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Abstract

The superfluous man, which represents Russian intelligentsia in 19th
century Russia, is one of the recurrent evil figures in 19" century Russian
literature. The superfluous man has to do with the debates between the
“Westernizers” (those who support applying western liberal ideas into Russian
soil) and the “Slavophiles” (those who insist on preserving traditional Russian
culture or morality from the process of westernalization) among the
intelligentsia. The “Westernizers” and the “Slavophiles” each accuse the other
of being the true “superfluous man” plaguing society. The “Westernizers”
insist the “Slavophiles” are obsessive and idealist “Quixotes,” and the
“Slavophiles” accuse the “Westernizers” of being indecisive and ineffectual
“Hamlets.” The different schools of intelligentsia, figured through the con-
frontation between the Hamlet type of character and the Quixote type of
character, see each other as the evil cause of the social crisis in 19% century
Russia. In the confrontation between the figures of Hamlet and Quixote as
the two sides of the superfluous man, in fact, we can see three different levels
of evil, representing three different ways of dealing with the “superfluity”
(surplus) of the superfluous man. We will borrow the Lacanian idea of surplus
enjoyment (or the objet ) to decode the “surplus” of the superfluous man and
explain the three levels of evil—evil eye, evil sound, and evil time—in terms of
the three ways of dealing with surplus enjoyment of the superfluous man. At
the level of the evil eye, the surplus (enjoyment) of the superfluous man is seen
as an evil double, which invites resentment and envy in the subject. At the
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level of the evil sound, the surplus of the superfluous man is compared to the
superego, which causes a sense of guilt in the subject. Finally, at the level of
evil time, the surplus of the superfluous man is identified as the death drive of
the subject, which causes a repetition of failure (trauma) or nihilism in the
subject. These three levels of evil constitute a “transposition” or “parallax view”
of evil which provides three different perspectives of the superfluous man and
the issue of evil figured by it. The death drive is the ultimate level of evil,
serving as the basis of all other levels of evil, and opening up the space of
ethics. We will use three of Chekhov’s works—“Gooseberries,” “The Duel,”
and The Cherry Orchard—to illustrate the three levels of evil surrounding the
figure of the superfluous man.

Keywords: Chekhov, superfluous man, evil, parallax view, death drive
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I. The Superfluous Man and the Parallax View of Evil

He [Lvov] is the embodiment of a programme, a walking tendency. He looks through
a narrow frame at every person and event, he judges everything according to precon-
ceived notions . . .. He has been brought up on Mihailov’s novels; at the theatre he has
seen on the stage “new men,” i.e., the exploiters and sons of our age, painted by the
modern playwrights. He has stored it all up, and so much so, that when he reads
“Rudin” he is sure to be asking himself, “Is Rudin a scoundrel or not?” Literature and
the stage have so educated him that he approaches every character in real life and in
fiction with this question. . . . It is not enough for him that all men are sinners. He
wants saints and villains! He was prejudiced before he came to the district. He at once
classed all the rich peasants as exploiters, and Ivanov, whom he could not understand,
as a scoundrel. Why, the man has a sick wife and he goes to see a rich lady neighbour—
of course he is a scoundrel!

—Chekhov, Letter to A.S. Souvorin

In his letter! to his publisher and mentor A.S. Souvorin on Dec. 30, 1888,
Chekhov comments on how Lvov, a character in his own play fvanov, judges
others as evil. Lvov is the type of character who serves as the “embodiment of a
programme,” who tends to judge persons and things through a “narrow frame” of
“preconceived notions.” And those whose acts do not correspond to Lvov’s pre-
conceived notions, like Rudin,? serve as a thorn in his back. Rudin is the typical
superfluous man; he is intellectual but ineffectual and fails either to do his duties
or realize his potential.> A person like Rudin, a failure in both will and deed, is a
“scoundrel,” a “sinner,” or a “villain” in the eyes of Lvov. The title character in
Ivanov is kind of a Rudin character who fails to do his duties and who leaves his
“sick wife” alone so as to have an affair with a neighbor, which is why Lvov calls
him a “scoundrel.”

In Ivanov, we thus have a confrontation between Lvov, the man of
“programme,” a bigot, and Ivanov, the man who fails to do his duties, who is
always indecisive and feels guilty, given his education and intelligence. This
kind of confrontation is recurrent in 19 century Russian literature, and is ad-
dressed through the difference between the figures of Don Quixote and Hamlet
in Turgenev’s speech “Hamlet and Don Quixote” (1860), whose subject is the

! For Chekhov’s letters to his family and friends, see Hellman Lillian, Selected Letters of Anton Chekhov.
Here I follow Constance Garnett’s English version of the letter. See his Letters of Anton Chekhov to His
Family and Friends. <http://ebooks.adelaide.edu.au/c/chekhov/anton/c511t/>.

2 Rudin is the title character in Turgenev’s Rudin (1860).

3 For a snapshot of the defining characteristics of Rudin, see the entry on “Turgenev,” Reference Guide
to Russian Literature (Cornwell 847-48).
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philosophical debates between “Westernizers” and “Slavophiles” among 19
century Russian intelligentsia. It is Turgenev who popularized the term “the
superfluous man” in his novel 7he Diary of a Superfluous Man. Many of Turgenev’s
works centered upon the figure of the superfluous man, referring to the inef-
fectual intelligentsia, “the typical humane, educated man of his [Turgenev’s]
generation,” who couldn’t do anything effectual to save the society in crisis, who
“could be condemned for his failure to put undoubted talents to practical use”
(Cornwell 848). Turgenev’s “Hamlet and Quixote” detected the two symptoms of
the intelligentsia, corresponding to two different types of the superfluous man.
The Hamlet type stands for one who embodies “analysis above all, and egoism—
hence disbelief,” and “enjoys berating himself, endlessly enjoys observing him-
self,” while Don Quixote stands for the one who is “utterly imbued with a com-
mitment to ideals for which he is ready to go all possible extremes,” ideals “which
endure in all their untainted purity” (Turgenev 549-52). Chekhov was the last
major writer dealing with the issue of the superfluous man in the long line of
Russian literature (Chances 29-34). Chekhov not only inherited the figures
of Hamlet and Quixote from his predecessors but complicated them in a subtle
way. His Lvov belongs to the Quixote type who constantly aims to spot evil in
the world and abolish it. As Turgenev describes Quixote in his essay, “. . . Don
Quixote . . . takes it upon himself to punish evil, to aid distressed individuals
(completely unknown to him) throughout the entire world” (Turgenev 552).
Ivanov, on the other hand, is a Hamlet type who is a failure in will as well as in
action, and is exactly the kind of evil Lvov wishes to rid the world of. The con-
frontation between Lvov (or Don Quixote) and Ivanov (or Hamlet) eventually
results in a confrontation between “good and evil,” or so it seems. But who on
earth is “good” and who is “evil”? There is always an ambiguity as to the ethical
status of either side in the confrontations in Chekhov. As Chekhov himself
comments: “If Ivanov emerges as a rogue or superfluous man, and the doctor as
a great person . . . obviously my play hasn’t been properly realized and there can
be no question of producing it” (Lillian 69).

