuteroi, M.P. Ilorogunsiv. Ho Iloronus He MOr TepneTh peauruo3Hbii
¢danatuzmy ['oroms. [Tostomy [Norose nepeexan B 1om ['pada Toscroro, rae oH Oyaer KUTh 10
€ro CMepTH.

[Tocne moe3nxu B Uepycanum ['orones nsmenwics. Panbie B mucbMax ['orosis
YIOMUHAIKCh pa304yapoBaHKe U Nevalib, HO KaK TOJIbKO OH BepHyJicsa B EBporty, oH roBoput
OoJbIe 0 cTpaxe u o cata”e. B nuceMe u3 Ogeccsl, ['orosb ynoMmuHaeT ero “roioxeHbe
NeNCcTBUTENBHO Beex onacHee” (62). OH ewmé aymall, 4To ero BbIASIUIN Ha “‘BBICIINE CHJIBI,” HO
9Ta BhICIIAs cWiia Obuia 37oBerias. Emé pas, s3Ik CMyTHBIN U IOBTOpstoImuiAcs. ['orois
OOBSCHSIET CBSIICHHUKY UTO €My ‘““MHOT0 ObI XO0TeJI0Ch cKka3aTh KOHCTaHTMHOBCKOMY, HO “3TO
3aHs110 ObI CTPaHMIIBI U BECbMA JIETKO MEPENuIo Obl B MHOIOCIOBHE MOXKET OBITh 1aXK€E B JIOXKD
(62). I'orosp MPOAOIKACT U TOBOPHUT YTO, MOKET OBITh, “AyX-000JBCTHTENH” 0OMAHBIBACT €TI0
(62). HecmoTpst Ha HaaSK Iy Ha CIIaCEHHE, OH He OBLT B CHIIaX HTHOPUPOBATH YyBCTBO
MPUCYTCTBHS 3J714.

B Hos16pe 1848 rona, 'orosb nmocenmicss B MOCKBE M TIOMBITAJICS TTPOIOJKUTH CBOIO
paboTty Hajx cBoel KHUTOM Mépmevie dywu. Ho nucatenb ObUT OTBICKATHCS HA CBOM CTpax M
IIOTOMY YTO OH “OBUT HEIOBOJIEH COCTOSTHHEM Iymiu cBoei” (96). IToaTomy, OH HeCITOCOOHBDII

pabotarth. B muceme k KoncrantuHOBCKOMY Ha 9 HOs10pst 1848, ["orosib roBOpHT:
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B neii 6p1BaeT Tak yepctBo! To, 0 yem OBl ciieZ10Bajo MHE AyMaTh BCSKUM Yac U
BCAKYIO MUHYTY, TaK PEJIKO OBIBAET Y MEHS B MBIICSX, U 3TO CAMOE PEIKOE
MTOMBIIIJIEHBE O HEM TaK OBIBAET XOJIOAHO, TaK 0e3 JI0OBU U OYIICBIICHbS, YTO B
WHOE BpeMsi CTAHOBUTCS Jjaxe cTpaiHo (96).
OH cuuTaeT,uyTo TaM OBLIO YTO-TO BAXKHOE, YTO OH JIOJDKEH OBITh 00ayMbIBaTh. Ho moka ["orois
HE MOXET IMOHAT 3Ty BaXKHYIO MBICIIb. BMECTO 3TOT0O OH /aeT noiaHoe 0ObSICHEHUE CBOEMY
CTPaHHOMY MBICIIUTEIILHOMY Tporeccy. OUeBUIHO, OH UyBCTBOBAJ c€0s1 BAHOBHBIM, HO M3-3a
CBOEH BHHBI M CTpaxa, HE MOKET MPHUHATH Mephl. UHTEepecHo, uTo 1'0T0Ih 3aKOHYMIT MUCHMO Ha
"Otue Ham." Ota monuTBa cymiectBoBaja B LIepkBu B TeueHHE COTEH JIET U KaXKIblii JOOpBIi
XPUCTUAHUH 3HAKOMBIN ¢ 3TO MoauTBoU. Koraa ['oronps 4yBcTBOBaN c€0s1 BUHOBATHIM IIOTOMY
YTO OH HE OBLIT MOXKET “NPaBUILHO MOJIUTHCS “‘CBOMMH MOJIUTBAMH, OH MOKET IOJIaraThCs Ha
MpUEMJIEMY U TPAAUITHOHHYIO MOJIUTBY. TOJIBKO MOBTOPEHNUE OHOW (Ppa3bl yCIIOKanBalia ero:
“I"'ocmoau, HE BBEIM MEHS BO UCKYIIIEHUE U M30aBH OT JIYKaBoro.”

['orons Hammcan cleAyromee MIChMO K CBAIIEHHUKY B KOHIIE Aeka0ps 1848. B atom
KOpOTKOM mchMe, ['oroinb mpocut Otiia KoHcTaHTHHOBCKOMY 4TOOBI OH moceTus1 oM [ pada
Toncroro Bo Bpems PoxaecTBa. 3T0 MUCHMO TaeT YUTATENIO TIPEICTaBICHUE O JIMYHOCTH [ 'pada
Toncroro. ['oross TOBOpUT, 4TO Tpad ‘“*KUBET TaK YEJWHEHHO M TaKUM MoHacTeipem” (101).
I'pad Anekcanap Tonctoi u ero xxeHa npuHiiecca AHHa ['py3uHcKas ObIITH OUYEHDb PETUTHO3HBIC
1 OBUTH OYEHb CTPOTH B CBOMX XPUCTUAHCKUX MOBEJICHUS: OHU TOJBKO CIIYIIATU TYXOBHYIO
MY3BIKY M 9uTaTh penuruosusie kuuru (Karlinsky 262). I'pad ToscToit ObLI erie oaHuM
BA)KHBIM JYXOBHBIM HACTaBHUKOM [ oross.

[Tocne storo nucema 'orons 1 KoHcTaHTHHOBCKUI HE 001Iamuch okoio roga. [lo

cnoBaM Ceprest AkcakoBa, 3umoit 1848-1849 rogos, ['orons BoccTaHOBMIT (PU3HMUECKYIO CHITY,
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paborait HaJl BTOpBIM TOMOM Mepmauix dyuiax, v ObU1 B XopotieM Hactpoenun (Proffer 16). Ho

BecHOU 1849 rona o ObuT 60OJICH U HE MOT NMHCaTh. B mrchbMe, KOTOPOE OH HAMKCA B KOHIIE Mas,

Kk C.M. Comnory6, Onmcanue ['oroist ero moBeeHUs CTpaIiHa:
S nelicTBOBa TakUM 00pa3oM, KaK MOKET TOJIBKO J€HCTBOBATH B COCTOSIHBU
0e3ymus 4eJIOBEK, M BOOOpakasi B TO e BpeMs, 4To JAeicTBy0 ymMmHO. Ho bor
musocepa. OH MeHs1 Haka3all HPBUYECKUM CHIIBHBIM PaCCTPOHCTBOM,
HAYaBIIMMCS C TIPUXO0/IOM BECHBI O0JIE3HBIO, KOTOPAS Ul MEHSI CTPAITHEe BCeX
Oose3Heit. .. BHe3anHo pacTonuBiascs Mos ylia 3aHblIa OT CTPAITHON
KECTOKOCTH Moero cepama. C y)KacoM BIIKY 51 YTO HEM JIKHT OJTUH STOU3M, UTO
HECMOTpa Ha YMEHBE IIEHUTh BHICOKHE UYBCTBA S UX HE BMEIIal0 B ce0e BOBCE. ..
(Memmepsikos 126, kaura 14)

[Toka oH mUcal 3TO MUCHMO, OH YyBCTBOBAJ 0€3HA/ICKHOCTh U CTPax U B CICIYIONIUE TPH Toja

9TH YyBCTBA YCHIISTCS.

Ces3p Mmexny ['oronem n KoncraHTHHOBCKMM Hadanach cHoBa B ¢eBpane 1850 rona. B
nuchMe, [ orois BeIpakaeT 03a004eHHOCTh, TOTOMY YTO OH HE CIBIIIAJ OT CBSIIEHHHUKA B
TE€4YeHHEe O4YeHb JoJroro BpemeHu. [Ipenmerom ero nucbMa, KOTOphIE OH MUCa B MapTe, ObUIH
HEKOTOpbIe KHUTH, KOTOpbIe ['0roib X0Ten rnociath K CBALIEHHUKY. B 3THX IBYX muceMmax
['orons HE MHOTO TOBOPUTH O €ro coctosiHu. Ho B crnegyroiiemM nucbMe, KOTOpoe OH Hamucas
Ha [lacxy, OH MHOTO TOBOPHUT O COCTOSIHUHU €T0 3JI0POBBS U ApyroM 0oprOe. B mepBsiii pa3 €
MPOLLIOTo ToAa, ['oroas BeIpakaeT, Kak OH “Obl XOTEJIOCh CEp/IIly MOBEAATh CIaBy OOXKUIO”
(178), HO KOT/Ia OH TBITAETCS MKCATh, OH HEe MOXeT. [1o ero Muenuto, 'oross cunran ceds

cnacureneM Poccun.
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XoTenock OBl )KHMBO B JKMBBIX PUMEpaX MOKa3aTh TEMHOIN Moei OpaTuu
JKUBYIIECH B MUPE UIPAIOILEH KU3HHUIO KaK UTPYIIKOW YTO )KU3Hb—HE UI'PYILKA.
(179)
OH cuuTal, 4To €ro KHUIM MOT'yT U3MEHUTh POCCHIO, HO K COXKAJIEHUIO, K 3TOMY BPEMEHH,
["orosto GBLIO SICHO, YTO OH HE CMOKET 3aKOHYHTH CBOIO paboty. B mocnennem nucema ["oroms
BBIPAXKaeT JKeJIaHHe MoexaTh Ha BocTok, 4TOObI BOCCTaHOBUTH CBOE 3/I0POBBE U MPOCUT MOJIUTB
CBSLLICHHMKA.

Uepes HeCKOIbKO HeJenb, ['oross nocian nucbMo, B KOTOpoM coodimua Oty
Koncrantunosckomy o cmeptu Hanexxapl Hukonaesns! LllepemereBoii. Kak Orery
Koncrantunosckuit Hagexna HukonaesHa Oblia BaKHBIM TyXOBHBIM HaCTaBHUKOM [ orouis.
[ITepemeTrbeBa n Huxouaii ['orons nepenucsBaauchk MHOIO JI€T. ['0Orosp eHn1 €€ MHEHHE
OTHOCHUTENILHO OOTOCIOBCKHX BOIPOCOB.

B cnenyromem nuceMe, kotopoe MerepsikoB onmy0IukoBat, ['oroiib ymoMrHaeT, 4TO OH
*uBeT B Onecce. OH TOBOPUT, UTO OH CHACTIMBBIA B Onecce u3-3a MATKOro kiaumara. Yro
KacaeTcs ero MCUXUIeCKOro 370poBbsi, ['orosb mpocto rooput: "Ho uto Tyt roBoputs?” (219)
1 9TO, “MOXET OBbITh, ’CBAIMIEHHUKY “mayiia [["oros| u3BectHa 6ompine yem [["oromy] camomy”
(219). Emg¢ pa3, mbl BunuM, uto ['orosb 1m0 HE MOXKET HANUTH CJIOB, YTOOBI ONHUCATDH €T
TICUXUYECKOT0 COCTOSIHUS MJIM HAMEPEHHO BBHIOMpAET UCKIIOUUTh HHPopMaluio. KapnuHckuii
yYTBEPKJ1aJl, 4TO 1'0rosib MbITaJICS CKPBITh CBOM TOMOCEKCYaJIbHbIE UYBCTBA U MBICIIH, HO
JENPECCHUI0 MUCATEINsI MOKHO OOBSICHUTD TeM, UTO ['0rosib MeAJIEHHO TOHUMAsI, YTO €ro
TBOPUYECKUN T€HUI TEPsUT CUITY M YTO U €ro MUChbMEHHas paboTa HUKOTIa He OyJeT BIUATH Ha
Poccuto. ['oronb He ObUT TOTOB MPU3HATH ATY MBICTL. BMECTO 3TOT0 OH peImi NpoCUTh

CBAIICHHUKA ITIOMOJIMTBECA 3a HETO, YTOOBI OH MOJKET paCKauBaTbCA B CBOUX I'PC€XaX, BBIIIOJIHATD
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cBOIO MuccHio. HecMOTpst Ha onTUMU3M, C KOTOPBIM ['0r0ois HAaYUMHAET MUCHMO, €ro MOCIeAHES
MpeJIOKEHUE TTOKA3bIBACT €ro oTyasiHue: “MoItoch, MOJIIOCH, U BUS OECCUIIME CBOUX MOJIUTB,
BOIIMIO O TTOMOIIN: MOJIUTECh, Jo0past ayma!” (219).

