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Dragan KujundZié

TATIANA'S PURLOINED LETTER.

For the signifier is a unit in 1ts very
uniqueness. Which is why we cannot
say of the purloined letter that, like
other objects, it must be ornot be in a
particular place but unlike them it will
and will not be where it is, wherever it
goes.

Jacques Lacan, Seminar on "The

Purloined Letter”

Towards the end of the third chapter of Puikin's Eugene Onegin, the reader is
faced with the letter that Tat'jana writes to the hero. The first words of the letter,
"g Kk BaM oty - dero xce 6one?" (Pulkin, 1986: 115), expose the act of writing
as the scene on which the drama itself ill be staged. "f x RamM nuuIy - YETO XKe
fone?". the question addresses the very scene of writing it announces and
establishes, proclaiming that for the event of seduction that is about to take place,
writing itself is sufficient. What would one more? For the start, we may ask
ourselves to whom this question in the form of an apostrophe is addressed? The
most obvious answer is indicated by the title the narrator gives to the letter, thus
directing its performance: ITucemo Taresnur k Overuny, Tat'jana's letter to
Onegin, Thus the event announced by the apostrophe is the performance of
seduction aimed at Tat'jana's object of love: "Apostrophe is not the representation
of an event; if it works, it produces a fictive, discursive event” (Culler, 1981:
152-153). The fictiious event it produces is the seductive performance of the
"lovers' discourse” (Barthes),

And vyet, this event is contaminated by the tautological statement which splits
the frame of self-referentiality: "I write." (The statement both refers to Tatjana's
writing of the letter and points to the inseription of her letter as being written in
ancther text and by another author, Pu¥kin himself. In that sense, it oscillates
between performance and repetition). Writing and seduction are thus
indistinguishable from the first line of the letter, changing places in this
performative event. But if this apostrephe announces seduction, and we are the
readers of the letter, may we not assume that the addressee of the letter is not
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Onegin (or, not Onegin only), but the reader proper? This assumption splits
further the aim of the writing performance and redirects the question to the reader
of the letter him/herself, Tat'jana’s question would thus establish the scene in
which we may distinguish not only a fictional element of the seductive language
but the guestion that writing or the text of the novel poses to its readers: "I write
to you - what more would one want?"

If we read the question from the beginming of the letter as aimed at us, then the
whole scene of writing becomes even more complex. Tat'jana's letter makes very
problematic the addressee of the letter, (Onegin or the reader), and the writer of
the letter, (Pukin or Tat'jana), splitting the identity of the communicational,
reading/writing, seductive and performative situation that it stages. This epistle

-reflects the structural assumption of any literary epistolarity, which is "a battle of
wits between the author and reader in which they try to outdo each other,
parrying, feinting, and setting traps in a sequence of attacks and defenses
somewhat like a fencing match, or like a seduction which is being carried on in
the exchange of letters” (de Man, 1986: 112, my emphasis). Tat'jana'’s letter thus
asks the question about the writing of Eugene Onegin itself. The answers we
shall try to give to this question will necessarily be addressing the riddle of split
identity and the dialogicity of Pugkin's writing: writing as seduction, a discursive
scene which would include the reader him/herself. _

The perspective in which we are trying to read Tat'jana's letter could greatly
profit from the discussion about Pugkin's novel proposed by Mixail Baxtin in his
Dialogic Imagination. It stresses the fact that Pugkin's writing to a great extent
established itself through a set of dialogical relationships between the author,
characters and readers of Engene Onegin. "The language of this novel,” says
Baxtin, "is a system of languages that mutually and ideologically interminate each
other, It is impossible to describe and analyze it in a single unitary language”
(Baxtin, 1981: 47). The context in which Tat'jana’s letter is inscribed is a dialogic,
“heteroglossic" text of the novel which parodies, puts into question, dislocates
and denies the stylistic register established within the text itself: "almost the entire
novel breaks down into images of languages that are connécted to one another
and with the author via their own characteristic dialogical relationship” (Baxtin,.
1981: 47). Tat'jana’s letter evokes several dialogical contexts or, as Baxtin would
say, zones, which it franslates, confronts, parodies or ironizes.