In the context of fvanov, in fact, both Lvov and Ivanov are evil: Ivanov is
responsible for his wife Anna’s death because of his indifference to her, and Lvov,
in a similar vein, is responsible for Ivanov’s suicide because Lvov is indifferent to
Ivanov’s miserable condition (both physical and mental) and keeps pouring his
condemnation on the latter’s “immoral” conduct. Indeed, in 19% century Russian

4 Simply put, the Westernizers believed that Russia’s development depended on the adoption of
Western technology and liberal government, while The Slavophiles held that Russian civilization was
unique and superior to Western culture.
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literature, the Hamlet type of character (Ivanov) and the Quixote type (Lvov)
represent two versions of the superfluous man though, in its origin, the superflu-
ous man refers specifically to the Hamlet type of character. Indeed, this kind of
man has been called the “Russian Hamlet,” one who is indecisive and ineffectual,
while the Quixote type has been called the “little man” (“small man”) or “man in
the shell,” one who is imprisoned in his own empty shell of ideals and lives an
impoverished and isolated life. Put in an actual social and historical context, the
inaction or ineffectuality of a “Russian Hamlet” refers to the failure of the Russian
intelligentsia contributing to the development of spiritual values and helping to
apply foreign ideas to their native soil (Markesinis 122).

In fact, there are three kinds of superfluous man in 19 century Russian
literature: the Hamlet type, the Quixote type, and the nihilist (radical) type. Ac-
cording to David Goldfarb, the idea of the “superfluous man” may apply to three
different kinds of hero: first, the lovable but ultimately ineffectual aristocrat, who
lives a philistine but futile life; second, the petty bureaucrats who are “unable to
liberate themselves from the administrative mind-set”; third, the self-proclaimed
“nihilist,” a radical who comes to symbolize the “new man” of Russia.” Roughly
speaking, we can say that the ineffectual aristocrats in Foldfarb’s categorization
belong to the Hamlet type, and the petty bureaucrats to the Quixote type. And
we can say that the third type of superfluous man is a “radical” version of the
Hamlet type, a version that turns self-doubt and guilt into nihilism, which we will
explain later. What deserves our attention in Foldfarb’s classification is that the
figure of the superfluous man has gathered the characteristics of different classes,
different personalities, and different values, and produced a multiple vision of
“superfluity” with the development of 19th century Russian literature: the “super-
fluity” of the superfluous man may refer to the empty materialistic life, empty
dogmatic idea(l)s, or nihilism. Yet the core of “superfluity” remains the same: the
gap between idea(l)s and reality.

Our aim in this paper is not to spot the characters in Chekhov which fit
Goldfarb’s categorization of the superfluous man and the different values thus
represented. Rather, we attempt to illustrate how Chekhov plays different types

> This third type of superfluous man refers to the “new men” (new generation of Russia), the nihilists,
who, for Goldfarb, are figured by Bazarov in Turnegev’s Fathers and Sons. Bazarov can be said to represent
the “new men” or “men of the 60’s, “who reject all social norms and values” to arrive at “a sort of moral and
cultural anarchy” (see Edward Vajda) and have to do with “The Nihilist movement” in the 60, a Russian
cultural movement “which questioned the validity of traditional values and institutions” (see N. A. Berdyaev).
We can say that this third type of superfluous man is a “radical” version of the first type (the Hamlet type),
a version that turns self-doubt and guilt into nihilism. For Goldfarb’s categorization of the superfluous
man, see the excerpt of his introduction to Turgenev’s Fathers and Sons <http://search.barnesandnoble.
com/booksearch/pfp.asp?ean=9781593082611&z=y>.
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of superfluous man against one another in such a dynamic way that he provides a
“double vision” or even “triple vision,” a “parallax view” (we will discuss this term
later) of the “superfluity” or evil of the superfluous man. Though we can see the
three different types of superfluous man separately in the works of the main 19
Russian literary figures such as Gogol, Pushkin, Lermontov, Turgenev, and
Dostoevsky, it is Chekhov who connects the different types of superfluous man
and reveals them in a “complicit” relationship that was not seen in the works of his
predecessors.

There are three ways Chekhov turns the confrontation between the Hamlet
and Quixote types into a “‘complicit” relationship and provides a “parallax view”
of the “superfluity” or evil of the superfluous man. The first is to make the two
become a “double.” The relationship of the “double,” for Lacan, is caused by the
“evil eye” of the one who sees the enemy in his/her own mirror image or his own
kind.® The dispute between Lvov and Ivanov in /vanov about Ivanov’s irrespon-
sible and futile life points to the “evil eye” of Lvov. We will explore the relation-
ship between the “evil eye” and the “double” in detail in Part II through Chekhov’s
“Gooseberries.” The second way Chekhov turns the confrontation between the
Hamlet and Quixote types into a complicit relationship is to have the former
“internalize” the latter into his/her “superego.” This can be detected in “The
Duels,” in which Laevsky (the Hamlet type) blames himself because of the pres-
sure of his superego von Koren (the Quixote type) (his internalizing von Koren’s
moral charge against him). The third way Chekhov turns the confrontation be-
tween Hamlet and Quixote types into a complicit relationship is to change the
role of the superego in the Hamlet type and make the superego become a pure
“Other” or a pure “gaze” in exactly the Lacanian sense of the term, which ends
up turning into a stain in the scopic field of the subject.” The Hamlet type of
superfluous man may not know the cause of his own guilt. Lubov in 7he Cherry
Orchard is this kind of superfluous individual, who is possessed by her sense of
guilt triggered by the trauma of selling the cherry orchard. Her guilt or trauma
becomes a pure Other or pure gaze within herself.