[Tocne storo nmucema nepenucka ['orosns ¢ KOHCTaHTHHOBCKUM OCTaHABIIMBACTCS MTOYTH
Ha rof. CornacHo [Ipoddepy u ['unmmycy, ['orons ObUT 04eHb TPOAYKTUBHEIM B 1851 roxy u
OH, Ka3aJIoCh, HabMpas cuity B Tesie U B 1yxe. B HosiOpe 1851, oH Hamucan CBALIEHHUKY O CBOEH
Hajexe paborats Bo uMs bora. On Gmarogaput KOHCTaHTHHOBCKOTO JUIS CBOMX IMUChMaX,
MMOTOMY YTO OHHM MOKAa3bIBAIOT YTO-TO BAXKHOE O €ro Aymie. Korya o untaet nuchbMa B THIIIHMHE,
OH 37IECh yTEIIaeTCsl.

K coxayieHnro, B TeUCHHE CJICIYIONINX HECKOJIBKUX HEIeIb, TPAarHueCKUe COOBITHS
MIPUBEIU K €r0 OKOHYATEIbHOMY TajfieHut0. [IepBbIM Tparuueckum coObITHEM ObLIa CMEPTH
cMmepThb cecTpbl Hukomnas S3bikoBa, koTopas Obuta 65n3kuM apyrom [Noromns. Cmepts Exatepunst
B siuBape 1852 roma mojeticTBoBajia Ha Hero cokpymaroie (Proffer 18). B qomonHenue x aTomy
cobpITHtO, y ['oromns Obimu Hecornacusi ¢ KOHCTaHTHHOBCKUM B KOHIIE SIHBaps. DTO ObLIO
CUJIBHBIM MOTPSICEHUEM, KOTOpOoe 04eHb oropumio ['orons. Oren O6pa3iios, koutera OTia
KoHcTaHTHHOBCKOTO, CKa3an B cBoeH aBToOnorpaduu, uro Orer; KoHCTaHTHHOBCKHIA 3aCTaBHIT
I'oronst otkazatecs ot [lymkuHa moTomMy 4To OH ObLT “rpemrHuK U s3p19HUK” (Karlinsky 274).
Orterr O6pa3IoB Takke yTBepkaall, 9o KOHCTaHTHHOBCKHUI CMYTHO CKa3aj, 4To [ oross Obl1
3apakeH “BHYTPCHHEH HEYHUCTOTOM,” KOTOPYIO HH OJMH Bpay HE MOXET BbUICUUTH (274).
Bunumo, KoHCcTaHTMHOBCKMIA yMall, 4YTO OH CMOXKET BBUICUUTH [ OT0IIsI, HO €My 3TO HE YAaloCh.

Hecmotps Ha 3T0 HENPUATHBINA OCIEAHMUNA BU3HT, [ Orosis nuieT cepaedyHoe nucbMo 6
(deBpans, Ha cnenyronuii AeHb KoHcTaHTHHOBCKHI yexan B Pxes. B nmuceme, ['oromns

6naroz[apI/IT KoHCTaHTHHOBCKOTO 32 MOJINTBBI M IIPOCUT NPOLICHUA ITIOTOMY UTO OH OCKOp6I/IJ'I
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ero. [locnenHue CTpokM HAIOMHUHAIOT YUTATEI0 O 3HAMEHUTOM pacckase ['orons, [luneny,
KOTOPBII HecHacTHBIN AKakuii AkakueBUY bammaukuH cCTaHOBUTCA pabOM CBOETO MAJIbTO:
“MHe cTajo TOJBKO JKajlb, YTO s HE TIOMEHSIJICS C BaMH 11y0oii. Bamia srydie Ob1 MeHst rpena”
(Memepsiko 271, kaura 14). ['orosib 6bUT B SMOIIHOHAILHOM U OTYASHHOM COCTOSIHUHU U
CBAIIIEHHUK, Ka3aJI0Ch, OBbLJT € IMHCTBEHHBIM Y€JIOBEKOM, KOTOPBIH MOXKET IOMOYb €MY.
3axumounTenbHas (pasza mokasbpiBaet, uto I'orons gyman o cmepta: OOs13aHHBIN BaM BEYHOIO
0JIaroJapHOCTHIO U 3/1eCh U 3a Tpobom”™ (271). [Nocneanee mucbMo I'oromnst KoHcTaHTHHOBCKOMY
6b110 ['oross npunsTHE €ro cyapoa.

ITocne orhe3zna KoHCTAaHTHHOBCKOTO, ['0rois penrwt o9ucTuTh ce0st OT Bcex rpexoB. OH
CeJI Ha CTPOryI0 IUETy U Mosinjcs HenpepbiBHO. Ho, ero 1yXoBHBIN OCT OBICTPO MpEeBpaTHIICS B
omnacHbIi rosoa. OH el TOJBKO BOJASHUCTYIO OBCSHYIO KPYIy U IHJ TOJIBKO BOAY C HEOOIBIIUM
KOJIMYECTBOM BHHA. ['0Orosb, yeit opranusm OblT yXKe U TaK UCTOLIEH U U3HOUIEH, YCYTyOuIsi
CBOE 3710pOBhe rosiofoM. B Houb Ha 11 deBpans, ['oronb, cnadbiii 1 UCXyaaIblid, OPOCHIT
pYyKOIUCh BTOPOil yact Mepmewix dyuwiax B kamuH. [lo cioBam ['unmnuyca, MOXKHO 3aKITIOYUTh
4yTO fercTBusl ['oroms Obla omuOKoN MOTOMY UTO Ha CJIENYIONUi AeHb, [ orons ckazan A.Il.
Toncromy uTo “OH X0Ten cxeub HeKoTophie Oymaru” (Gippius 178) 4ro oH “HamepeBacs
Ce4b JIaBHO HO OH ‘“‘Cker T1aBbl Mepmevix oyuiax” (178). I'oroias XoTen 1aTh 3TH TJIaBBI €T0
IPY3bsAM IOCJIE€ €r0 CMEPTU. YUEHBIE HE BBIIBUHYIIN YOEIUTEIbHBIX 10BOIOB, O0OBSCHSIONIUX
MIPUYUHY, TIO KOTOPOil moyemy ['orosis pemms ckeub ero pyKonucu. JTo npasja, YTo NepBbIe
YeThIpe I1aBbl He cropenu Houbto 11 deBpans. B reuenue cnenyronux Heaens, ['oroinb
MIPOJI0JIKANl MOPUTH ce0s TOJI0/IOM, OTKa3ajcs ClaTh, M MOJHICS niepe] nkoHamu. Ero
UCIyTaHHbIE APY3bs MPOCUIIH €r0, YTOOBI OH €1 U MoIENn K Bpauy, Ho ['orois cka3zadn,

“OcraBbTe MeHs B 1okoe. 51 ayBcTBYI0 cebst xoporio” (Karlinsky 277). I'pad TosicToit mompocui
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TIOMOIIM CBSIIIIEHHUKOB MPaBOCIaBHOW 1IepkBU. OH BBIpA3UII HAJEKIY, YTO OHU MOTYT YOEIUTh
Iorons ectb 1 oToxHYTh. Kornma ["orons oTkasaics ciymarts cBameHHIKOB, ['pad Toncroit
npusBai Bpaua Anekcest TapaceHkoBa U Ipyrux Bpadeu, KOTopble mbiTanu ['oroms
CpeIHEBEKOBBIM MeToqamu siedenus (277). [locne tpéx aueit myuenuit ['oromns ymep 21 despass
1852.

[The above section provides a brief biography of Nikolai Gogol and specifically
discusses his relationship with Father Matvei Konstantinovsky, an Orthodox priest who became
one of Gogol’s most powerful spiritual mentors. Gogol began his correspondence with Father
Konstantinovsky in 1847 after he sent the priest a copy of Selected Passages from
Correspondence with Friends, a nonfiction work that consisted of letters and essays that focused
on Gogol’s religious and aesthetic beliefs. Gogol, who never published another work of fiction
after Dead Souls, wrote Selected Passages with the hope that the Russian people would respond
to his nonfiction work more satisfactorily than they did to his fiction. Unfortunately, the vast
majority of his readers were offended by the book. Disheartened by such reception, Gogol gave
Father Konstantinovsky a copy of Selected Passages thinking that an Orthodox priest would at
least understand the religious implications of the work. Father Konstantinovsky, however, was
not impressed and found specific fault with “Letter XIV,” an essay explaining the importance of
the theatre (Karlinsky 272). After this first interaction, Gogol began to seek the spiritual advice
of Father Konstantinovsky, whose “hell-fire-and-brimstone Christianity” (273) influenced Gogol
up until the writer’s death in 1852.

The circumstances of Gogol’s death and the role that Father Konstantinovsky played in
the writer’s demise remain ambiguous. During their last meeting, Father Konstantinovsky

instructed the distressed Gogol to internally cleanse himself through fasting and constant prayer.
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This spiritual fast quickly turned into a starvation diet with deadly consequences. Consuming
only diluted oatmeal and solutions of wine and water, Gogol’s already slight body wasted away.
During the night of February 11 through 12, a weak and gaunt Gogol threw the manuscript to
Part 11 of Dead Souls into the fireplace. As Gippius notes in his final chapter in Gogol, it is very
possible that the burning of Dead Souls was a mistake, seeing as Gogol admitted to A.P. Tolstoy
the next day that he “wanted to burn some papers” that he “intended to burn long ago, but
instead. ..burned the chapters of Dead Souls,” which he desired to give to his friends after his
death (178). The mystery behind the famous incineration of Part Il of Dead Souls has not, and
may never be solved. What is certain is that the first four chapters and one of the final chapters
survived the night of February 11. After that night, Gogol’s condition declined exponentially. On
the morning of February 21, 1852, after enduring days of horrific treatments prescribed by
incompetent doctors, Nikolai Gogol died.]
I1. The Divine Calling
As mentioned above, throughout his life, Gogol felt that a “higher power” had chosen

him for “some great mission” (Maguire 82). He eventually came to view himself as an instigator
of moral change and the savior of the Russian people. This divine calling motivated Gogol even
before he considered a career as a writer. On March 24, 1827, while still in school in Nezhin,
Gogol wrote to his mother, Maria:

| am testing my strength for beginning an important, noble task: for the good of

the fatherland, for the happiness of its citizens, for the good of the life of my

fellow men; and, until now indecisive, not confident of myself (and rightly so), |

am flaring up in a fire of proud awareness of myself and it is as my soul sees this
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divine angel firmly, adamantly, continually pointing to the goal which is

zealously being sought. (Letters of Nikolai Gogol 25)

During the time in which he wrote this letter, Gogol planned to move to St. Petersburg to join the
civil service. However, he soon realized that his vision of St. Petersburg was naive and
preconceived. The civil service itself also proved a disappointment, causing the disillusioned
Gogol to seek his purpose elsewhere, which he found in writing.

Gogol’s unique use of language established his legacy among Russian literary giants. His
constant wordplay, loquacious metaphors, and linguistic twists and turns give his fiction a
vibrancy that stays with the reader long after finishing the book. Believing that “there was no
area of experience that could not be translated into words” (Maguire 340), Gogol felt that he
could “represent the unrepresentable” (Fusso 6) and use this verbal abundance in his fiction to
capture a divine truth that would benefit Russia spiritually and morally. Unfortunately, this
endeavor proved to be much more difficult than the writer first assumed. Thus, he abandoned his
topsy-turvy world of fiction for theological writings. When this project failed as well, Gogol
spent his final years desperately trying to justify himself both to Russia and to God.

Gogol’s lifelong struggle to adequately define and describe this divine truth parallels the
teachings of Eastern Orthodox theology. In his analysis of Gogol, Robert Maguire discusses the
work of Pseudo Dionysius the Areopagite, a theologian famous for his writings on apophaticism,
a form of Eastern Orthodox Christian theology that “approaches” God by describing Him
through negation. Maguire acknowledges that an apophatic approach to Gogol’s works is “a
powerful idea” and that negation “is so common a trait of Gogol’s style that it may be called
characteristic” (88). However, the discussion ends there as Maguire dismisses apophaticism as a

subject that “really should be reserved for theological discourse” (88) and returns his focus to
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Dionysius’ The Celestial Hierarchy and The Ecclesiastical Hierarchy. While Maguire’s analysis
of Dionysius’ theory of the divine hierarchy and how it relates to “right place” and
“displacement” in Gogol’s works is thought-provoking, his abrupt abandonment of apophaticism
in Gogolian fiction leaves much room for discussion. In fact, apophaticism applies not only to
Gogol’s literature, but also to his rise and fall as a writer.