A highly profound and complex language image is associated with
Tat'jana. At the heart of this image is a distinctive internally
dialogized combination of the language of a "provincial miss™ -
dreamy, sentimental, Richardsonian - with the folk language of fairy
tales and stories from everyday life told to her by her nurse, together
with peasant songs, fortune telling and so forth, What is limited,
almost comically, old fashioned in Tat'jana's language is combined
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with the boundless, serious and direct truth of the language of the
folk. The author not only represents this language but is also in fact
speaking in it. Considerable sections in the novel are presented in
Tat'jana's voice-zone (this zone, as is the case with zones of all other
characters, is not set off from authorial speech in any formally
compositional or syntactical way; it is a zone demarcated purely in
terms of style) (Baxtin, 1981: 47).

This dialogic context which the letter both establishes and enters is produced by
two narrative strategies, very characteristic for this novel in general: one is the
text's relationship with the set of intertextual references which the text actualizes,
reflects upon, parodies or translates. Tatjana’s writing invokes the folk language,
as well as various epistolary novels, most notably Roussean's Julie and
Richardson's Pamela.l

The other narrative drive which enhances the dialogical context, is the
narrator’s statement that Tat'jana's letter is itself only a "ransiation" from French.
This statement poses a problem to many readers and produces a paradox which
prevents us from saying clearly "who speaks" in Tat'jana's letter. As BoGarov
(Botarov, 1974; 71) has noted, it exposes the novel's major creative strategy-
translation, which forces the reader to engage him/herself in the play of
translation, hidden origins and displacements.

What are the consequences of such a perspective for Tat'jana's letter and the
novel Eugene Onegin in general? What is the effect of doubling, splitting the
identity of writing and reading, that the text exercises on itself? What is the effect
of the translation process that the text enacts? There are two critical approaches
which may be adopted in order to answer these questions. One, taken by Baxtin,
Bogarovy and Lotman (Lotman: 1975), views the letter and the novel as a
dialogical process of translation orchestrated by the unifying authorial view. The
dialogical conflicts serve, in this context, as a kind of background for the
authorial voice which emerges from their intersection. This peint of view would
also try to establish origins and originals (like for example the one of Tat'jana’s
tetter), that Puskin's writing ceaselessly avoids, veils and abandons. This critical
line leads us directly to the question of language and its identity in Pugkin's
writing. The second critical perspective starts from similar assumptions but tries
to leave open the paradoxes such as those surrounding Tat'jana's letter and
demonstrate the irreconcilable opposition between the self and the other in
Puskin's writing, This critical perspective is reflected in Gary Saul Morson's
claim that "Onegin, in effect, includes its own parody, and its essentially open
dialogue is designed to exernplify a deep suspicion of all statements about the
world-including its own.” This "uncertainty the poet deliberately leaves
unresolved" (Saul Morson, 1981: 143).2
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Bogarov starts his discussion of Tat'jana's letter by pointing to the fact that
translation is the major constructive device of the novel in verse. The world of the
novel, claims Boc¢arov, "cTpouTcd 'MepeBonaMu’, MEPEKIIOUCHUAMH C ONHOIO
CTHIUCTHIECKOrO A3BIKA Ha JPYroil, a B Opefiene - ¢O BCEX M BCAKUX
CyGBeKTHBHEIX' ABLIKOE KA G5 HA '00LEKTUBHEIR' S3BIK CAMOM SKUIHM.
CrpoeHHI0 MHpA POMAHA B LIEKOM, TAKWM 0OPA30M, aleKBaTIIO IIOHSTHS
'Mepenoda’, B HEKOTOPLIX K€ MECTaX BTO CIOBO ABIASTCS KAK 0CODCHEHO
apaunmoe, YuraeM crpody I riapel, B KOTOPEIX ABTOD HAM HPSACTABISET
muceMo Tarsum” (Bodarov, 1974: 71). Bodarov goes on to say that the
translation process in the novel works not only among different discursive
practises, but, ultimately, between the text and the reality or realities transferred
into the text. Paradoxically, the translation process within the novel serves to
expose the most original aspects of the Russian language: "Brot IlyxuscKuit
‘meperon’, TakuM of6padomM, npejpcTaBageT c¢ofold Kak OBl NPAMOE
BOCIIPOM3BEEHUE KaK pas Hailfonce INOANMHHBIX KAYECTB PYCCKOTO
BBLIPAXKEHHA, I HETPOHYTUX, ONArONAps pasAelcHAD ¢ 'YIOTPeGIcHUeM
dhpaHuy3CKOro A3LIKA' B pyccKoM ofmecTne, HeTounrkor" (Botarov, 1974:
78). Botarov goes on in this appropriation of the letter's lingnistic origin that the
letter explicitly abandons, and says that the letter "translates” the hidden origin of
Tat'jana's Russian heart, The French text serves to siress its foreignness and in
this way produces the differentiating mechanism which would be rooted in pure
Russianness: "PaspgeleHHI0 BTOH PEATBHOCTH M PeallbHOCTH BMITNPHYECKOH
Iy T HHKIKA MOIIMHHMKA T0-(hPaBIy3CKH: TEM CAMBIM STOT SMITUPHEE-
CKHM 'TEKCT MocpeauuK' U erd 'MHOIMICMEHHLIE CNOBA' QTHEIEHE] OT 'COKpO-
BEHHOI'O MMOLIMHMKA', YHBOH KapTUHE! pycekodt nymu Tatesue" (Bodarov,
1974:78). This critical drive recuperates what the original text explicitly tries to
abandon: the origin itself, The ultimate reality which is of course "Russian", and
which Bodarov inscribes as the source of Pulkin's writing, reduces the
conflicting dialogical and heteroglossic interplay to one ultimate, ideal origin,