Chekhov’s three ways of dealing with the complicit relationship between the
Hamlet and Quixote types is to create a multiple approach to the “superfluity” or

6 For the relationship between the “evil eye” and the “double” (Lacan 115-16).

7 For Lacan, the “gaze” is different from the “eye.” While the “eye” makes the subject see the outside
world, the “gaze” induces the subject to be seen from the perspective of the outside world, from the
perspective of the Other which the subject both identifies with and desires. When the subject sees, what
he desires to see is the gaze, the way he is seen by the Other. Since the subject cannot see himself from
the outside (the Other), there is always a gap between the “eye” and the “gaze,” constituting a stain in the
subject’s scopic field.
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evil of the superfluous man. To decode this, we need to employ the Karatanian
“transcritique,” which sees things from neither one party’s perspective nor from
the Other’s, but from a “parallax gap” between the two. Kant and Marx, in the
view of Karatani, are the thinkers who have provided the “pronounced parallax”
in their philosophical systems through the “transposition” of different discursive
systems (2003: 3). For Karatani, the defining Kantian reflection or critique is the
juxtaposition of two different points of view: the subjective and the objective
(1-3). What this juxtaposition of antinomy arrives at is to “see things neither
from his own point of view, nor from the view point of others, but to face the
reality that is exposed through difference” (3). This juxtaposition of different
systems can also be seen in Marx. The surplus value posited by Marx, Karatani
argues, comes neither from the process of production (use value) nor from the
process of consumption (exchange value), but from the “difference of values
systems” (11).

This parallax view of evil, as rendered in Chekhov’s writings, confirms
Chekhov’s own claim that he is a “free” and “objective” writer. This can explain
why critics often complain that Chekhov refused to judge (Tulloch 103), and why
he has been “long reproached with not having a world view” (Eichenbaum 25).
Chekhov’s “objectivity,” however, does not come from his unwillingness to pass
judgments, his indifference, or his purely aesthetic values, as many critics claim,
but, as John Hagan points out, from his attempt to “be free of all policies, programs,
or ideologies that would hinder or prevent him from passing such judgments”
(1966: 410). Chekhov insists that there is no single political stance to be plucked

out of his works:

I am afraid of those who look between the lines for a social stance and are set on
finding me to be a liberal or a conservative. I am not a liberal or a conservative, or
a gradualist, or a monk, or an indifferentist. I simply want to be a free artist. . .. I
regard labels and tags as marks of prejudice.®

Chekhov insists that he is neither a “liberal” nor a “conservative” and regards
political labels as “prejudicial.” He would “like to be a free artist.” Chekhov not
only ridicules the aristocrats and rich bourgeois in his works, he also blames the
“little man” (the peasant, the petty clerk, the servant, etc.) and takes him as a “fool
or a scoundrel” (Hagan 411). Indeed, for Chekhov, “all of us are to blame,” as
one critic comments on the theme of Chekhov’s 7he Cherry Orchard,? generally
seen as an allegory for 19 century Russia.

8 See Chekhov’s letter to Alexei N. Pleshcheyev, 4 October 1888 (Turkov 261).
9 See Vladimir Kataev, “All of Us Are to Blame: The Cherry Orchard” 268-88.
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Chekhov’s three ways of dealing with the complicit relationship between
the two types of the superfluous man stand for his three ways of rendering “super-
fluity” or the anti-bourgeois sentiment. We may compare “superfluity” of the
superfluous man to Lacanian “surplus enjoyment” (or the objer ), also modeled
after Marxist surplus value. The three ways of making the two types of super-
fluous man complicit stand for three ways of dealing with surplus enjoyment.
The first way of dealing with surplus enjoyment or the objer a is to treat it as the
Levinasian Other, as the double or the “inhuman, impersonal partner, who is at
the same time me and disquietingly alien” (Copjec, “May *68” 100). According
to ziiek, in my double, what I “see” is not myself (mirror image) but what is “in
me more than myself”: the double is “myself,” yet conceived as a foreign body, the
“phantom-like Thing in me” (Everything 125). Because the double is a foreign
body, a specter in the subject, the part that cannot be properly subjectivized, the
double can be reduced to an evil entity in its (literary) representation (Zizek, “The
Feminine” 183). It is the “evil eye” of the Quixote type of superfluous man that
produces a “double” relationship with the other, a relationship based on envy and
resentment. The second way of dealing with the surplus (enjoyment) of the su-
perfluous man is to turn it into the superego. The anxiety of the subject’s experi-
encing surplus enjoyment or the objer a can be transformed into the superegoic
guilt (“May '68” 106-09). It is the Hamlet type of superfluous man who follows
his superego and then feels guilty about his failed duty or immoral behavior. The
third way of dealing with the surplus (enjoyment) of the superfluous man is to
retrieve its “real” status as the death drive. Here the superfluous man becomes the
“surplus” itself and identifies himself with the temporal loop of the death drive. It
is the radical doubt or the metaphysical crisis of the Hamlet type of the superflu-
ous man who enables him to face his own death drive or eternal split.

In the following sections we will showcase the three different kinds of com-
plicit relationship between the two types of the superfluous man and the parallax
view of evil they create through three different works of Chekhov, which render
the evil eye, evil sound (superego), and evil time (death drive). First, we will read
“Gooseberries” in terms of the “double” relationship between Ivan, representing
the envious and resentful subject, and Nikolai, representing the “other” that en-
joys in the subject’s stead. In this section, the figure of the superfluous man is
rendered through the subject with the “evil eye,” and the evil or superfluity of the
superfluous man is manifested by his “double” relationship with the other, a rela-
tionship based on envy and resentment. Then, we will read “The Duel” in terms
of the superegoic relationship between Laevsky, standing for philistinism, and
Von Koren, standing for moral conscience or the superego, a relationship that
leads to Laevsky’s sense of guilt and Von Koren’s superegoic evil. In this section,
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the “double” relationship between the Hamlet and Quixote types is internalized
by the Hamlet type into the inner relationship between him and his superego, and
the evil or superfluity of the superfluous man is informed by this superegoic
relationship. Finally, we will read The Cherry Orchard in terms of the death drive
of Lubov, who admits her “original sin,” takes herself as the cause of her own
trauma, and thus enacts the temporality of her death drive. In this section, the
evil or superfluity of the superfluous man no longer has to do with his “double” or
superego, but ultimately points to his death drive.