Although scholars are yet to agree on the exact identity of Pseudo Dionysius (many
believe that he was a disciple of St. Paul (Lossky 23)) or when he produced his works, his
writings are an invaluable component of theological study. Scholars use “Pseudo” in order to
distinguish the mystery author’s writings from those of the Dionysius from the Bible’s Acts
17:34 (Versluis). Pseudo Dionysius explains the concept of apophaticism at length in his work,
Mystical Theology. He describes how the faculties of the human intellect are unable to grasp the
concept of God in its entirety and that in order to come into union with the Divine, one must
transcend these imperfect faculties. Humans attempt to “define” God through metaphors, similes,
analogies, etc., but one cannot explain God through rational thinking because God is beyond the
rational, beyond language, and beyond this world. Thus, as humans, we can only use language to
draw closer towards (or further away from) God.

According to Pseudo Dionysius, cataphatic theology, which “proceeds by affirmations”
will lead one to “some knowledge of God,” but in an “imperfect way” (Lossky 25). Cataphatic
theology is necessary because when a human embarks on a spiritual journey, he or she needs
some conception from which to branch off. However, Pseudo Dionysius believed that one comes
closest to God through apophatic theology. This “perfect way” eventually leads the faithful into

an abyss, into “the darkness of absolute ignorance” (25). He asserts that theology “prefers the
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negative because Almighty God is more appropriately presented by distinction than by
comparison” (Preface to Mystical Theology 129).

Although known as “negative theology,” apophaticism does not confine itself specifically
to negative statements about God. What is important is the process of negation of the cataphatic
statements in order to stress the barriers of language even further to draw closer to the Divine.
For instance, one may say, “God is good.” This positive (cataphatic) statement confines God to a
specifically human idea. If the believer limits God, he or she creates a false god, an idol that is
built upon flawed conceptions (Lossky 33). So, one must negate the statement (“God is good”)
and reach into the realm of language and create a “higher” concept of God and then negate that
concept as well. This process continues until one hits the full capacity of language. A void of
silence and stillness enshrouds the believer and it is here that one realizes the
incomprehensibility of God and experiences a mystical union with the Divine.

Pseudo Dionysius compares this journey to Moses’ climb up Mount Sinai as told in the
Book of Exodus. Purifying and “separating himself from all that is unclean,” Moses ascends the
mountain to meet God (27). Once he “passes into the truly mystical darkness of ignorance,”
Moses “is united to the best of his powers with the unknowing quiescence of all knowledge”
(28). This “union” by no means indicates that the believer visualizes a concrete image of God,
but rather confirms that as humans, we can never comprehend God, but must search deeper into
the darkness. Upon such realization, the soul will be “filled with an ever-increasing desire” to
continue to grow (35). Thus, the attempt to reach God remains a life-long journey, where one
persistently works to purify the soul and to transform the self (38).

At the height of his literary career, Gogol relished in the endless concoctions of verbal

abundance, which functioned in the same way that cataphaticism functions in theology. He felt
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that he could build a conception of divine truth, or Logos, through his absurd humor and
descriptive language. However, the writer’s faith in his creativity wavered as time after time he
watched his readers misinterpret his messages. Eventually, he came to the conclusion that he had
wasted his life approaching God in the wrong way and had consequently perverted his divine
mission, gravely displeasing his God above. Of all his sins, Gogol sought to eliminate that of
gluttony, in both the literal sense and the literary sense. He traded his former cataphatic approach
to God for apophaticism, abandoning his love for loquacity for the formal Slavonic text and
nourished himself with watery gruel instead of indulging in the exotic dishes inspired by his
years abroad. Even with such changes, Gogol never ascended into the “mystical darkness of
ignorance,” but slid into physical and psychological exhaustion, dying a terrified and tormented

man.

I11. Sin and the Supernatural in Little Russia

To understand the tragedy of Nikolai Gogol, one must examine the beginning of his
literary career. Gogol’s spiritual journey can be divided into three periods of literary
productivity: the period of folklore-inspired Ukrainian tales (1830-1835) during which religion
played a lesser role, the period of moralist fiction (1836-1842), when Gogol attempted to use his
literary talent to spiritually transform Russia, and the period of nonfiction (1842-1852), a decade
filled with religious writings that infuriated critics and friends alike. Gogol’s spiritual
progression manifests itself in his use of verbal abundance and absence in accordance with food
imagery. The extravagant food imagery accompanied by rambling conversations or unsettling

silence serve to unveil the absurdity of corrupt human nature.
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In the past, scholars unfairly dichotomized Gogol’s literary genius into two camps: that of
the “mature” Gogol, the writer of The Inspector General and Dead Souls and that of the naive
storyteller of the Ukrainian tales, which lack the moral and religious sophistication of his later
works. Vladimir Nabokov expresses great relief that Gogol, “in his riper years,” chose “to ignore
or reject those artificial works of his youth” (31). “When I want a good nightmare,” Nabokov
continues, “I imagine Gogol penning in Little Russian dialect volume after volume of Dikanka
and Mirgorod stuff about ghosts haunting the banks of the Dniepr, burlesque Jews and dashing
Cossacks” (31-32). Nabokov admits “that here and there,” within Evenings and Mirgorod,
“something foretelling the real Gogol...may be dimly but unmistakably foreseen” (32). No
doubt, Gogol’s style and diction matured as his literary career progressed, but the same demons
that lurked within “A Terrible Vengeance” and “The Night Before Christmas” also manifest
themselves in The Inspector General and Dead Souls. The devil who convinces Petro to
slaughter six-year-old Ivas in “St. John’s Eve” sits next to Chichikov in his carriage as he travels
from one landowner to the next, collecting the names of the dead. The supernatural force that
bestowed on Gogol a divine mission did not always come in the form of a Christian God. The
early tales that Nabokov reduces to ““colorful romances’” emerge from a “pagan foundation”
(Mochulsky /{yxosnuiit nyme Iocons 21 qtd. in Maguire 84) and lack the religiously driven
morality that permeates Dead Souls. The Christian references that do appear in Evenings are
much of the time treated lightheartedly and with sarcasm. However, both the Ukrainian tales and
“more mature” works focus on “a religion of sin and retribution” and “the experience of cosmic
horror and an elemental fear of death” (Mochulsky qtd. in Maguire 84). This fear of the

vengeful, punishing higher power became a lifelong obsession for Gogol and would eventually
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manifest itself in the Christian God in accordance with the strictest dogmas of the Eastern
Orthodox Church.

“The Night Before Christmas” (“Houb nepen posxaectsom™), a tale featured in the first
volume of Evenings on a Farm Near Dikanka, tells the story of a village blacksmith named
Vakula and his attempts to win over the beautiful, but egotistical Oksana. Whenever a scene
involving excess consumption of food occurs in this story, it indicates the presence of
supernatural mischief or other sinful events that take place in Dikanka. This theme of sin and the
supernatural represented through food is most apparent in Vakula’s encounter with the wizard
Paunchy Patsiuk.

Vakula visits Patsiuk as a last resort strategy in obtaining Oksana. Patsiuk, a former
Zaporozhets, “didn’t work, slept three-quarters of the day, ate like six mowers, and drank nearly
a whole bucket at one gulp” (41). Despite his obvious inclination towards gluttony and sloth, the
villagers called upon this wizard whenever someone fell ill or found oneself in a disagreeable
situation. The narrator notes that due to “laziness...or else the fact that it was becoming more
difficult each year for him to get through the door,” the villagers now had to pay their visits in
Patsiuk’s house. As he enters the wizard’s home, Vakula finds Patsiuk seated on the floor in
“Turkish fashion” in front of wooden bowl of noodles (41). Paying no attention to his visitor,
Patsiuk slurps up the noodles “without lifting a finger” (41). Vakula states his case and asks the
wizard, who “knows the way” to the devil, to help him capture Oksana’s heart. Patsiuk says, “If
it’s the devil you need, then go to the devil!” and then returns to slurping up his noodles. When
Vakula presses further with his request, bribing the wizard with all sorts of edible goodies,
Patsiuk apathetically responds, “He needn’t go far who has the devil on his back™ (42). Of

course, Vakula has no idea that the entire time he’s lugged a sack in which he thought contained
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his tools really held the devil himself. Anxiously waiting for an explanation, Vakula stands with
his mouth half-open, “ready to swallow the first word like a noodle” (42). When he receives
nothing but silence, Vakula’s mind wanders from his present issue and focuses in on Patsiuk and
his food. Now two bowls, one filled with dumplings, known as vareniki (Bapenuku), and the
other of sour cream, replace the noodles. The blacksmith is taken aback by what happens next:
Patsiuk opened his mouth wide, looked at the dumplings, and opened his mouth
still wider. Just then a dumpling flipped out of the bowl, plopped into the sour
cream, turned over on the other side, jumped up, and went straight into Patsiuk’s
mouth. Patsiuk ate it and again opened his mouth, and in went another dumpling
in the same way. He was left only with the work of chewing and swallowing. (43)
Patsiuk’s process of consumption is both comical and disgusting. One can only imagine the
wizard’s heavy jaws unhinging so that the fatty comestibles of traditional Little Russia can
swarm into his gullet, preventing him from communicating with his visitor. In addition to
limiting his own speech, Patsiuk seeks to stuff the face of his visitor as well and Vakula makes it
too easy. A dumpling dunked in sour cream flies through the air, invading the stupefied Vakula’s
agape mouth, “smear[ing] his lips with sour cream” (43). The blacksmith at first remains
motionless, marveling at Patsiuk’s powers, but he soon comes to his senses. “What the devil!”
Vakula cries, “Today is a hungry kutya, and he eats dumplings, non-lenten dumplings! What a
fool I am, really, standing here and heaping up sins!” (43). Patsiuk not only sins in that he
engages in one of the passions of the flesh, gluttony, but he also breaks a number of fasting rules
with one bite.
During the Nativity Fast, observers abstain from meat, dairy, fish, wine, and oil. The fast

begins on November 15 (Julian Calendar)/ November 28 (Gregorian Calendar) and ends on
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December 24 (Julian Calendar)/ January 7 (Gregorian Calendar). According to the teachings of
the Eastern Orthodox Church, fasting allows believers to come closer to Christ, “suppressing”
one’s “feelings and physical passions,” such as “gluttony, pride, self love, envy, and idle talk”
(Tyneh 136). Thus, Patsiuk, gorging on vareniki, which are made with oil and butter, dipped in
sour cream, a form of dairy, shows absolutely no regard for the Christian holiday. In one sense,
Patsiuk represents a perverted caricature of Christ, performing similar miracles, but using the
unclean powers of the demonic. Instead of denying himself of food and water, as Christ did in
the desert for forty days, Patsiuk engages in a passion-driven bingeing marathon. Finally, Patsiuk
is severely limited in the realm of language. Rusty Panko, the garrulous narrator of Evenings,
mentions that the wizard “had only to whisper a few words” (43) in order to heal a sick villager.
In his attempt to avoid “heaping up sins,” Vakula runs from Patsiuk’s cottage and straight into
the path of the devil himself. Despite the demon’s attempts to take vengeance on the blacksmith,
Vakula almost effortlessly captures the devil, forcing the dark spirit to serve Vakula’s own
passions. One can see how early on in his career, Gogol coupled the themes of gluttony and the
sacred, whether it be mystical paganism or Christianity, indicating that from the beginning,
Gogol recognized a significant link between food, the written word, and sin.

Gogol’s play with words and food continues in his description of Christmas Eve
traditions in the village. Villagers walk around the neighborhood, caroling under the windows of
houses and, in exchange for the musical entertainment, the owner of the house drops “some
sausage, or bread, or a copper coin” into the sacks of the carolers (19). In his footnote, Panko
explains that the word for the specific types of carols that the villagers sang, the koliadki
(xomstmkm) originated from the idol Koliada, “who was thought to be a god” (19). Panko links a

Christian holiday and its traditions with its pagan past, explaining that the year before, “Father
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Osip forbade caroling around the farmstead, saying folk were pleasing Satan by it” (19).
However, this suppression of speech cannot be justified in that “there’s not a word in the koliadki
about Koliada” and that these carols “sing of the nativity of Christ” (19).