This act of recuperation of the Russian identity, of the sameness, of the proper
origin of Tat'jana's writing, is a common notion in Pulkinian criticism. For
example, in his Jazyk Pudkina, Vinogradov claims that "Bems sAspx mucema
TaTbAHLl, BONPEKH IPCABAPUTENEHHM H3BMHEHHSAM ABTOPA - PYCCKMIL,
HenpeBONHEIA. OH HE HPENIIONAraeT CTOAIIETO 32 HMMM (DPaHLYICKOTO
texcra" (Vinogradov, 1935: 222). It is interesting to point out that, contrary to
Vinogradov, Nabokov asserts the translatability of Tat'jana’s letter back into
French, He claims that "Tat'jana's letter slips beautifully into flat French"”
{(Nabokov, 1975: II, 387). The letter obviously induces a two-fold, double
response, which blurs the distinetion between the proper, Russian, and the other,
French. Bodarov, although seemingly following this path of argumentation, in the
last instance reduces the complex play of dialogicity to one source and origin, The
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origin of Tat'jana's letter, nevertheless, as indicated by the very fact that it
produces diametrically opposed responses such as Vinogradov's and Nabokov's,
exposes itself as evading, debasing and deconstructing the opposition
Cpoitfuyxoli. "IHymxuny HaMm npeamnonaraer IUANOIHYECKYI0 XOH-
CTPYKLMIO, ONMH M3 IONOCOB KOTOPO# MPHHAIEKUT ABTOPY, & APYroi
apngercs wyxuMm' .. [Iponcxogur koneBGanue ofIIel OpHEHTHPOBKH
TEKCTA, B PEIYNLTATE YEr0 KAXKAUHA W3 OTPLIBKON, B ONPEIeNIeHHOM CMLICTE,
MOMET CUMTATLCA ABTOPCKOH MM 'uyxcoit' peunic B panuoit Mepe (Lotman,
1975: 35).

The Sklovskian and Lotmanian perspective (the consequences of which we
would like to maintain) would view the letter as a place of an incessant interplay
between writing, seduction, and the undoing of the opposition of the self and the
other. Qur view of the translation process would start from the assumption made
by Bogarov. In Puskin translation is the major narrative strategy, that incessantly
shifts the discourse from one stylistic register to another. But we would consider
applying the translation metaphor to Pugkin's writing, exploring its radical
consequences, and claim that in the letter scene and "in [its] translation, the
everyday frustrations of writing assume an explicit, externally projected form. If
we are impotent, it is because Mother [tongue] is inadequate” (Johnson, 1985b:
144). The wranslation (or "translation") of Tat'jana's letter inscribes otherness,
double-displacement, and split the seductive energy that the letter performs. The
desire that the narrator feels for Tat'jana is mediated by the seductive perfonmance
of her writing. This energy is translated by the narrator into the letter, and
involves the reader in this play of seduction. The subject, as Deleuze and Guattari
say, "has sent his fully dressed double in the letter, with the letter. This exchange,
or this reversal of the dvality of the two subjects, the subject of the statement
[Tat'jana] taking on that real movement that is normally the province of the
subject of the enunciation, [author, narrator], produces a doubling"” (Deleuze and
Guattari, 1986: 31). The reader of Tat'jana's letter is caught in the play of
undecidability, and we can never tell what exactly we arc reading.