II. Evil Eye: Resentment and Envy in “Gooseberries”

“Gooseberries” (1898) is a short story within a narrative frame of “a story
within a story,” mainly consisting of the story Ivan tells about his brother, which
can be summarized as follows. Both Ivan and his brother Nikolai spent their
childhood “running wild in the country” and were drawn to “the freedom of the
countryside” which townsmen do not enjoy. Like “peasant children,” as Ivan says,
both of them spent their “days and nights in the fields and the woods,” looking
after horses, stripping the bark off trees, fishing, and so on. But later, when they
grew older, they had to leave the fields to get jobs: Ivan became a surgeon and
Nikolai worked in a government office. Nikolai came to hate his job as a govern-
ment clerk, which he found boring and monotonous, and yearned to buy himself
a country estate. Nothing could deter Nikolai from his desire to buy an estate
where he could grow gooseberries and enjoy nature. Even his marriage was noth-
ing more than a stepping stone to fulfilling his desire: he married a rich, ugly
widow to raise capital rather than for love. He didn’t care about her at all and put
her money in the bank under his own name. Finally, the widow died, which
should have made Nikolai guilty, but did not. After the widow’s death, Nikolai
finally made his dream come true and got an estate where he planted some goose-
berry bushes. On a visit to see his brother some years later, Ivan found that Nikolai
had become hopelessly self-content. As Ivan says: “I saw a happy man, whose
cherished dream had so obviously come true, who had attained his goal in life, had
gotten what he wanted, who was content with his fate and with himself” (317).
Ivan comments that his brother’s life of self complacency is actually like a prison in
which “he will lock himself up for life in a small country place” (314).

We can see how Nicolai is similar to Ivanov in fvanov in leading a material-
istic life and being indifferent to his wife. For Ivan, Nicolai’s obsessive desire to
own a country estate and live on it is sick, and imprisoning Nikolai’s mind. Ivan
sees Nikolai as experiencing a living death, one who has lost his “free spirit,” with




142 Tambkang Review 41.1 (December 2010)

his narrow life on his country estate. Ivan comments: “Once a man gets himself
an idea, there’s nothing to be done” (315). Ivan describes how Nikolai saved
all the money he could to attain dream of a country life and didn’t care about
anything else, including his sick wife. As Ivan comments, “Money, like vodka,
makes a man queer.” Ivan thinks that not only is Nikolai’s life empty and fake,
but the estate that he buys is also a fake one, which is “quite different from what
you have dreamed of,” one that has “no orchard, no gooseberry-bushes, and no
duck-pond,” an estate in which the color of the river has become “the colour of
coffee.” In short, Nikolai’s medicine is Ivan’s poison.

Ivan considers Nikolai’s enjoyment of living in the country as fake because
Ivan thinks doing “good” is more important than “happiness.” Ivan argues: “There
is no happiness and there shouldn’t be, and if there is any meaning and purpose in
life, then that meaning and purpose are not all in our happiness, but in something
more intelligent and great. Do Good!” (319). Here Ivan’s hostility toward Nikolai’s
material enjoyment represents the anti-bourgeoisie (anti-philistine) attitude of the
intelligentsia of 19 century Russia. The evil of Nicolai lies in his/her dead spirit
occupied by materialistic enjoyment.

Ivan thinks his brother Nikolai’s spirit has become empty and dead because
all the latter cares about is his own self-indulgent country life. Ivan argues that
“To leave town, quit the struggle and noise of life, go and hide in your country
place, isn't life, it’s egoism, laziness, it’s a sort of monasticism, but a monasticism
without spiritual endeavor” (314). Ivan is against the idea that “a man needs only
six feet of earth” and rather argues that “it’s a corpse that needs six feet, not a man”
(314). For Ivan, the more a man cares about, the freer his spirit is: as he says,
“Man needs, not six feet of earth, not a country place, but the whole earth, the
whole of nature, where he can express at liberty all the properties and particulari-
ties of his free spirit” (314). Ivan regrets that he used to be narrow and self-
contented like Nikolai and says that he will undertake to pursue freedom, now
that he has been disillusioned with his self-complacency. The narrator describes
Ivan’s confession:

“That night I realized that I, too, was happy and contented,” Ivan Ivanych con-
tinued. . . . Freedom is good, I said, it’s like air, we can't do without it, but we must
wait. Yes, that was what I said, but now I ask, ‘wait in the name of what?’ I van
Ivanovitch asked, looking angrily at Burkin. “Wait in the name of what, I ask you? In
the name of what considerations? They tell me that it can’t be done all at once, that
every idea is realized gradually, in due time. But who says that? Where are the proofs
that it’s so? You refer to the natural order of things, to the lawfulness of phenomena,
but is there order and lawfulness in the fact that I, a living and thinking man, must
stand at a ditch and wait until it gets overgrown or silted up, when I could perhaps
jump over it or build a bridge across it? (318-19)
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Ivan questions the philosophy of “waiting for freedom,” which he claims to be
without valid ground. Ivan thinks it’s better to “leap over” and “build a bridge
across” the “ditch” he is now standing next to, rather than to wait for the ditch to
“be silted up.”

The problem is, how does Ivan know that the other side of the ditch is better
than this side? Isn’t the good other side of the ditch also an illusion? The rhetoric
Ivan uses to refute others’ arguments can be applied to himself. His argument
runs as follows: “But who says that? Where are the proofs that it’s so? You refer to
the natural order of things, to the lawfulness of phenomena, but is there order and
lawfulness . . . 27 (319). When Ivan questions others’ arguments, the questioning
can also be applied to himself. Ivan is also a bigot by sticking only to his own idea
of “good” and taking it as the “freedom on the other side.” In fact, in Chekhov’s
“The Man in a Shell,” which serves as a counterpart of “Gooseberries,” the radical
anti-philistine character Belikov, with his cold and rigid moral standard, is carica-
tured and described as an evil spirit hovering over the whole town, as we have
mentioned. A man with obsessive ideas is one who lives in a “shell” and gets his
mind imprisoned or narrowed down. Chekhov’s other works, including 7he Teacher
of Literature and Sergeant Prishibeev, also satirize the hypocrisy of the
obsessive man with preconceived ideas or moral schemes.

What is more, is Ivan actually a “reliable narrator” when he tells the story
about his brother Nikolai? Indeed, as many critics point out,'? the story Ivan tells
about his brother discloses more about himself than about Nikolai. When hear-
ing the story, the readers can easily detect Ivan’s self-contradictions and hypocrisy.
The story is a story within the story,” as we have mentioned, and it serves as a
critique of “poshlust” or philistinism, is incongruent with the form and context
of the tale. The ironic twist of Ivan’s story within a story” can be detected from the
following points.