Meanwhile, Oksana and her friends discover the sacks containing the headman, Choub,
and the deacon, believing that inside the sacks are culinary delights, such as “whole quarters of
lamb,” “sausages and loaves of bread probably beyond count” (45). Laughing, the beauty and her
friends plan to steal the sacks of sinners, looking forward to the gluttonous feast days ahead.
Here, Gogol associates gluttony with verbal abundance in the form of laughter. Oksana and her
friends cannot seem to stop chuckling at the thought of stealing Vakula’s goods. The deacon
contemplates an escape, but “to get out of the sack in front of everybody, to make himself a
laughingstock™ (45), causes him remain in the sack, scrunched “under Choub’s uncouth boots”
(45). Even the background and peripheral scenes of “The Night Before Christmas” contain this
excess of food, noise, and laughter. Outside in the streets, Panko describes how “the crowds of
jostling folk were increased by those coming from the neighboring villages” (38), resulting in
more laughter and chaos. As the night wears on, the traditional Christian koliadki are replaced by
nonsensical tunes that would more likely be sung in a tavern. Panko turns his focus to one
rambunctious member of the crowd, who felt inclined to “roar a New Year’s song at the top of
his lungs” (38):

Humpling, mumpling!
Give me a dumpling!
A big ring of sausage,

A bowl full of porridge! (38)
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One cannot help but notice that the song contains both excessive gastronomical language and
nonsensical babble. The reference to food in vast quantities (literal gluttony) parallels the loud
laughter in response to the song itself (word gluttony). The holiday of Christmas Eve begins to
take on that vain disposition that Rusty Panko so laments in his introduction.

While Oksana and her clan run to get a sled to transport their treasures home, the chum of
Choub comes across the sacks. He too imagines that “they’re stuffed with buckwheat loaves and
lard biscuits” (46) and, without bothering to look inside sets out with the weaver to heave the
sacks home. Unfortunately for the chum and the weaver, the chum’s wife, an old woman who
“praised and ate with great appetite” (47), greets them at the door, demanding that they show her
the contents of the sacks. Due to her old eyes, the wife mistook Choub for a boar. Choub,
determined not to be the subject of ridicule, insists that he pulled the trick on purpose. A similar
event takes place back at Choub’s house when Oksana opens her sack only to find the headman
step out of it in great confusion, babbling irrelevant questions to the surprised Choub, who
responds with an equally asinine question. Enraged that Solokha took advantage of his
affections, Choub curses the witch exclaiming, “And to look at her—just like a saint, as if she
never put anything non-lenten near her lips” (51). It is ironic that Choub, previously mistaken for
a slab of meat, uses food to describe Solokha’s sinfulness, when he too is guilty of lust.

Finally, the confusion concerning Vakula’s supposed suicide manifests itself in terms of
food and feasting. The village’s response to Vakula’s “death” begins with the weaver’s wife
babbling franticly “in the middle of the street amidst a crowd of Dikanka women™ (58). The
lamentations quickly escalate into a full-on verbal battle filled with curses, profanity, and the
occasional spitting in the enemy’s face. Within the next paragraph, the tone of the tale shifts to

melancholy. Oksana, now hopelessly in love with the blacksmith, languishes over the thought
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that he would “dare” to “destroy his soul” (59). In church on Christmas morning, Oksana both

“prayed, and did not pray” (60) and “the parishioners all noticed that it was as if the feast was not
a feast” (60). When the deacon attempts to speak the Holy Word of God, he merely “croaked in a
barely audible voice” (60). Christmas, a feast day and the breaking of the Nativity Fast is marked
by absence and broken logos. It is only when Vakula returns to take Oksana as his bride, that the

festivities can commence and the Nativity Fast is broken.

IV. Pulkheria lvanovna and Afanasy lvanovich in the Land of Cockaigne

The apophatic nature of logos alluded to in “The Night Before Christmas” develops
further in Gogol’s idyll, “Old World Landowners” (“CrapocBetckue momemntiku’). The entirety
of this story is built upon affirmation and then negation, excess and absence, the comic and the
demonic. Pushkin described “Old World Landowners™ as a “comic touching idyll” that “forces”
one “to laugh through tears of sadness and tenderness” (qtd. in Peace 32). Gogol defined the idyll
as “not a fairy story (skazka) and not a tale (povest’)” but rather “a vivid representation of a
quiet, peaceful way of life, a scene having no dramatic movement” (qtd. in Peace 32).
Interestingly, Gogol compares the idyll to “a picture of the Flemish School” (32) in the sense that
both genres choose “simple objects” as subjects.

The Flemish School of painting reached its height during the Northern European
Renaissance of the 16™ %™ 17" centuries. While painters of the Flemish School chose seemingly
straightforward subjects for their paintings, i.e. portraits, scenes from the Bible, and still life,
they also incorporated into their art moralizing themes, such as vanitas, which refers to the
insignificance of everyday life, and memento mori, the reminder of the inevitable death that

awaits us all. One such example of this can be seen in Pieter Bruegel the Elder’s 1567 painting,
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The Land of Cockaigne. The myth of Cockaigne dates back to before the Middle Ages, when it
became most popular in Europe. Drawn from both pagan and Christian themes, the myth served
as a powerful counterbalance to the dismal quality of life that most Europeans endured during
this time in history. While the surviving texts describing Cockaigne vary, they all depict
Cockaigne as a land where occupants never worked, indulged in unlimited quantities of food and
drink, and enjoyed “free sex with ever-willing partners” (Pleij 3). By the Renaissance of the
sixteenth century, the myth of Cockaigne no longer served as a fantastical “carthly idyll” (6) to
distract medieval laymen from the drudgery of daily life, but became an enticing subject for
European artists. In Bruegel’s visual rendition of Cockaigne, three bloated figures, a clerk, a
peasant, and a soldier, lounge on the grass underneath a tree with a table stacked with various
dishes attached to its trunk. The clerk’s pen and ink, the peasant’s farm tools, and the soldier’s
weapons all lay uselessly on the ground. A pig runs by in the background with a knife already
stuck into its side and a roasted bird sits in its dish, waiting to be consumed. The painting
illustrates the “proverbial motifs of idleness and gluttony” (406), revealing the paradox of
Cockaigne, a land “as frivolous as it is lavish” (5). Bruegel warns his viewers that leading a life
according to the passions of the flesh, man will fall off the righteous path and turn towards sin.
Gogol presents his readers with a similar lesson in his “painting” of Afanasy lvanovich
Tovstogub, and his wife, Pulkheria Ivanovna, both of whom occupy their own Land of
Cockaigne in Little Russia.

In “Old World Landowners,” Gogol shifts from the overt fantastical world that
characterized “The Night Before Christmas” to a realm more subtle in its supernatural elements.
The devil is no longer represented as a comic caricature fond of mischief and easily defeated by

a simple rebuke. Now, Gogol depicts an invisible devil, recognized only in the thoughts, words,
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and actions of Afanasy Ivanovich and Pulkheria Ivanovna. The elderly husband and wife live in
a land of grotesque excess, especially when it comes to food and drink. Pulkheria, the manager
of the estate, spends her days constantly “locking and unlocking” the doors to the storehouse,
“pickling, drying, and stewing a numberless multitude of fruits and plants,” and preparing
“preserves, jellies, fruit pastes made with honey, sugar,” and the narrator cannot seem to
remember what else (137). A coachman “was forever distilling vodka in a copper still, with
peace leaves, bird-cherry flowers, centaury,” and “cherry pits” (137-138). Pulkheria prepares so
much food and drink that she “would have finally drowned the yard in it” if the serf girls did not
break into the storehouse “and gorge themselves so terribly that they would spend whole days
afterwards groaning and complaining about their stomachs” (138). At the dinner table of the old
couple, food has a habit of “suddenly appear[ing]” and “immediately disappear[ing]” (140), as if
by its own will. Everything on the estate revolves around the preparation and consumption of
food. Food even serves as medicine against ailments caused by overindulgence. When Afanasy
wakes in the middle of the night due to a stomachache, Pulkheria insists that he “better eat
something.” As if by magic, once Afanasy eats “a little plateful” (141), the pain subsides and he
falls back asleep.

However, a devilish presence lurks in the background of this peaceful portrait of the old
world landowners. Black flies stain the painting of the Duchess of La Valliére (135), speckle “a
mirror in a narrow gilt frame with carved leaves,” and, accompany the “heavy basso of a
bumblebee” and the “piercing shrieks of wasps,” which “cover the ceiling like a black cloud”
(137). Just as flies swarm around rotten food or a decomposing corpse, these flies indicate the
presence of moral decay and the discordance within the Tovstogub household and the

management of the estate. The workers constantly plunder the storehouse, stuffing their faces,
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and “even stealing old linen and yarn” (139). The serf girls who “mostly slept and raided the
kitchen” (137) mysteriously turn up pregnant. The narrator observes that the only bachelor at the
estate is the lazy houseboy, hinting that Afanasy lIvanovich might be the father of these
illegitimate children. Pulkheria, distracted in her role as estate manager, either remains
completely oblivious to Afanasy’s infidelity or simply chooses not to acknowledge it.

The Tovstogub marriage is held together by the sticky sweets that Pulkheria lvanovna
constantly feeds her husband. Both their casual conversations and most heated arguments
revolve around food in some way. Afanasy expresses any displeasure with Pulkheria by
projecting his complaints onto the food she prepares for him. By insisting that his kasha (karira)
is burnt or that the watermelon has gone bad, Afanasy can release his childish frustration onto his
wife (Peace 38). In other instances, Afanasy enjoys poking fun at Pulkheria. One night at diner,
the old couple and their guest discuss the inevitability of war with Napoleon. Afanasy, ever eager
to press Pulkheria Ivanovna’s buttons, announces that he too is thinking about going to war. The
exasperated Pulkheria knows “he’s joking,” but acknowledges that such talk is “unpleasant” to
listen to and scares her (Gogol 143). Afanasy Ivanovich is “pleased to have given Pulkheria
Ivanovna a little fright” and laughs as he sits “hunched on his chair” (144). As in “The Night
Before Christmas,” laughter indicates much more than good-natured fun and there exists
something more sinister in Afanasy’s laugh. Despite his childlike innocence, Afanasy is a
prisoner of the passions of excess: gluttony, lust, and idleness and it will take the loss of
Pulkheria for him to realize that he lived an empty life according to the flesh.

The narrator transitions from describing the vibrant lives of the landowners to their

demise by recounting his own gluttonous experience at their estate:
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I loved visiting them, and though | overate terribly, as all their visitors did, and
though it was very bad for me, nevertheless | was always glad to go there.
However, | think that the very air of Little Russia may possess some special
quality that aids digestion, because if anyone here tried to eat like that, he would
undoubtedly wind up lying not in his bed but on the table. (145)
Here, the narrator explicitly links food with death. According to Russian custom, the deceased is
laid out on a table until a coffin can be furnished. This image reoccurs a few pages later when
Pulkheria, who ironically dies not from overindulgence in food, but rather self-starvation, is “laid
on the table, dressed in the dress she herself had appointed, with her hands crossed and a candle
placed in them” (149).

Pulkheria succumbs to death after an incident during which mischievous wild cats lure
her little gray cat into the surrounding forest. A few days later, the Kitty returns, “thin” and
“scrawny” for “she had had nothing in her mouth for several days” (14). Feeding the starveling
meat and milk, Pulkheria watches as “the gray fugitive got fat before her eyes” (146). As
Pulkheria reaches out to give her Kitty a little pet, the fugitive runs away before anyone can catch
her. The cat abandons Pulkheria Ivanovna’s “cosseted, passionless” world for a life of amorous
exploits with the wild forest cats (Peace 41), thus a life according to the passions of the flesh.
Disturbed by the incident, Pulkheria Ivanovna interprets it as a harbinger of her death and
immediately begins to deny herself the one thing that she dedicated her life to: food. In addition
to refusing food, Pulkheria also loses her ability to speak. When Afanasy Ivanovich cracks a joke
in order to “find out why she was suddenly so sorrowful,” his wife “either would not reply or her
replies failed totally to satisfy” her husband (Gogol 147). Distraught, Afanasy Ivanovich makes

one last attempt to keep Pulkheria from slipping into death, using his only weapon of defense:
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food. A reversal of roles occurs (Maguire 31) and now Afanasy Ivanovich must play the role of
caretaker, treating Pulkheria Ivanovna’s sickness with food and drink. But it is too late for the
saving power of a plate of stewed dried pears or a glass of buttermilk. One day, “after a long
silence,” Pulkheria “made as if to say something, moved her lips,” but “her breath flew away”
before she spoke her last words to her husband.

The funeral feast that ensues Pulkheria Ivanovna’s passing counterbalances her
starvation. Just as the kutya (xytsst) pies, and liquors that cover the tables “in heaps,” Pulkheria
Ivanovna too lays on a table for the viewing pleasures of the guests (149). Abundance is
everywhere, surrounding the dead woman and her unfortunate husband. The numerous guests
swarm about like the flies on the ceiling. Outside, the beauty of nature and budding new life

99 ¢¢

mockingly thrusts itself at Afanasy Ivanovich: “the sun shone,” “nursing infants wept in their
mothers’ arms,” “larks sang,” and ““children in smocks ran and frolicked on the road” (149). But
even in the midst of all this excess, Afanasy Ivanovich remains empty.