The bridge of translation, which paradoxically releases within each
text the subversive forces of its own foreignness, thus reinscribes
those forces in the tensile strength of a new neighbourhood of
otherness ... The more a text is worked out through by the problem
of translation, the more uniranslatable it becomes ... It is thus
precisely the way in which the original text is always already an
impossible translation that renders translation impossible” (Johnson,
1985b: 146,148).

The effect of the displaced or divided identity of the text of Tat'jana’s letter that
the opening line suggests, ("5 x paM numy ..."), is prepared, enhanced and
contextualized by the narrator's previous explicit claim that the letter we are
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reading is only a translation of ancther text. This statement produces a paradox
that is worth examining in detail. The immediate context for reading Tat'jana's
letter is prepared and established in the lines preceding it:

ITncemo TaTeAHBL IPESO MHOKY,
Ero s casro Sepery,
WHTAK C TARHOI TOCKOI,
W HayMTATLCA HE MOT'Y,
KT0 ¢it BHY1D&I M BTY HEKHOCTE,
H cnos mrobesnyio HeSpexHOCTRT
Kro eft BHyman YMUIHLLL BITOP,
bBeayMHBI ceplilla pasroBop, -

- W ypnexkarensHEIA M BpeTHBIAT
5 He mory mousts. H Bot
Henonssni, coalemi nepesos,
C XuBOH KapTHHLI CITMCOK (116 Mk,
Wnu pasurpansi $pefnme,
ITepcramu. poGkux yyerun (Puskin, 1986: 115).

This stanza establishes a very interesting view of Tat'jana's letter, It is presented
to us a desirable, fascinating, brilliant piece of writing, In the whole book this is
the only reference to anyone's text that earns such high praise. And yet, this letter
that the narrator never ceases to read ("HaumraTica He mory" is translated by
Nabokov by "I cannot get my fill of reading it," which is in its turn "crmcok
Snenupiit”, "a pallid copy" of the original statement), is not the same letter that
the reader gets to read. The letter is actnally absent from the text, and the reader
reads only the translation, or, should we say the "translation" of it, Tat'jana, as we
are reminded by the narrator, "mo-pyccky mmoxo snana";

Eme npensuxy 3aTpyIHeHE;

Pomuoit 3gM i Criacas uecTh,

A nomxeH Gyny, Ge3 cOMHEHbBA

TIucbMo TaThAHE IEPEBECTS.

Ona no-pyccKH MIoXo SHama,

K ypHANOB HAIOMX HE UMTATIA

W arprpaxcanace ¢ TpYHOM

Ha A9LIKE CROEM POTHOM.

Wrak, nucana mo-thparuyacky ... (Puskin, 1986: 112).

This double reading explicitly suggested by the text, this folding of the text
which quotes, translates itself, inserts in the text a division or a cleavage which
induces in the reader an uncertain response: who wrote the letter that we are
reading, the narrator or Tat'jana? Who speaks in the letter? The narrator's
debasing strategy that underestimates its own translation aims to prove to the
reader that Tatjana's original is a much better piece of writing. Yet this
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compliment is dubious, since she is at the same time scolded by the narrator for
not knowing her own langunage.3 The narrator, nevertheless, praises her letter.
But, all the same, he offers a translation which is put into question beforehand by
the narrator himself, This situation produces a tension, Baxtin's "heteroglossia”,
in which it is impossible to decide the final status of the text that we are about to
read. We cannot decide which is the author's or narrator's voice and which is
Tat'jana's. In this sense the letter seems even to exceed dialogicity and the
confrontation of two discourses, and places itself in the realm of otherness, a
realm in which discourse is in constant need of translation. The text is pointing to
its own insufficiency, and mirrors its own supplementarity. We could say, in the
words of Paul de Man, writing about Baxtin and the epistolary novel, that such a
“gelf-reflexive, autotelic, narcissistic structure of form, ... is hereby replaced by an
assertion of the otherness of the other, preliminary to even the possibility of
recognition of his otherness" {(de Man, 1986: 109). The letter establishes itself as
a conflicting ground of discources which are trying to appropriate each other's
identity. This holds true for both Pugkin's text, which appropriates other
epistolary novels as its intertextual background (Pamela, Dangerous Liaisons),
and for the text of Tat'jana’s letter, which is caught in the net of similar textual
appropriations. Intertext works here, in the words of Barabara Johnson, as a
"violation of property”, since "“intertextuality' designates the multitude ways a text
has of not being self-contained, of being traversed by otherness." The undecisive
course of the trajectory of Tat'jana's letter "puts in question |...] concepts of
originality and derivativeness, since the very notion of a self-contained literary
‘property’ is shown to be an illusion” (Johnson, 1987: 116, my emphasis).