First of all, while Ivan criticizes Nikolai’s vain, happy life in the country, Ivan
himself is actually very fond of nature. In the beginning, the narrator says that
“Ivan Ivanych and Burkin were imbued with love for these fields and both thought
how great, how beautiful his land was” (311). When Ivan criticizes how Nikolai
escapes from “the struggle and noise of life,” he himself is ironically enjoying some
kind of coziness and comfort in his friend’s house which shelters him from the
rain and dirt outside. While Ivan criticizes Nikolai for escaping from the hustle

19 For example, John Freedman, in his excellent essay, “Narrative Technique and the Art of Story-
telling in Anton Chekhov’s ‘Little Trilogy,” argues that the narrative voice discloses some hints that Ivan’s
story is not what he thinks. These hints include that other characters are dissatisfied with what Ivan says
and that Ivan is contradicting himself (Freedman 108-10).
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and bustle of life into his own vain life, Ivan himself can’t stand dirt on his own
body. Before Ivan goes into his friend’s house, he gets mud all over himself and
then, after he jumps into the pool beside the house to wash himself, he feels so
excited that he keeps exclaiming “Oh, my goodness!” again and again.

Second, Ivan’s friends don’t really buy the story Ivan tells about his brother,
and are a little disappointed with it. As the narrator says, “Ivan Ivanovitch’s story
had not satisfied either Burkin or Alehin,” who thought the lovely female servant
was much more attractive than Ivan’s story (9). Alehin thinks that Ivan’s story has
“no direct bearing on his life” (9).

Third, Ivan may be as much a philistine as Nikolia, and also doesn’t care
about others. At the end of the short story, the narrator describes how Ivan smokes
so much that the smell of it disturbs others’ sleep: “his pipe lying on the table
smelt strongly of stale tobacco, and Burkin could not sleep for a long while, and
kept wondering where the oppressive smell came from” (10; italics mine). Ivan,
actually, can be as “oppressive” toward others as Nikolai. The ironic twist is that
all that Ivan criticizes about his brother can be found in himself.

The irony of Ivan’s “story within the story” and his own hypocrisy show that
his judging eye is as evil as the supposedly evil object (Nikolai) that it is focusing
on. Ivan’s judging eye is an “evil eye” in a double sense. On the first level, his
judging eye is evil because it names the evil object. On the second level, his
judging eye is evil because it is itself evil. What then is the relationship between
these two levels of the evil eye? Lacanian theory of the “evil eye,” which involves
the relationship of “envy” between the subject and the other,!! can help us to
answer this question. Indeed, the two brothers Ivan and Nikolai can be compared
to the two brothers Lacan uses in elucidating his theory of the “evil eye” and
“envy.” The situation of the two brothers, which Lacan takes from Augustine,
is as follows: “the little child sees his younger brother at his mother’s breast,
looking at him “amare conspectu, with a bitter look, which seems to tear him to
pieces and has on himself the effect of a poison” (116). For Lacan, his brother’s
enjoying himself at his mother’s breast causes “resentment,” and the suckling child’s
satisfaction is the gazing child’s poison, a relationship which also exists between
Ivan and Nikolai, as discussed above. The resentment of the gazing child derives
from his envy of his brother. As Lacan writes: “Such is true envy—the envy that
makes the subject pale before the image of a completeness closed upon itself,
before the idea that the pezir a, the separated 2 from which he is hanging, maybe
for another the possession that gives satisfaction, Befriedigung” (116). For Lacan,

11 See the last section of “What Is a Picture” in Lacan’s The Four Fundamental Concepts of Psycho-
Analysis.
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the other’s satisfaction or “completeness” causes the sense of “incompleteness”
(lack) in the gazing child and makes him “pale.” The point of the relationship
of envy, for Lacan, however, does not lie in the desired object (the objer a) itself,
but in the relationship between the subject and the desire of the other: as Lacan
insists, “What the small child, or whoever, envies is not at all necessarily what he
might want” (116). Zizek explains this as follows: “the subject does not envy the
Other’s possession of the prized object as such, but rather the way the Other
is able to ENJOY this object.”!? This “envy” relationship between the gazing
subject and the enjoying other can easily turn the latter into a “double” and an
evil, as we have mentioned. Through Lacan’s theories of the evil eye and envy, we
can learn that the narrative of the other’s enjoyment and the narrative of evil are
always two sides of the same coin, since both are from the perspective of the evil
eye of the narrator.

Now that we have discussed Lacan’s theories of the evil eye and envy in the
relationship of the double, we can apply these to the relationship between Ivan
and Nikolai. When Ivan is resentful of Nikolai’s self-complacency, he is exactly
like the child who is gazing at his brother sucking his mother’s breast. Just as the
child is “pale” before his brother’s satisfaction, so Ivan is “pale” before Nikolai’s
satisfaction with his country life. After Ivan visits his brother Nikolai’s country
estate and is irritated by his complacent life, he declares that “the point was not in
him, but in myself” because “a change took place in me during the few hours I
spent at his place” (317). The change in Ivan is not caused by Nikolai’s owning a
country estate (desired object) “closed upon” Ivan, but by Nikolai’s way of enjoy-
ing the estate. For Ivan, it is totally to Ivan’s surprise that Nikolai can be satisfied
with such a narrow life in a country estate which, in Ivan’s eyes, is a fake estate, as
noted above. As Ivan says, “I never sympathized with this desire to lock himself
up for life in his own country place” (316). This treasure for Nikolai is garbage
for Ivan, and Ivan feels disgust for the gooseberries that Nikolai treasures:

Nikolai Ivanich laughed and gazed silently at the gooseberries for a moment with tears
in his eyes—he couldn’t speak for excitement; then he put one berry in his mouth,
glanced at me with the triumph of a child who has finally gotten his favorite toy, and
said:

“How delicious!”

“And he ate greedily and kept repeating:

“Ah, how delicious! Try them!’

“They were tough and sour . ...” (317)

12 See 2iiek, “The Terrorist Resentment” (2005): <http://www.lacan.com/zizfrancel.htm>.
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The gooseberries which Nikolai thinks are delicious and which he is proud are
“tough and sour” to Ivan. Ivan states that what Nikolai feels to be true is in fact
merely an “exalting illusion” (317). But is Nikolai’s enjoyment of the gooseberries
really nothing more than an illusion? At least, Nikolai’s satisfaction or enjoyment
does some evil work in Ivan’s mind: Nikolai’s way of enjoyment induces feelings
of lack, envy, and resentment in Ivan.