Five years after the death of Pulkheria Ivanovna, the narrator returns to the estate to visit
Afanasy Ivanovich. Within moments of stepping into the cottage, he remarks that “the absence of
the solicitous Pulkheria Ivanovna could be seen in everything” (151). Immediately after this
comment, the narrator describes a meal he shares with Afanasy lvanovich:

| tried to entertain him by telling him various bits of news; he listened with the
same smile, but at times his look was completely insensible, and thoughts did not
wander but vanished into it. Often he would raise a spoonful of kasha and, instead

of putting it into his mouth, put it to his nose; instead of stabbing a piece of

chicken with his fork, he stabbed the decanter. (151)
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Without Pulkheria Ivanovna, the mechanics of the consumption of food haywires as sauce ends
up on Afanasy Ivanovich’s dressing gown and kasha on his nose. Afanasy Ivanovich’s failure to
feed himself is coupled with his inability to communicate with the narrator. As the serfs serve up
a dish of mnishki (maumxu) with sour cream, the old man attempts to speak of Pulkheria
Ivanovna, but, overcome with emotion, cannot articulate a sentence. With tears streaming down
his face, Afanasy Ivanovich stopped stuttering and “his hand fell on the plate, the plate
overturned” and “sauce got all over him” (152). Not long after the narrator’s visit with Afanasy
did the old man reach his end. While walking in the woods one day, he heard Pulkheria Ivanovna
calling him home. Like his wife before him, Afanasy Ivanovich “wasted away” and “finally went
out the way a candle does when there is nothing left to feed its poor flame” (153).

Gogol shared with this old couple not only a love of food and entertaining, but also the
ease and tranquility of the old fashioned landowners’ “bucolic life.” However, as Gippius notes,
Gogol knew that this story was “not simply a reflection of the impressions drawn from real life,”
but rather an “idealization” that sprung from his own imagination (74). By incorporating
passages that discuss the pillaging of the Tovstogub’s storehouse, the mysterious pregnancies of
the serf girls, and the bespattering of flies on paintings, Gogol reminds his readers of the
undercurrents of corruption in the landowners’ Cockaigne-like existence.

Gippius identifies two circles of “static banality,” the lowest of which is occupied by
those “self-satisfied” sloths who “[aspire] to nothing and [do] nothing” (129). Both Pulkheria
Ivanovna and Afanasy Ivanovich led lives of static banality, but the narrator focuses specifically
on Afanasy’s tragic existence:

“God!” I thought, looking at him, “five years of all-destroying time—already an

insensible old man, an old man whose life seems never to have been disturbed by
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a single strong feeling of the soul, whose whole life seems to have consisted
entirely of sitting on a high-backed chair, of eating little dried fish and pears, and
of good-natured storytelling...” (152)
The narrator’s sympathetic musings encourage in the reader a feeling of pity for the old world
landowners. Despite their charm and occupation as “the most attractive of the characters” in
Gippius’s lower circle (129), Pulkheria Ivanovna and Afanasy Ivanovich still occupy this realm
of sin and must face the consequences. What better punishment for idleness and excess than an
agonizing death from total depravation?

“Old World Landowners” reveals Gogol’s own fears of leading a life of “static banality,”
thus failing to fulfill his life’s mission and succumbing to the same passions that plagued his
characters. Anyone familiar with Gogol’s works and biography recognizes the similarities
between Pulkheria Ivanovna’s death by starvation and Gogol’s own demise in 1852. Of course,
one must be careful with this comparison because Gogol published “Old World Landowners”
seventeen years before he died. It remains highly unlikely that he was somehow foreshadowing
his death in the story of Pulkheria Ivanovna and Afanasy lvanovich. What can be surmised from
the story is that for Gogol, excessive earthly passions, such as lust and gluttony, distract one
from his or her true mission and result in complete physical and moral defeat.

After the publication of Mirgorod in 1835, Gogol’s narrative space left the Ukrainian
countryside for the vast provinces of Russia and the bustling streets of St. Petersburg. The stories
in Mirgorod bridged the pagan world of witches, devils, and monsters, to the more obscure
demons lurking in the souls of men as Gogol became more concerned with the moral impact that
his writing had on the people of Russia. Gogol clearly had reservations about his Ukrainian tales

and his frustration is apparent in a February 1833 letter to M.P. Pogodin:
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You ask about Dikanka Evenings. To Hell with them! I won’t publish them. And
although monetary acquisitions would not be superfluous for me, I cannot write,
add tales, for that. | have absolutely no talent for speculations. | had even
forgotten that | was the creator of these Evenings, and only you reminded me
about it...And let them be doomed to obscurity until something weighty, great,
artistic comes out of me. (Letters 43)

By the time that The Inspector General premiered on stage on April 19, 1836, Gogol’s outlook
on his life’s mission had already shifted significantly since the publication of Evenings on a
Farm Near Dikanka and Mirgorod. When Gogol “heard that people were offended” by his works
“and that whole levels and classes of society were even angry” at him, he became even more
determined to use “the power of laughter” to instigate ethical change (Letters 190).
Unfortunately, the play did not spark the revolution that Gogol hoped for and instead he met with
accusations of libel. Unable to handle the disappointment, Gogol fled Russia on June 6, 1836 and

began an extensive tour of Western Europe.

V. Word Weaving in Dead Souls
This flight west, punctuated by visits to Russia in order to reconnect with friends, settle
family matters, and publish his collected works, lasted twelve years, from June 1836 to April
1848. The time abroad allowed Gogol to separate himself from the disappointment of The
Inspector General and to rekindle his creative spirit. His most prominent accomplishment of the
first six years abroad was the completion and publication of Dead Souls in 1842, which he began
working on while still living in St. Petersburg. In a letter written to Alexander Pushkin on

October 7, 1835, Gogol discusses his plans for his new work:
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| have begun to write Dead Souls. The plot has stretched out into a very long
novel, and it will apparently be extremely funny. But for now I’ve stopped at the
third chapter. I’'m looking for a good informer with whom I can get on intimate
terms. In this novel | want to show all of Russia from one side.

Please be so kind as to give me a plot, some kind of plot, either funny or
not funny, but a purely Russian anecdote. Meanwhile, my hand is trembling to
write my comedy. If this doesn’t happen, then my time will just be wasted...Both
my mind and my stomach are starving... (Appendix C of Dead Souls 278)

It is interesting that Gogol compares his “literary starvation” to physical starvation. At this time,
Gogol craved both creative and physical sustenance that would provide him with the inspiration
and energy to carry out his purpose. Despite a brief delay due to his decision to leave Russia
after the ill-fated reception of The Inspector General, Gogol enjoyed a brief period of heightened
productivity. However, when the cold, wintry months hit Switzerland, he fell into a depression
and struggled to make headway on Dead Souls. Urged by his doctor to find “a change of scene”
(Appendix C of Dead Souls 280), Gogol settled in Paris, regaining his emotional and physical
strength. On November 12, 1836, Gogol writes an enthusiastic letter to Vasily Zhukovsky,
describing the colossal impact that he expected his work to have on all of Russia:
Right now | am entirely absorbed in Dead Souls. My work is enormously great,
and it will not soon be finished. A whole new set of social classes and many
different gentlemen will rise up against me; but what can | do! It is my fate to be
at odds with my countrymen. Patience! Someone invisible is writing with a
powerful staff before me, | know that after my death my name will be more

fortunate than | was... (Appendix C of Dead Souls 280)
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Gogol’s prediction that Dead Souls would not only take a long time to produce and his
anticipation of Russia’s reaction to the work were both correct. From the time that Gogol left
Russia in 1836 to the publication of Part | of Dead Souls, Gogol underwent numerous phases of
mental and physical illness, which hindered his production and ate away at his psyche. The worst
bout of illness occurred in 1840 during a stay in Vienna. Karlinsky downplays the incident,
dismissing the argument that the illness marked any sort of artistic change in Gogol. There is
some truth in Karlinsky’s assertion (208), but one cannot ignore the shift in Gogol’s mindset
after this brush with death. Viewing his recovery as a “miraculous” (Gippius 105) intervention
by Divine Providence, Gogol felt that his life was “still necessary” (105) and he regained the
motivation to continue his work on Dead Souls with a new sense of importance.

Inspired by his extraordinary healing and travels in Rome, Gogol produced a novel that
overshadowed his former works of literature. Dead Souls marks Gogol’s pinnacle as a word
glutton. Homeric similes, extensive metaphors, and hilarious soliloquies burst uncontrollably
from his pen. The ornamental style of writing found in Dead Souls can be compared to “word
weaving” (mierenue ciosec), a technique that emerged during the Second South Slavic
Influence in fifteenth century Russia. This renaissance in Russian orthography began in the late
fourteenth century when populations living in the Balkans were forced out of their homes during
the Turkish invasion (Terras 319). As these populations migrated from Serbia and Bulgaria to
Russia, they brought with them new techniques and trends that would influence Russia’s literary
world. This migration of church scholars combined with a revival of hesychasm in the Russian
Orthodox Church led to the implementation of word weaving in both ecclesiastical and secular
writings. Victor Terras defines word weaving as a technique in which the writer combines words

“to form synonymic or paronomastic series” that are “marked by a dense network of phonic
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correspondences” (319). The technique serves to “suggest a given idea by referring to it through
the convergence of related terms rather than to identify this idea with one term” (319). Just as the
hesychasts used prayer “to reach the divine through degrees of spiritual purification,” writers
used word weaving “to approximate the perfect correspondence between the signifier and the
signified” (319). Word weaving “became a means of expression of the Divine” and served to
reveal the “gap between Divine Grace and Evil” (Oklot 384). In this sense, word weaving is an
extension of apophatic theology. In the same way that a believer uses prayer to approach the idea
of God, the word weaver continually edits the written word in order to more thoroughly represent
a particular concept.

Epifanii Premudrii, a well-known scholar of the first period of the Second South Slavic
Influence, compares word weaving to “the mystery of the Eucharist” and a work of literature to
the “triumph of God’s will, a holiday, or a feast” (Oklot 384). In the Eastern Orthodox Church,
the sacrament of the Eucharist is a mystical experience when bread and wine are
transubstantiated into the Body and Blood of Christ. The faithful unite as one body of believers
to take part in the mystery and to become nourished with the Holy Spirit. If the spiritual
importance of word weaving is to be compared with that of the Holy Eucharist, then words have
the power to spiritually nourish (or impoverish) an entire population of believers. Gogol wanted
Dead Souls to be Russia’s Holy Eucharist, which would feed a spiritually starving population.

Through strategic placement of words, phrases, and events, Gogol “weaves” together the
various adventures of Pavel Ivanovich Chichikov as he travels across provincial Russia with the
goal of increasing his economic and social standing through the purchase of dead serfs. Gogol
modeled Dead Souls after Dante’s The Divine Comedy, an epic poem in which Dante travels

through Hell, Purgatory, and then Heaven with a mission to redeem his sinful soul. Dead Souls,
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like The Divine Comedy, was meant to be an allegory for a corrupt man’s journey towards
salvation. Chichikov, Gogol’s Dante, must first descend into Hell and be exposed to the various
manifestations of human degradation before he can begin his climb of spiritual purification. In
each of the five circles of Hell that he visits, Chichikov meets a landlord (or landlady) who
embodies a specific form of gluttony, which Gogol indicates through the character’s
consumption of food and corresponding manner of speech. Gogol utilizes specific literary
devices to further emphasize each landowner’s abuse of both physical and spiritual nourishment.
Chichikov begins his adventure with the empty-headed and empty-stomached Manilov, whose
obsessive pipe smoking and excessive sugary language take the place of physical food. With
each new landlord, Chichikov descends deeper and deeper into the inferno until he encounters
the most abhorrent of gluttons, Pliushkin.