This appropriation is executed or performed through the conflict with its own
statements about the letter's identity, Tat'jana's statement "1 write to you" is
exposed as a translation of the narrator. The narrator's statement "I will be obliged
to translate”, however, is put into question by the very first line of the letter, the
apostrophe, the performance of writing. The translation, indeed, exposes the
incongruence between the love letter and its object, and introduces or stresses the
difference or absence of the object of love. The translation also exposes the
openness of the 'scene of seduction', in which the addressee is far from jdentified.
As a matter of fact, like in Lacan's interpretation of Poe's "Purloined Letter", the
reader is "in the possession of the Ietter”, thus both possessing and being
possessed by it. (In English, the object of the phrase "being in possession of the
Jeiter" is undecidable).# In the course of the translation the letter is somehow
stolen from Tat'jana, and the desire for the absent love object that the translations
produces is aimed at the reader. This is a case where "paradoxically, amorous
discourse may arouse the writer and seduce subsequent readers, but the lover to

_whom it is addressed is never persuaded to return” (Kauffman, 1986: 302). The
scene of writing is reproduced in the scene of reading: just as we do not know
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who wrote the letter, we are not able to decipher "whom it may concern,” The text
doubles itself and, in a kind of discursive transvestism, tries to approppriate the
power of seduction from the effects of discourse that it produces, The lovers'
discourse is exposed as always being in need of translation, since it is never self-
sufficient or identical to itself, The nature of the erotic epistle is "flvid, decentered,
multiple”, and "forgeries, thefts, disguised names, false attributions, and
illegitimate copies [or the narrator'’s pallid copy!!] abound in discourses of desire"
(Kauffman, 1986: 32). The translation/writing scene of Tatjana's letter indeed
explicitly exposes the natare of erotic epistolarity: '

Amorous discourse is a hybrid of languages, of astonishing
diversity and simultaneity. The bilingualism (sometimes
trilingualism) of the text mediates against certainty and centrality;
each letter writer grapples with the intractability of language and
expresses profound scepticism about the connection of words to
deeds, to reality, to representation (Kauffman, 1936: 32),

The seduction scene induced by Tat'jana's letter, both aimed at the reader and at
Onegin, thus both fictionalizes a bodily, erotic need and a destre for language
itself3, and exposes a kind of "plaisir du texte” (Barthes), in which we can never
tell the body from language, the seduction of Onegin from the seduction of the
reader. The fact that the letter is "translated”, nevertheless, exposes the inability of
the language to recapture the lost object. Lovers' discourse is always in pain,
needing to gain the object of its desire, and aware that this loss can never be
replaced by language.

What makes the language of amorous discourse distinctive,
however, is that in every discourse of desire a lament ... is inscribed;
every single heroine -is engaged in the act of writing, but
paradoxically, what she writes, in one disguise or another, is,
"Words fail me." Because desire lies between the needs to which the
body responds and the demands that speech articulates, it is always a
gap in language that cannot be filled, and consequendy, every
discourse of desire is a critique of language: it cannot encapsulate,
enclose, sum up desire - much less satisfy it, Nostalgia and revenge
... reveal the heroine's longing and frustration not just toward
absent lover but toward language ... This paradox illuminates the
profound ambivalence toward language in every discourse of desire,
an ambivalence that is decentered ideologically as it is emotionally,
Since dialogism implies a radical decentering of the belief systems
language institutionalizes, the result i3 a decentering that is
simultaneously political and physic. Dialogism gives amorous
discourses their characteristic duplicity, dubiousness, and despair
about the efficacy of langnage. (Kauffman, 1986: 301, my
emphasis).
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Tat'jana's language is a language of the neurosis of writing, a language of desire
for the lover and language. It is both erotic and seductive, desperate and
insatiable, This is what the narrator refers 1o as Tat'jana's: "nocraresnnii aapx",
Tat'jana's writing enacts the fever of the text and the language (s3p) produced
and sealed by the same feverish tongue (a3nK) longing for the lover:

TaTLAKa TO B3NOXHET, TO OXHET,

TTucEMO IPOKHT B €6 PYKE;

O6IaTKa pO30OBAS COXHET

Ha nocrianenHom sasike. (Putkin, 1986; 117),

‘What her tongre (s1911x) seals, is the letter written in a langnage (a3pnc) of love
and seduction,

There is another aspect of the letter that needs to be mentioned in relation 1o its
status as translation. It is generally assumed that the position of the letter in
Eugene Onpegin should be discussed in relation to another letter in the text, the
one written by Eugene himself.6 There is, nevertheless, a very important
difference between the two letters. Whereas Tat'jana's letter is a translation,
Onegin's letter is reproduced literally: "Bor paM NHCEMO ero TOUbL-B-TOUL"
(Puskin, 1986: 218). The parrator in the case of Tat'jana's letter participates in the
reproduction of the letter by inscribing his position in her seduction scene, in her
femininity, Onegin's letter can be given only literally: "word for word". It is
exactly becavse the feminine is in need of translation that "The problem of
understanding the woman is here a preblem of translation" (Johnson, 1983a;
108). The split produced by translating Tat'jana’s text, its folding in itself which
Derrida elsewhere calls “invagination", (Derrida, 1981: 66), produces an
extremely feminine, radically female seduction effect. This is exactly the rhetorical
power that Puskin steals from Tat'jana’s letter, in order to make his writing
extremely feminine: "Pukin's voice is, almost by definition, €criture féminine”
(Clayton, 1987: 262). As we have seen, this seductive energy is developed and
released by preducing a cleavage in the text, inducing a split through which the
“plaisir du texte" flows. This energy leaves neither the narrator, nor the reader,
intact. If there is charm in Tat'jana's letter, noticed by 50 many critics and readers,
it is in its pure feminity that is hiding, veiling and unveiling the most erotic place
in the whole novel, aarmk Tareanur, the language and the tongue of the
seventeen year old girl in love. This erotic energy the narrator could not help
noticing, and partakes in Tat'jana's seductive scene.

Hence the ultimate purveyor of Tatjana's letter, the subject in possession of
her letier, is no one else but Pugkin himself,
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ITpumevanusa

1 Stil'man, for example, notes: "Poman B cruxax IIyuiKuna cBsN3aH, TaKHM
06pasoM, ¢ DIHCTONAPHLIM POMAHOM XOTS GLI Y& TEM, YTO B TEXCT
BKIQYEHBI TMCEMA TePOsA M FEPOMHH, NPHUYEM STH ITHCEMA, 00 hICHEHN B
mo6BH, ABISIOTCA OMOPHLIMM HYHKTAMH B DASBEpPTLIBAHMM Croxera”
(Stil'man, 1958, 352). On the novel's relation to the epistolary radition see
also Nabokov, (1975: 11, 389).

2 Morson here repeats arguments from Sklovskij, 1923: 197-220.

3 Cf.: "Tat'iana's soul may be 'Russian' (5:4), but she expresses its longings to
Eugene in French, to the narrator's mock dismay (3:26)" (Todd, 1986: 117),

4 With the letter, as Lacan has it, we are not far away from the phallus, the
materiality of the signifier. And indeed, commenting upon the linguistic ability
of Russian ladies in Chapter Three, XXVII, Puskin sets up the following
scene of reading:
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A 3Ha0; daM XOTST 3aCTABUTH

Yurrars no-pycckd. Ilpano, crpax!

Mory ma ux cefe npencTaBuTs

C "BraronamepeHHeIM" B pykax! (Puikin; 1986; 113).

Commenting upon these lines, Nabokov points out that they were "given an
obscene twist (blagonamerennyj fallos) by its author and his friends in their
private correspondence. (The joke was started by Vyazemskij in a letter to
Puskin of July, 26, 1828.)" (Nabokov, 1975, 11, 375-6). Thus, the whole letter
is situated within an explicitiy erotic frame in which the scene of reading, the
possession of the letter (or a book), entails the pleasure of the text and explicit
sexual connotations,

For the relationship between letter writing and the writing subject, see, also,
Lacan, in John P, Muller and William J. Richardson, 1088: 28-55.

For the sexual and erotic aspects of the love-letters, see Peter V. Conroy,
1987: 1149,

For the structural similarities and "the mirror reflection symmetty" of the two
letters, cf. Tatiana Cosman, 1973.