When the enjoyment of the Other causes the subject’s lack, envy, and

13 starts to work in the rela-

resentment, what Ziek calls the “theft of enjoyment
tionship of the double. According to Ziiek, the logic of “theft of enjoyment,” as
the core of racist (such as anti-Semitic) fantasy, works when the subject displaces
his lack to the Other’s enjoyment and blames the other for “stealing” the subject’s
enjoyment (Zarrying 203-4). This logic of theft of enjoyment leads Ivan to claim
that it is “the strong” like Nikolai who are responsible for the decay of society.

Ivan laments:

I thought: there are, in fact, so many contented, happy people! What an overwhelm-
ing force! Just look at this life: the insolence and idleness of the strong, the ignorance
and brutishness of the weak, impossible poverty all around us, overcrowding, degeneracy,
drunkenness, hypocrisy, lies . . . (318).

Ivan compares a happy man like Nikolai to an evil, “overwhelming” force which
causes social evils such as insolence, idleness, poverty, hypocrisy and lies. Ivan’s
evil view of Nikolai and the logic of “theft of enjoyment” thus produced repre-
sents the anti-bourgeoisie or anti-philistinism attitude of the intelligentsia in 19%
century Russia.' This kind of anti-bourgeoisie or anti-philistinism can be glimpsed
in what Chekhov says in a letter: “the petty bourgeoisie is a great evil; it, like a dam
on a river, has always served only to hold things in check.”!® In the eyes of some
of the intelligentsia, the petty bourgeoisie, with their philistine way of life, are evil
and tend to “hold things in check” (maintain the status quo) by contaminating
and anaesthetizing the whole of society. Chekhov criticizes his peer, the novelist
Sienkiewicz, whose “The Family of the Polonetskys” tends “to lull the bourgeoisie
to sleep in its golden dreams.”® In the evil eye of some of the intelligentsia, the
petty bourgeoisie are seen as the real cause of social disorder in 19% century Russia.

13 For the concept of “theft of enjoyment,” see Ziiek, Tarrying with the Negative 201-05.

14 For the intelligentsia’s anti-bourgeoisie or anti-philistinism, see Timo Vihavainen, “The Petty Bour-
geoisie and its Enemies: ‘Philistinism’ and the ‘Intelligentsia’ in the Nineteenth Century,” The Inner
Adversary.

15 See Chekhov’s letter to the critic and journalist Alexander 1. Sumbatov-Yuzhin, February, 1903 in
Turkov’s Anton Chekov and His Times.

16 See Chekhov’s letter to A.S. Suvorin, April 13, 1895. The quote is from Constance Garnett’s
English version.



Evil Eye, Evil Sound, and Evil Time 147

II1. Evil Sound: Guilt and the Superego in “The Duel”

In the Hamlet type of superfluous man who lives a self-indulgent and mate-
rialistic life for himself, the anti-bourgeoisie or anti-philistine resentment (envy)
is internalized and turned into the superego, thus causing a sense of guilt in the
superfluous man. This sense of guilt makes the Hamlet type see himself as evil.
That is to say, the “envy” or “double” relationship between the Quixote type and
Hamlet type of the superfluous man now turns into the “internal” relationship
between the superego and the ego within the Hamlet type. For Freud, the sense
of guilt is produced through the tension between the ego and the superego: the
ego always has the anxiety that it has not lived up to the expectations of the
superego (1990: 290), which can be cruel, harsh, and inexorable in its conflicts
with the ego (291). In his/her confrontation with his/her superego, the Hamlet
type objectifies him/herself as an evil object. At this level of (superegoic) evil,
there is thus a paradox between the subject and the object: the subject displaces
the split of him/herself into the confrontation between the evil object and the
cruel superego. The superego as the agent of moral conscience, in fact, has mani-
fested itself within Ivan and his friends by the end of “Gooseberries.”

Though Ivan is an unreliable narrator and his anti-bourgeoisie or anti-
philistine moral lesson carries a touch of irony, his story about his brother Nikolai’s
self-contented life still makes his friends a little restless, who were otherwise en-
joying some happiness and comfort inside the house. After Ivan tells his friends
the story, he reminds them:

As long as you are young, strong, energetic, don't be weary of doing good! There is no

happiness, and there shouldn’ be, and if there is any meaning and purpose in life, then

that meaning and purpose are not all in our happiness, but in something more intelli-

gent and great. Do Good! (319)

Ivan implores his friends to “do good” and get out of the life of false happiness
as can be seen in Nikolai. And before going to bed, he whispers the prayer
“Lord forgives us sinners!” (320). After they retire, the rain “beat on the windows
all night” (320). The pattering sound of the rain, like moral conscience or the
superego, seems to remind the sleepers that they are sinners just as Ivan claimed
they were.

The sound of the rain can be connected to the tapping sound of the hammer
which, for Ivan, can crack the self-complacency of the bourgeoisie or the philistine.
For Ivan, happy men feel at ease with their life so that they “do not see” and “do
not hear those who suffer, and what is terrible in life goes on somewhere behind
the scenes” (318). Ivan claims that there should be a man with a hammer stand-
ing behind the door of every such man to crack his self-complacency. He says:
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At the door of every contented, happy man somebody should stand with a little hammer,
constantly tapping, to remind him that unhappy people exist, that however happy
he may be, sooner or later life will show him its claws, some calamity will befall
him—illness, poverty, loss—and nobody will hear or see, just as he doesn’t hear or
see others now. (318)

The “somebody” with a hammer, for Ivan, can wake the happy man from his
“golden dream” and remind him that the present life may hide “illness, poverty,
loss” that he cannot see, but which will “befall him” some day. Von Koren in
“The Duel” is such a man-with-a-hammer and, thanks to him, Laevsky reminds
himself that he is a sinner for living as an egoist or having a self-contented life.

Our second story, “The Duel” (1891), centers around the rift between Von
Koren and Laevsky. Laevsky is a fair and attractive young man, a philistine, who
constantly seduces women, lives in debt, and thus feels self-loathing and is “hesi-
tant like Hamlet.” Von Koren, just the opposite, is a serious, aggressive, self-
righteous zoologist who despises Laevsky as a parasite, a scoundrel, and a rogue,
and demands that he should be severely punished for his immoral behavior.
Under the “evil eye” of Von Koren, Laevsky is an “unhappy” philistine rather than
a happy one like Nikolai in “Gooseberries.” Laevsky feels guilty and dissatisfied
with his own immoral life and constantly fantasizes that he will be happy if he can
make some change in his environment or escape to another place. Von Koren
thinks a man like Lavesky is harmful to society: as Von Koren says, “Laevsky is
absolutely pernicious and is as dangerous to society as the cholera microbe” and
asserts that “To drown him would be a service” (129). In exactly the same way as
Ivan criticizes Nikolai in “Gooseberries,” Von Koren criticizes Laevsky for “con-
taminating” society by teaching the residents in the town to play card games,
drink beer, and seduce other men’s wives: as Von Koren exclaims, “Only think
what a wide field he has for contamination!” (136).