Manilov, whose name derives from the verb maunuts, meaning “to lure” or “to beckon”
(Dead Souls, Guerney’s footnote 10), represents the outdated sentimentalist with a falsely sweet
demeanor. The narrator describes Manilov as “a handsome man,” whose face was “not devoid of
amiability.” Yet, “there was apparently far too great an overdose of sugariness about it” and in
Manilov’s “ways and turns of speech there was something that wheedled for your good graces
and friendship” (19). The first mention of food coincides with a description of Manilov’s
relationship with his wife. The Manilovs are “perfectly content with each other” (20) and “what
is called happy” (21). Yet, their marriage is sexless and, like the relationship between Afanasy
Ivanovich and Pulkheria lvanovna, food replaces sex:

Despite the fact that more than eight years had elapsed since their marriage, each

one of them still kept bringing to the other either a slice of apple, or a bonbon, or
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a nut, and would say in a touchingly tender voice that expressed perfect love:

“Open your little mouth wide, dearest, and let me put this tidbit in.” (20)
Grammatically speaking, these little gifts are in the singular. Neither Manilov nor his wife
presents the other with a whole apple, a box of bonbons, or a bag of nuts. Their marriage, like
their small confectionary tokens of love, is insubstantial and superficial. This is apparent in the
phrase “each one of them still kept bringing to the other either a slice of apple, or a bonbon, or a
nut” (MX HUX BCE eIlle Kakblid MPUHOCHII APYTrOMY WIIH KyCOYEK sI0I09Ka MU KOH(PEKTY WIN
opeiek). The text reveals the repetition and overabundance of the “ill” sound in “wu” and the

9 ¢c

sounds “ch” and “k” in “kycouex s0mouka,” “kondexty’and ‘“opewex.” The hard “k” sound
occurs again in the expression of “perfect love”: Pa3unp nymieHnbka cBoi poTuk s TeO€ MOI0XKY
3TOT Kycouex (“Open your little mouth wide, dearest, and let me put this tidbit in). This
repetition will manifest itself in Chichikov and Manilov’s ensuing conversation during which
Chichikov “mimics” what Maguire calls Manilov’s “code” (220). Manilov decorates his
sentences with tiny embellishments, such as munocts (kindness), npusitio (pleasant), and
n06perit (good) (219), in the same way that he pops just a “tidbit” (kycouexk) of apple into Mrs.
Manilov’s mouth (potux). This ridiculous decadence will also translate to Manilov’s written
word. In Chapter Seven, Manilov and Chichikov reunite in the town of N—, where Chichikov
hopes to purchase the title deeds for the dead souls. Manilov hands him a list that had been “tied
with a thin little pink ribbon” and, as Chichikov unrolls the list, he marvels as the “neatness and
beauty of the handwriting” that is surrounded by Mrs. Manilov’s “artfully” designed boarder

(136). The emphasis is focused entirely on the decoration of the list with absolutely no mention

of the names of the serfs.
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After a humorous and prolonged exchange of nauseating salutations, the Manilovs and
Chichikov sit down for dinner. While food plays a large role in Chichikov’s encounters with
future landlords, there is little mention of food in the Manilov household. Manilov announces
with pride that he does things in the “Russian way” (1o pycckomy 00bI4ar0), serving “cabbage
soup” with “an open heart” (ot yuctoro cepaua) (24). At one point, the children’s tutor must
wipe the nose of Manilov’s son, Themistoclius in order to prevent “a most considerable drop of
foreign matter” from dropping into his soup. However, other than these descriptions, sustenance
is essentially lacking. More than once, Mrs. Manilov turns to Chichikov with concern, saying
“You aren’t eating a thing; you have helped yourself to very little—.” Chichikov, with an equally
sickening politeness, answers that he is full and that “pleasant talk is better than any course”
(26). Like the meal, the talk is meaningless and superficial as the guest and the hosts blabber on
about the virtues of the officials of the town, the “pleasures of tranquil life,” and the “cleverness”
of Themistoclius. All of the officials are “good” men, the countryside “has many pleasant
points,” and the children are “darling” (23-24). No opinion other than an ostentatiously positive
one is expressed by either the guest or the hosts.

The men retire to the drawing room following the meal for more “pleasant talk” and a
smoke. Instead of food, Manilov has a fondness for “the less substantial oral intake of smoke”
(Peace 215). When he is not speaking or eating, his pipe is shoved in his mouth. As Peace notes,
Manilov must consciously remove the pipe from his mouth in order to kiss Mrs. Manilov (215).
When Chichikov steers the conversation away from all that is agreeable or enjoyable and
expresses his desire to purchase dead souls, Manilov is “utterly at a loss” for words and can only
stare at Chichikov while intermittently “letting the smoke dribble out of his mouth in a very

tenuous stream” (29). As Chichikov continues to explain his intentions, Manilov, “no matter how
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he tried,” could not “penetrate the gist of the matter” and, “instead of replying” sucked at his
chibouk “as if he were trying to draw out of it an opinion” (30). Unfortunately, the chibouk fails
him, “merely gurgle[ing] and emit[ting] its death rattle” (30), and leaving the befuddled Manilov
speechless.

It is worth noting that Gogol uses the image of smoke and its association with food to
display corruption even before Chichikov meets Manilov. In the first chapter, Chichikov has just
arrived in the town of N—and is seeking sustenance at a local tavern. The common room where
the tavern owner serves Chichikov’s dinner is decorated with “the same oil-painted walls,
darkened at the top from chimney smoke,” “the same sooty ceiling; the same chandelier, dingy
from smoke” and “the same pictures, covering an entire wall and done in oils—in a word,
everything the same as you would find everywhere” (3). These blackened objects, soiled by the
consistent influx of smoke, are indicators of the moral impurities that Chichikov not only
possesses, but will also encounter in his travels across the providences. Maguire notes that Gogol
used two separate adjectives to describe the sooty ceiling (3akomuenusrii motosok) and the
chandelier (kommuenas iroctpa) (217). Both of these words come from the verb kontuts, which
means “to cure in smoke,” but kormuenas is reserved as an adjective to describe meats that have
been smoked, such as sausage. Therefore, the context of this adjective is out of place (217).
Gogol “weaves” in inappropriate word combinations further emphasizing Chichikov’s own
displacement and therefore foreshadowing his later interactions with the landowners, each of
whom possesses his or her own vice that blackens the soul.

In true sentimentalist fashion, the two men come to an agreement concerning Chichikov’s
purchase of the dead souls. Yet, the narrator leaves the reader with a rather disturbing portrait of

Manilov. After Chichikov makes his exit, Manilov, “puffing away at his pipe,” “gave himself up
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to meditation” (33), but this meditation is about as substantial as the food served at the Manilov
household. This useless daydreaming is interrupted only by Chichikov’s request to purchase
dead souls:
The thought of it refused, in some particular way, to be digested in his head; no
matter how he turned it over and over in his mind, he could not make it clear to
himself, as he sat there all this time and puffed away at his pipe, which occupation
lasted until it was high time for supper. (33)
The phrase, He Bapuach B ero rosose, literally translates to “could not be cooked (digested) in
his head,” bringing back the theme of food and its association with logos. Although Gogol’s
description of Chichikov’s visit to the Manilov’s is humorous and entertaining, Manilov is not a
comic figure, but rather a pathetic one. Both his body and his mind are filled with smoke, which
does not satisfy him, but only blackens the walls of his lungs and his soul. Meaningful thoughts
cannot be “cooked up” in his brain and, as a result, the words that emit from his mouth quickly
dissipate into the air along with a steady stream of tobacco smoke.

Chichikov, intending to visit another landowner, Sobakevich, ends up at the estate of
Nastasia Petrovna Korobochka by mistake when his drunken coachman steers the carriage in the
wrong direction during a storm. This sequence of events was intentional on the part of Gogol in
that Korobochka embodies the opposite vice of Manilov. Unlike Manilov, who “is aloof from the
everyday maters of his estate,” Korobochka is “completely immersed in them” (Peace 217). The
narrator describes her as “one of those motherly creatures...who are forever complaining
tearfully about poor crops” and “accumulate bit, by bit, their tidy little hoards of money” (39).
Richard Peace compares Korobochka to Pulkheria Ivanovna in that she too is an “old world

landowner” (217), but overlooks the similarities that Korobochka and Pulkheria share when it
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comes to the preparation and consumption of food. For instance, Pulkheria’s insistence that
Afanasy must eat something in order to cure his physical ailments mirrors Korobochka’s
obsession with Chichikov’s appetite when he arrives bespattered in mud. Chichikov,
unconcerned about his stomach, wants nothing more than a good night’s rest. Korobochka says
that he “ought to have a bite of something” after traveling, but that she cannot provide him with
sustenance at the time because “it’s so late at night” (39). Suddenly, her speech is interrupted by
the “strange hissing” of the wall clock that “sounded as if the whole room had become filled with
serpents” (39). This hissing is “immediately followed by a death rattle” (3a mmmnensem ToT4ac xe
nocienoBasio xpunenbe) that recalls the same sound that sputtered out of Manilov’s chibouk in
the previous chapter. In both instances, the failure of the delivery of speech is associated with
this death rattle. However, in comparison with the humorous image of Manilov sucking
desperately on his beloved pipe, there is something more threatening in this particular death
rattle as it is coupled with the Dantesque image of snakes filling Korobochka’s living room.
After a heavy sleep in an expertly fluffed feather bed, Chichikov wakes up to find a

number of flies perched upon his face. One may remember that flies, the indicators of rotting
food, decay, and corruption, also swarmed the home of Pulkheria lvanovna and Afanasy
Ivanovich. Chichikov rises from his bed and gazes out of the window that faces the poultry yard
where he witnesses a rather unnatural and disturbing incident:

A sow and her family bobbed up right on the spot, and right on the spot, while

rooting through a pile of garbage, she gobbled up a chick in passing and, without

perceiving this, went on putting away watermelon rinds in a systematic kind of

way. (42)
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At first, it seems that the pig is engaging in what all pigs are apt to do: eat garbage. However,
Gogol puts a sickening twist on what would be a normal occurrence when the pig eats not only a
living creature, but a creature that has just recently entered life. Gogol uses the image of
consumption to remind the reader not to be fooled by Korobochka’s cozy estate, for this
seemingly harmless woman is capable of dangerous manipulation.

Chichikov sits down with a cup of tea that is “laced” with fruit brandy, a sweet yet potent
beverage, and begins to assess Korobochka and plan how he can convince her to sell her dead
souls. As with Manilov, Chichikov adopts the style and manner of speech of his targeted victim.
However, instead of ornamenting his speech with munocTs, npusitio, or 106psiit, Chichikov
punctuates his sentences with religious and superstitious remarks, such as ciasa 6ory (thanks be
to God) and Ha Bc€ Bouist 603kbst (God’s will is in all things). He is surprised to find that
Korobochka does not give in nearly as easily as Manilov does when Chichikov implements this
method of persuasion and Chichikov’s “Thanks be to God” is soon replaced with “may the Devil
take her!” (mocymmn eit gopTta!).

Finally, Korobochka and Chichikov come to an agreement, yet the old proprietress never
stops scheming on how to get Chichikov to also purchase some of her other commaodities. In
order to carry out her plan, Korobochka uses food as bribery. As Chichikov writes the list of the
names of the dead serfs, he catches “the enticing aroma of something hot, made with butter”
(51):

Chichikov looked around him and beheld, already standing on the table, small
mushrooms, patties, hasty pudding, curd tarts, fritters, pancakes, and wafers with

all sorts of baked additions—baked chopped onion, baked poppy seed, baked
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curds, baked clotted cream—and Heaven alone knows how many other things

there were. (52)

UWUYMKOB OIJISIHYJICS M YBUAEI, UTO HA CTOSUIN yXK€ TPUOKH, TUPOKKH,

CKOPOAYMKH, HIAHUIIKHA IPATJIBI, 6JII/IHI)I, JICTICIIKH CO BCAKUMHN HpI/IHéKaMI/I:

MPUIIEKOH C JIyYKOM, IIPUIIEKON C MAKOM, IPUIEKON C TBOPOTOM, IIPUIIEKOH CO

CHATOYKaMU, U HUBECTDb YE€I'O HE 6I)I.HO.
Unlike the scanty confections that the Manilovs pop into each others’ mouths, Korobochka’s
dishes are both satisfying and abundant. Phonetically, this sequence, when read in Russian, flows
with a smoothness that the phrase describing the eating habits of the Manilovs lacks. This
smoothness is due primarily to the repetition of the phrase, “npunékoii ¢” followed by a noun
with a masculine instrumental ending. The repetition produces a mesmerizing oscillation of the
voice, creating a sing-song tone. Like the food that Pulkheria Ivanovna prepares for her guests,
there is something unnatural about the quantity and substance of the meal. Gogol refers to
Chichikov’s binge as a “performance” (52) as he “dispatched” three pancakes “into his mouth”
(52) (Tpu 6nmHa otnpasui B pot). The robotic way in which Chichikov consumes these
pancakes reminds one of the manner in which the pig gobbles up a chick “in a systematic kind of
way” (mpojoiKaja yuceIBaTh apOy3HbIe KOpKH cBoMM mopsiakoMm). His act is dehumanizing,
gluttonous, and, overall, superficial. Just as Korobochka possesses underlying intentions for
treating Chichikov to such bountiful fare, Chichikov too views this gesture as nothing more than
a presentation, an act, and therefore a strategic method that will lead to Korobochka’s
submission. Thus, this gesture is just as empty as Manilov’s inability to feed Chichikov anything.
Satisfied physically and financially, Chichikov leaves Korobochka and her buttery pancakes for

the provincial road, continuing his quest for the souls of the dead.
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As the carriage rumbles toward the tavern, where Chichikov hopes “to have a bite of
something and fortify himself,” (56) the narrator digresses into a lengthy analysis of the
stomachs and appetites of various Russians. He explains that he cares nothing for the “top-notch
people living in St. Petersburg and Moscow,” who “spend their time thoughtfully planning” what
and when they are to eat, “gulp down oysters, sea spiders, and other such wondrous viands,” and
then “wind up” at “the baths at Karlsbad” or “the medicinal waters in the Caucus” (56). Rather, it
is the “fair-to-middlin’ gentlemen” who are to be envied, those who can consume “a ham at one
stagepost, a suckling pig at a second, and at a third for a slice of sturgeon, or some sort of
sausage baked with onions” and still “sit down at a full table, at any hour you like” and “tackle”
an endless amount of various traditional Russian dishes (56). The narrator then ends this
elaborate description with a tongue-in-cheek message on morality:

Now, these gentlemen really are enjoying a gift from Heaven! More than one top-
notch gentleman would sacrifice in a moment half the number of serfs he
possesses and half of his estates (mortgaged and unmortgaged, with all the
improvements both foreign and domestic), just to have such a stomach...But
that’s where the trouble lies, that one cannot acquire, either for any sum of money
or for any estate (either with improvements or without), such a stomach. (56)
The Russian word for “stomach,” xwuBor, is related to the verb “to live,” xwuts and it is no
coincidence that Gogol associates his characters’ eating habits with the way that they lead their
lives. While the narrator praises the stomach of Chichikov, his way of life is not to be emulated
or admired yet as his sinfulness is on par with the landowners he encounters. However, by
designating Chichikov as one of these enviable “fair-to-middlin’” gentlemen, Gogol reminds the

reader that there is hope for his hero’s moral transformation. One must remember that Chichikov



Trippe 47

has only just embarked on his spiritual journey. Part | of Dead Souls is the Inferno and
Chichikov must still climb the mountain of Purgatorio (Part Il) and ascend into Paradiso (Part
[11). The five landowners who occupy the Inferno are the embodiments of gluttony and
Chichikov must come to the realization that he cannot continue to squander his life and end up as
a Manilov, a Nozdryov, or, worst of all, a Pliushkin.

While Chichikov relishes in his meal of suckling pig (obviously a favorite dish of
Chichikov’s as he dines on suckling pig a number of times throughout the story), another
carriage draws up to the front of the tavern and out pops the third landowner, Nozdryov. A
scoundrel, a gambler, and a pathological liar, Nozdryov holds his tongue about as well as he
holds is alcohol. His is a man of excess, but, unlike Korobochka or Pliushkin, he does not engage
in certain affairs “in order to gain something,” but rather because the urge comes “from some
sort of turbulently indefatigable impetuosity and liveliness of character” (67) (ot kakoii-To
HEYTOMOHHOM IOPKOCTH M OOHKOCTH XapakTepa). From the moment he spots Chichikov in the
tavern, Nozdryov does not case talking and the words that spew uncontrollably from his mouth
and scatter into the air around him are pure nonsense. Whereas Manilov delicately ornaments his
speech with excessive positive adjectives and Korobochka interjects with invocations to Christ,
there is no real pattern to Nozdryov’s speech and Chichikov struggles to figure out Nozdryov’s
linguistic “code.”

Much to Chichikov’s disappointment, Nozdryov is more concerned with showing his
guests the entirety of his estate rather than feeding them. Once they do sit down for a meal, it
becomes obvious that “the dinner table” “did not constitute for Nozdryov the main thing in life”

(70). The chef’s creative culinary art is indicative of Nozdryov’s character:
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It was evident that the chef was guided for the most part by some weird
inspiration and would pop into the pot the first things that came to his hand; if the
pepper pot happened to be standing nearby, he would sprinkle in the pepper; if
cabbage came handy, he would shove in the cabbage; he slopped in milk, ham,
peas—in short, slap, dash, as long as it was hot, and as for taste, well, some sort
of taste would probably come out in the end. (71)
The verbs used to describe the chef’s preparation of dinner consistently become more intense as
the passage goes on. Gogol begins with the animate, but relatively harmless verbs “pop” or “put”
(xmman) and sprinkled (corman), but then progresses to the aggressive “shoved” (cosax) and
“slopped” (muukan). As the dinner and conversation continues, Nozdryov’s language becomes
increasingly more hostile and he finally erupts onto the verge of physical violence.

For what is lacking in comestibles, Nozdryov makes up for in spirits. Nozdryov pours
glass after glass of port, Madeira that “actually burned one’s mouth,” haut sauternes, a bottle,
which according to Nozdryov’s “unorthodox terminology,” was a mixture of bourguignon and
champagne, “a cordial made from rowan berries,” and finally, “some balsam or other, which
bore a name that was hard to remember” (71). Maguire notes that this scene reflects Nozdryov’s
own “arbitrary” and “chaotic” lifestyle in the acquisition of objects and the creation of language
(226). Language quickly unravels as Nozdryov continues to slosh alcohol into his guests’
glasses. While Nozdryov is “most zealous™ in serving his brother-in-law and Chichikov these
potent drinks, he does not “add a great deal to his own glass” (71) and his aggressive hospitality
eventually results in the complete incapacitation of one of his guests. By the time that the dinner
comes to a close, the brother-in-law is so inebriated that he cannot form coherent sentences.

While Nozdryov offers sustenance, it is either of poor quality or extremely potent, reflecting his
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indifference towards and even disdain for, what Gogol considered a valuable life. His insatiable
love for wines and other spirits further emphasizes his tendency to engage in debauchery.

With the brother-in-law out of the picture, Chichikov feels comfortable enough to discuss
his real intentions for agreeing to visit Nozdryov. As with Korobochka, it is no easy task to get
Nozdryov to sell his dead serfs and, like Korobochka, he at first attempts to sell just about
everything but his souls, such as his hurdy-gurdy, his dogs, his horse, and a light carriage. When
Chichikov resists, Nozdryov suggests that they play a game of cards to settle the matter, which
results in an argument and the resentment on the part of both parties. At dinner that night,
Nozdryov offers his guest no fancy liquors and the only form of sustenance mentioned at the
dinner is a single bottle of Cyprus wine “sticking up like a sore thumb” (78). The argument
continues the next morning and, thanks to Nozdryov’s unrestrained energies, it escalates to the
brink of a fist fight. Luckily, ““it pleased the Fates” (83) to save Chichikov from a humiliating
beating. Just Nozdryov raises his arm to give Chichikov a taste of his chibouk, the Captain of the
District Police marches through the door with a warrant to arrest Nozdryov for, unsurprisingly,
“a personal assault, with birch rods” while “in a state of intoxication” (83).

This is not the last that Chichikov sees of Nozdryov and it is this landowner’s aggressive
and abundant speech that plays a large role in Chichikov’s undoing in Chapters Ten and Eleven.
Nozdryov reemerges at the governor’s ball, inevitably drunk, and “lying unmercifully” in “half-
inebriate, half sober speech” to all who will listen (168). Once he spots Chichikov from afar,
Nozdryov begins an endless stream of nonsensical, boisterous phrases, “emitting peal upon peal
of laughter” (168) and revealing Chichikov’s disturbing secret: that his recently accumulated
serfs are in fact dead. Nozdryov’s speech takes an absurd turn when he begins to sputter various

phrases in French, making extensive use of the word, baiser (kiss), and incorporating it into his
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drunken Russian. This interweaving of French and Russian speech, which reappears in Chapter
Nine during the ridiculous bantering between Anna Grigorievna and Sofia Ivanovna, is a sign of
superficiality as nauseating to Gogol as Manilov’s sentimentalism. Despite the fact that the
guests at the ball eventually stop listening to Nozdryov, Chichikov knows that his secret is out.
The narrator confirms this fear when he states that “no matter how vulgar a bit of news may be,”
every “mortal man” “will inevitably” have his “bellyful of talk” (169). The town indeed will
gorge itself on a feast of rumors and lies, which culminate in the Postmaster’s Tale of Kopeikin.
The narrator notes that the dinner following the ball was a very “pleasant” and “gay” one, but
poor Chichikov, who normally relishes in such gatherings, “found it hard to relax” (170). The
glittery extravagance of the dinner no longer enchants Gogol’s hero, but rather horrifies him:
All the faces, glimpsed between triple candelabra, flowers, bottles, and
bonbonmieres, were glowing with the most unconstrained pleasure. Army
officers, ladies, frock-coated gentlemen—all became amiable, even to the point of
being cloying...Men who had attained the decorous age, among whom Chichikov
was seated, were carrying on loud discussions dealt with the very subjects in
which he always took part; but he looked like a man fatigued or broken up by a
prolonged trip. (170)
Chichikov becomes aware of his “troubled” and “confused” heart and the “oppressive void” that
“persisted therein” (170). This is the first time that Chichikov comes close to truly inspecting his
soul. However, as soon as he begins to really take an introspective look, Chichikov instead
scapegoats the guests at the party and the vanity of balls. He has not quite hit a low enough point

to be forced into making moral improvements.
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After the provincial police haul off Nozdryov, Chichikov flees the estate and finally
arrives at the home of the bear-like Sobakevich. Gogol introduces Sobakevich and his wife
through food imagery in the form of a Homeric simile, one of the many recurring “word-weaving
devices” that Gogol uses throughout Dead Souls. As the carriage pulls up to the estate,
Chichikov’s gaze is met by two faces in a window:

One feminine in a house cap, narrow and elongated like a cucumber, and a
masculine one, round, broad, like those Moldavian pumpkins called gorlinkas, out
of which they make, in Russia, balalaikas, the pride and joy of some frolicsome,
twenty-year-old country lad, a fellow who knows how to wink and is a dandy and
who not only winks at but whistles after the snowy-breasted and snowy-necked
maidens who gather round to listen to his soft-stringed strumming (89).
This absurd simile calls to mind the language of the sentimentalist manifested in Manilov’s mode
of speech, which Chichikov adopts in the hopes of winning Sobakevich onto his good side
(Maguire 228). Of course, he finds that Sobakevich possesses no patience for sticky-sweet
sentimentalist sentences, for his own language is about as thick and heavy as the meat he stuffs
down his gullet.

The first moments between the Sobakevich couple and Chichikov are awkward ones. The
three sit in uncomfortable silence “for almost a full five minutes” before Chichikov decides to
speak, intending to butter up Sobakevich in time to make his business transaction. He begins the
conversation much in the same way that the conversation with the Manilovs began back in
Chapter Two, by praising the various officials in the town. As he did with Manilov, Chichikov
gushes forth words such as npexpacusriii (splendid) and nmpeBocxoausrii (excellent). However, to

each of these positive remarks, Sobakevich fires back with a negative statement. Like Nozdryov,



Trippe 52

Sobakevich’s speech is aggressive, but whereas Nozdryov’s speech overflows with superfluous
words and exclamations, Sobakevich’s is blunt and hostile.

The dinner at Sobakevich’s begins “as all spacious Russia does throughout its towns and
villages” (93), with a shot of vodka and a snack of “salted delicacies and other such appetite-
arousing blessed dainties” (93). But, this Manilovish daintiness only lasts so long. The guest and
hosts file into the dining room where they sit down to a traditional Russian dinner of
overwhelming proportions. As Sobakevich slurps, gnaws, and sucks his way through cabbage
soup, nurse, mutton, tarts with curds, and a turkey “stuffed with all sorts of good things,” he does
not hesitate to continue to discredit the town officials (93-94). In addition to assigning each
government official a personalized insult, Sobakevich also elaborates on their eating habits:

I know what they buy in the market. That rascal of a chef, who learned his trade
from a Frenchman, will buy a cat, skin it, and then serve it up to you at a table and
say it’s rabbit...That’s how they do things; I’m not to blame, they all do
everything that way. Every sort of refuse, stuff that our wench Akulka throws into
the cesspool, if you’ll permit me to use the word, they pop into their soup. Into the
soup with it! (93)
Here, Sobakevich is in his element and his speech flows more freely. The awkward hostility that
existed in the first moments of the meeting dissipates at the dinner table and Sobakevich seems
just a bit more human. Once the host and guest step out of the dining room, Sobakevich returns
to his clumsy, sullen self. As Chichikov begins his proposition, Sobakevich merely stares at him,
“his head cocked to one side,” with an empty, expressionless face, “as if there were no soul at all
in his body” (96). The brief glimpse of humanity seen at the dinner table disappears, and the

reader is reminded of Sobakevich’s bestial qualities.
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While Sobakevich is first and foremost an animalistic glutton and consumer of flesh, he
is also a creator of flesh. Peace notes that Sobakevich is the only landowner who “gives flesh and
solidity” to his dead souls (228). He knows each soul by name and what skills he (or she)
possessed. As he discusses the qualities of these serfs, Sobakevich lights up for a second time,
words “pour[ing ] forth in such torrents that all one could do was listen” (Gogol 98). Mikheev
the coach maker, Stepan the Cork, the carpenter, Milushkin the bricklayer and others suddenly
come alive before his greedy eyes. Like the fleshy meals Sobakevich gorges on, these serfs
served only to satisfy his stomach. He views the deaths of these men and women not as the loss
of human souls, but as a hindrance to his gluttonous routine. Sobakevich ironically sees his
former serfs as animals with human faculties, yet does not recognize his own bestial character.