It seems that Laevsky, with his guilt and unhappiness, stands for evil, while
Von Koren, with his moral severity and self-righteousness, with “excellent health
and physical strength” (126), stands for good. But, under closer inspection, we
can see that this is not the case at all. Indeed, in the story, Laevsky is characterized
as a good guy all along, though he has some weaknesses: “In spite of his clumsiness
and rough manner, he was a peaceable man, of infinite kindliness and goodness of
heart, always ready to be of use” (107). The “general opinion about him” is that
he is “without faults of character” (108). Samoylenko, another character, thinks
that Laevsky “is abreast of modern ideas, is in the service, is of use to his country”
though admittedly he “has his weaknesses,” like everyone else (137). On the
other hand, Von Koren always appears to other characters as a severe, harsh, cruel
person. Laevsky thinks Von Koren’s “ideals are despotic” and he takes men as
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“puppets and nonentities, too trivial to be the object of his life” (172). For Laevsky,
Von Koren only works “for the sake of such abstractions as humanity, future
generations, an ideal race of men” (172). Laevsky assumes that, if (Von Koren)
goes with some men to the desert for some investigation of animals, even if “his
men groan and die, one after another,” Von Koren would still be one who “goes
on and on” because he feels himself “the monarch of the desert and the master of
these men” (170). Laevsky describes Von Koren as “a king and an eagle,” who
keeps “all the inhabitants under his thumb and oppresses them with his authority”
(171). That is why Lavesky thinks that “there is cruelty in him [Von Koren]”
(235).

Von Koren’s cruelty makes him seem like an inhuman person, a cold-blooded
killer. Von Koren is aggressive and takes every chance to bait Laevsky, so that
he fears him, with Von Koren maintaining that Laevsky deserves to be drowned
for his follies and immoral behavior. Laevsky and Von Koren are so hostile to
each other that they decide to have a duel. During the duel, Lavesky is character-
ized as weak and timid, with his hands “trembling,” while Von Koren is very
determined in his intention to kill Laevsky. The deacon, another character, thinks
Von Koren’s will to kill Laevsky is “contrary to human nature” and “utterly un-
natural” (244). In addition, Samoylenko supposes that Von Koren’s hate for Laevsky
is akin to the evil nature of Germany, which, for Samoylenko, “has ruined” Von
Koren and has to do with “every harmful idea in politics or science” (139). Von
Koren is even seen by one critic as a “precursor of the German Nazism of the
1930s.”17

Von Koren stands for the Quixote type, while Laevsky stands for the Hamlet
type, and both of them have their share of evil, as is the case with Lvov and Ivanov
in fvanov. Von Koren is evil because he is intolerant, with abstract, severe moral
standards and a cruel, inhuman character, while Laevsky is evil because he is
“human, all too human,” with human frailty and a weak will, who always laments
“I'm a failure” or “I'm a Superfluous Man,” as Von Koren tells us (131). Both Von
Koren and Laevsky are evil and are seen as “a man in the shell” in the eyes of each
other. Von Koren despises Laevsky, with his vulgar life, as an egg in a shell:
“His existence is confined within this narrow programme like an egg within
its shell” (132). Von Koren, for his part, with rigid and abstract moral standards,
can also be seen as a man “confined within narrow programme,” like Lvov in
Ivanov. For Example, Von Koren lives in a shell when he is indifferent to Laevsky’s
frailty and depression. This is why Samoylenko gives Von Koren the advice that

17 The critic referred to here is Ronald L. Johnson. See his Anton Chekhov 55.
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“If you really loved him and considered him your neighbour, you would above
all not be indifferent to his weaknesses” (138).

Lavesky’s attitude toward himself and Von Koren, however, suddenly changes
on the eve of the duel, when he becomes extremely frightened. Lavesky’s fright is
paralleled by a “fierce, magnificent storm,” accompanied by violent gusts of wind
which blow open the windows with “a bang” and a “prolonged, deafening roll of
thunder, beginning with a hollow rumble and ending with a crash so violent that
all the window-panes rattled” (226). It seems that the storm, along with the
prospect of his imminent death in the coming duel, wakes Laevsky from the
slumbering dream of his vulgar life filled with deceit. He comes to feel “some-
thing new in his body” and starts to think “calmly of” his past, and about where
he will go after the duel if he is not killed in it. Then it occurs to him that it makes
no sense for him to go anywhere else since that means “beginning over again the
old life” which he has now cursed. He thinks that the only way out for him is
either to “look for salvation in himself alone” or kill himself (230).

During the night of the storm Lavesky also starts to feel guilty about his
immorality. “What in my past was not vice?” he asks himself (227). He regrets
that “He had no craving for truth, and had not sought it,” that he “was spell-
bound by vice and lying,” and that “his conscience had slept or been silent” (227).
He regrets that in his past life “He had no fear of the storm, no love of nature now;
he had no God” (227). He starts to feel that he has been a “stranger” to his
environment, “like an alien from another planet,” indifferent to things and people
around him (227), and also regrets his past behavior towards his mistress, realiz-
ing “that this unhappy, sinful woman was the one creature near and dear to
him, whom no one could replace” (231).

Von Koren is amazed at the transformation in Laevsky after the duel, which
turns out to be more a “gesture” than a real action, and one in which nobody is
hurt. “What a screw he has put on himself!” he exclaims (249), for after the duel,
Laevsky decides to work to pay off his debts. Laevsky feels that, with his new life,
he is “a man released from prison or from hospital” (247). Laevsky is also recon-
ciled with Von Koren, who comes to have “full admiration of” him and his mis-
tress and hopes that Laevsky will not “remember evil against me” (21). Before his
departure for another place, Von Koren visits Laevsky and apologizes, feeling that
“It is as though I were forcing myself on him,” which is “stupid” (250). Thus
there is, at the end of the story, a reconciliation of the two men, although Von
Koren insists that “I acted sincerely and I have not changed my convictions
since then” (250).