Pliushkin’s estate is the final stop, and deepest circle of Hell, that Chichikov visits. He is
also the sole landowner that the protagonist encounters only once in the story (Peace 230). By
making Pliushkin’s estate Chichikov’s last station, Gogol emphasizes that this landlord is the
most despicable and morally corrupt of all. He wants Pliushkin’s wrinkled face to haunt both
Chichikov and the reader long after the story is finished. Pliushkin occupies the lowest realm of
the lowest circle of “Gogol’s world of banality” (Gippius 128). While Afanasy lvanovich and
Pulkheria lvanovna waste away their days lost in the world of Cockaigne, aloof and complacent,
Pliushkin has passed beyond such complacency and his gluttonous way of life has “become a
desirable end in itself” (129). Before Chichikov sets off for the village of Pliushkin, he learns
from Sobakevich of this landowner’s stingy ways:

“I don’t run things the way some Pliushkin does; he owns eight hundred souls, yet
he lives and dines worse than my shepherd does.”

“Who is this Pliushkin?” Chichikov inquired.



Trippe 54

“A swindler,” Sobakevich answered. “Such a miser as it would be hard to
imagine. The convicts in stocks at the prison live better than he does; he’s starved
all his people to death.” (Gogol 94)

Sobakevich explains that Pliushkin’s peasants are “dying off like flies” (94) (ymuparoT kak
myxu MpyT). The alliteration of myxu mpyT, the repetition of the “y” sound, and Chichikov’s own
reiteration of the phrase places special emphasis on this fact that Sobakevich shares with
Chichikov. Also, the reoccurrence of the image of the fly indicates that Pliushkin’s estate is a
cesspool of rotting food, physical death, and moral degradation. This image of flies continues
once Chichikov enters the house of Pliushkin, where upon a desk that is cluttered with various
decaying trinkets, “three dead flies, covered over with a letter” add a sinister touch to the home
décor (110). When Pliushkin offers Chichikov a glass of cordial made by his late wife, “little
bugs” (ko3sBkH) are floating around inside the bottle along with other pieces of garbage. As
Pliushkin presents Chichikov with a list of his dead serfs, the narrator observes that the peasants’
names on the paper “were as closely clustered on it as midges” (KpecTbsiHCKHEe IMEHA yChITTaan
e€ TecHo kak moriku) (120).Gogol uses a different word for “fly” in each setting to highlight the
omnipresence of moral decay and that this moldering is not only present in Pliushkin’s home,
food, and drink, but in the man himself, as he secretes decay through his own written word.

When he sees Pliushkin for the first time, Chichikov mistakes the shriveled old man for
the female housekeeper who moments before greeted him at the door. Despite the fact that this
man is dressed as a “beggar,” Pliushkin is indeed a proprietor:

No other landlord had so much wheat, in grain, flour, or simply in stacks, or one

whose storerooms, warehouses, and drying sheds were cluttered with such a
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world of linens...dried fish of all sorts, and all kinds of vegetables and berries,
everything the lips will accept. (111).
Unlike Sobakevich, who constantly consumes his goods, Korobochka, who sells them in order to
acquire compensation, Nozdryov, who idiotically gambles away his excess, or Manilov, who
owns nothing and cares for nothing, Pliushkin deliberately gains and hoards, neither consuming,
nor selling, nor losing. He deliberately sits obstinately atop of his rotting stockpile, refusing to
move.

The reader learns that Pliushkin did not always lead such a disgraceful life, but had once
been a “wise” miser, with a family and a purpose. Back in those days, “his speech” was
“imbued” “with experience and a knowledge of the world” and “it was a pleasure for his guests
to listen to him” (112). He had not been extremely wealthy, but his wife “was famed for her
hospitality” and the master himself worked hard to maintain a well-run estate (113). But after the
death of his wife and youngest daughter, and his living children’s decisions to abandon the
estate, Pliushkin succumbs to obsessive miserliness, which functions like a disease, infecting the
unfortunate from the inside out. With “a wolfish appetite,” the disease cannot be subdued, and
“the more it devours, the more insatiated it becomes” (114). When it has eaten away every last
bit of moral flesh within Pliushkin’s soul, the disease spreads to the physical body, graying his
hair and stooping his shoulders. Pliushkin even has a nervous habit of chewing his lip, “as if he
were munching something” (ctan omsats Kymiath ryoamu) (118). The disease results in an
epidemic among Pliushkin’s peasants as they die off one by one of starvation.

As with Sobakevich, the meeting between Gogol’s hero and the landowner begins with
an unsettling silence. Chichikov inhales, preparing to adorn this crinkled old man with “some

high flown vein” of sentimentalist sap, but pauses, realizing that such a manner of speaking “was
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a bit much” (116). Even after Chichikov “rework[s] his speech accordingly,” Pliushkin merely
grumbles almost incoherently through a toothless mouth that he has already eaten and that the
“abominable” state of his kitchen rendered insufficient for the preparation of food. It is only after
Chichikov presents his offer, promising that Pliushkin will save money on taxes through the
selling of his dead souls, that Pliushkin offers even the slightest gesture of hospitality,
summoning a young servant to ready a samovar and fetch a moldy Easter cake.
Once he realizes that Chichikov’s offer will benefit his hoarding lifestyle, he addresses

God and the Heavens with zeal comparable to Korobochka’s religious outbursts: “Ah, my Lord!
Ah, all ye saints!”’(118). Of course, such praise is displaced and perverted in that Pliushkin is
thanking God for allowing him to remain stagnant in sin. In fact, a few pages later, Pliushkin
continues to speak with this religious theme when he accuses his servant Mavra of stealing a
sheet of paper:

You just wait; on the dread Day of Judgment the devils will make it hot for you

with their iron pitchforks. You’ll see how hot they’ll make it for you!... “There,”

they’ll be saying, “take that you conniver, for the way you fooled your master!”

and they’ll make it hot for you with their red-hot pitchforks, they will! (122)
This statement is ironic for it is Pliushkin who will most likely be greeted by these devils after
death. He, not Mavra, is trying to “fool” his Master by justifying his hoarding and abuse as
protecting himself against his thieving servants. It is only “under pretext” that he sees “whether
his people were getting good fare” while “fill[ing] himself with plenty of cabbage soup and
buckwheat groats” (125).

Pliushkin’s gluttony is the most terrifying of all because, unlike the other four

landowners, he is keenly aware of his sin. It is with Pliushkin that we see the upmost corruption
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of nourishment both in the form of the written and verbal word and, in the physical sense, food
and drink. Pliushkin represents the horrific combination of the other four landowners. When he
speaks, he combines Sobakevich’s hostility and Nozdryov’s lies with a blatant perversion of
Korobochka’s religious outbursts and Manilov’s soft spoken demeanor. He possesses an
abundance of food, but most of this food is rotting in the sheds, never to be consumed or sold.
The food that is still edible, he consumes himself, while simultaneously complaining of not
having enough to eat, yet starving his serfs to death. Chichikov leaves Pliushkin’s crumbling
estate in a state of elation, whistling, singing, and congratulating himself on such a successful
transaction. The irony is that this is the turning point for Chichikov. After his meeting with
Pliushkin, Chichikov’s fortunes take an unfortunate turn and Gogol dedicates the remainder of
Part | to Chichikov’s fall from grace.

While Chichikov fails to undergo any moral transformation in Part | of Dead Souls, the
negative characters introduced set the stage for his development. As Chapter Eleven indicates,
Chichikov’s journey is far from over after he flees the town of N—. The reader should not judge
too harshly, for, as the narrator indicates, there is “a bit of Chichikov” in all humans (246). The
characters depicted in Part | of Dead Souls attempted to replace their spiritual emptiness with
earthly materials, such as food, alcohol, and tobacco. But Gogol wanted his readers to understand
that Chichikov, Manilov, and the other landowners could heal only when they realized that these
substances were insubstantial and that only God could fill the gaping hole in his or her soul. Up
until his death, Gogol remained excited for the spiritual resurrection of Chichikov because he
hoped that Parts 11 and I11 could reflect his own salvation as well. But, as we know, Gogol

celebrated neither Chichikov’s transformation nor the healing of his own soul.
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VI. Conclusion

It is no coincidence that Gogol’s style of writing reflects the hesychasts’ apophatic
approach to union with God. Gogol truly believed that he could weave together stories that
would profoundly impact his readers through his fiction. Before he consciously embraced Easter
Orthodox Christianity, Gogol began his climb towards unity with the Divine with the creation of
the Ukrainian Tales. Even in these seemingly simple pagan-themed stories, Gogol conflates the
sin of gluttony with the sacred, a literary strategy that comes into full fruition with Dead Souls.

In “The Night Before Christmas,” it is the fantastic nighttime feast of Paunchy Patsiuk,
the village wizard, which indicates the presence of sin. The comical scene in which Patsiuk
teleports vareniki from bowl to mouth is easy to dismiss as what Nabokov so emphatically
condemned as immature writing. But Gogol’s fiction, like the man himself, is composed of many
layers, each of which must be carefully peeled back and examined. When we do so, the tale’s
events are not quite so simple. Gogol utilizes food imagery and language to show how Patsiuk’s
voracious appetite becomes monstrous, Oksana’s girlish giggles suddenly turn malicious, and
Vakula’s assumed suicide briefly turns into a reality for the villagers.

Gogol further explored the themes of gluttony and sin in “Old World Landowners.” The
overt pagan themes of “The Night Before Christmas” are replaced with less ostentatious
representations of the supernatural. Like the paintings of the Flemish School, “Old World
Landowners” is aesthetically pleasing portrait upon a first glance. However, this Cockaigne-like
existence will eventually destroy the management of the estate and the marriage of Afanasy
Ivanovich and Pulkheria lvanovna.

The Ukrainian Tales represent the preliminary works of fiction that lead up to the

publication of Dead Souls. They are important components of Gogol’s career because they
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document the progress of both his literary and spiritual progression. However, Gogol’s apophatic
approach is most clearly developed in Dead Souls. The way in which he utilizes merenune
cioBec, weaving words in and out of each other, producing syntactically complex phrases and
sentences is a characteristic unique to Gogol and one that no other writer in Russian literature has
successfully emulated.

During the writing of Dead Souls, Gogol’s spiritual climb steepened significantly.
Physical illness, the public’s reception of his works, and his own self-criticism became
permanent and debilitating burdens. Upon reaching the top of the mountain and ascending into
“the darkness of absolute ignorance” (Lossky 25), Gogol did not experience mystical union with
the Divine, but rather a sense of paralyzing fear. One can only imagine the despair that he felt
when he decided that his love for language and his lifelong mission to use verbal abundance to
nourish others had in fact been his most dreadful sin. How was he any different from the Patsiuks
of the world, who gorged on vareniki, or the stingy Pliushkins, or the empty-headed Manilovs?
Who was he to teach, to inspire, to revive the Russian people, when he could not purge himself
of his own passions that kept him prisoner to the devil? Gogol could never silence the taunting
voices of his demons and he died believing that he failed as a writer, a teacher, and a Christian.

Despite the tragic end of Gogol’s life and career, his fiction lives on as his writings
continue to be read, taught, and studied both in Russia and around the world. Gogol inspired
some of the most well-known twentieth century Russian writers such as Andrei Bely, Vladimir
Mayakovsky, and Isaac Babel. Karlinsky’s 1976 statement that “Gogol is somehow more alive
today than almost any other nineteenth century writer” (293) still holds true in our present day as
it is hard to forget such an eccentric personality and such vibrant stories. We must remember that

the same Gogol who died in a state of psychological and physical torment was the same Gogol
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who prepared enormous dishes of Italian-style macaroni and cheese, who weaseled his way out
of giving lectures at St. Petersburg University by feigning a toothache, and the Gogol who as a
boy was all too willing to jump onto the stage and play the most ridiculously comical character
imaginable.

While western scholarship on Gogol has progressed phenomenally in the last four
decades, there is still much room for investigation into the life and art of Nikolai Gogol. Only a
handful of the volumes of letters that Gogol wrote throughout his life have been translated into
English. Similarly, most of Gogol’s religious writings remain published only in the original
Russian along with a number of unpublished or unfinished books and essays. These works have
been largely neglected because there is a lack of interest in Gogol’s nonfiction. However, the
translation and analysis of these writings is necessary task, as these works may provide

invaluable insight into the mystery of the man who was Gogol.
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