Laevsky’s moral regeneration and his reconciliation with Von Koren can be
seen as the victory of the superego over the ego. Before we decode the two char-
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acters’ relationship through the figure of the superego, let us take a look at the
relationship between the (evil) sounds in the story and Laevsky’s sense of guilt.
The horrible sound of the storm mixed with thunder and lightning, like the
sound of the rain and the tapping sound of the hammer in “Gooseberries,” serves
as the sound of conscience. According to Mladen Dolar, the sound of a shofar
(trumpet), standing for the law of God in Judaism, is always paired with a natural
noise like thunder (54). Dolar quotes two passages from Exodus to illustrate
this:

On the morning of the third day there were peals of thunder and lightning, and a
heavy cloud over the mountain, and a very loud trumpet blast, so that all the people in
the camp trembled. (Exodus 19: 16)

When the people witnessed the thunder and lightning, the trumpet blast and the moun-
tain smoking, they all feared and trembled. So they took up a position much farther
away and said to Moses, “You speak to us, and we will listen; but let not God speak to
us, or we shall die.” (Exodus 20: 18)

From these two passages we can learn two main characteristics of the sound of
shofar. First, it accompanies a message from authority which forces people to
listen and make them fear and tremble. Second, it is not a message directly from
God (or an outside authority) but rather the message from Moses as a mediator
between man and God. The mediating role of the sound of the shofar creates a
gray or fuzzy area for human hermeneutics or subjective intervention. This gray
or fuzzy area of meaning provided by the sound, however, makes the message it
transmits more authoritative and dominating: for Dolar, it is the sound or voice
“as a remainder of the letter” that “endows the letter with authority, making it not
just a signifier, but an act” (54-55). According to Dolar, the sound of the shofar
stands for the remainder or jouissance of the Father that cannot be absorbed by
the law but that serves as the support of the Law (54-55). The sound as the
remainder of the law or the Father serves as the mediation between the subject
and the signifier (law) and, as Dolar quotes Lacan, “completes the relation of the
subject to the signifier” (qtd. in Dolar 55).

The sound of the storm (as the metonymy of the sound of the shofar) serves
as the remainder of the rigid moral law represented by Von Koren and helps Laevsky
to internalize the law. The moral law thus becomes more authoritative and domi-
nating when it is communicated through the sound of the storm and internalized
by Laevsky as the sound of his conscience. This may explain why Laevsky under-
goes a transformation during the night of the storm and feels guilty about his past
actions. In psychoanalysis, this sound (voice) of conscience is related to the voice
of the superego (Dolar 40).
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Laevsky’s superego causes his sense of guilt and forces him to consider him-
self as an evil (immoral) person. However, right at the moment when Laevsky
follows his superego and decides that he is evil, he becomes evil (as an unethical
subject or a subject without subjectivity) at another level. When Laevsky imputes
his “evil” behavior to his superego, he disavows his own split (between id, ego, and
superego) and objectifies himself as a gestalt “ego.” In other words, when Laevsky
imputes his evil behavior to his superego, he evades his own subjectivity,
responsibility, and freedom. Copjec links the Freudian superego with Kant’s idea
of “radical evil,” an evil which is constitutive of human will and is correlated with
the subject’s sense of guilt as a response to the call of moral conscience (Imagine
142). Copjec argues that, for Kant as well as Freud, any moral action is always ac-
companied by “the guilt conscience” so that all our actions turn out to be bad,
even if the actions are based on virtuous motives; Kantian ethics may result in its
condemnation of precisely those who are the most conscientious about fulfilling
their moral duty (142). With the sense of guilt, Copjec argues, the subject dis-
avows his/her own feelings of anxiety or split and displaces the latter into the split
between him/herself and the external power which is internalized as the
superego (“May *68” 108). In this manner the superego can transform “the pain-
ful split” in the subject into a split involved with a “power struggle”™: “the feeling of
guilt is the sentiment that a power—the superego—internal to subject and acting
on him or her is exercised by an external agent” (108). The emergence of the
superego thus plays the crucial role in the strategy of avoiding anxiety or the death
drive in its ‘pure state’ (Zupandic, Ethics 155).

It is the third type of superfluous man, the “nihilist” type, that can arrive at
his/her own death drive. In the next section we will examine this final type of
superfluous man and his death drive.

IV. Evil Time: Trauma, Memory, and Ghosts in
The Cherry Orchard

When Laevksy in “The Duel” is finally willing to face his own trauma, take
the full responsibility for it, and accept the woman he no longer loves, there is an
ambiguity as to what is motivating him. Does he do so because he is really willing
to take full responsibility for his life, or does he do so because he cannot bear his
sin and decides to “give up on his desire”!® before his superego as an internaliza-

18 In Lacan’s Seminar VII, the seminar on ethics, the ultimate guideline for ethics is “never to give up
on one’s desire” or “cling to the desire in its pure state,” which leads necessarily to the resistance of the
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tion of Von Koren? Has he been able to see life “awry,” from a different angle, or
does he succumb to the moral pressure of his superego? Here the way the super-
fluous man sees his own split, guilt, or surplus (enjoyment) decides whether or
not he is trapped in the desire of the Other. When he displaces his surplus to the
Other, he sees himself through the eyes of the Other and is dominated by it. On
the other hand, if he takes his surplus as his own, then we can say that he identifies
with his surplus (enjoyment), transforms the coordinates of his symbolic or moral
world, and finally turns him/herself into a new person, ex nihilo.

The Cherry Orchard (1903) deals with the surplus (superfluity) of the super-
fluous individual, represented by Lubov (Mme. Ranevsky), who does not know
what to do in her trauma: Lubov is a landowner but, because of her materialistic
way of life, she has to sell the cherry orchard to pay off her debts. Lubov’s trauma
comes less from the debts themselves than from the imminent sale of the cherry
orchard and its loss. Essentially, 7/he Cherry Orchard tells about the reaction of the
characters to the imminent changes that will overtake the cherry orchard, which
stands for Russia itself: as Trofimov, a character in the story, says, “All Russia is our
orchard” (189). The sense of time can be felt throughout the play, and time is
always a paradox for the characters, a paradox that can be seen in the opening
description of the cherry blossoms: “It is May. The cherry-trees are in flower but
in the orchard it is cold, there is morning frost” (165). There is no question that
it is the old landowner of the orchard, Lubov (Mme. Ranevsky), who suffers the
biggest misfortune in the paradox (evil) of time.

Lubov’s situation triggers two different kinds of memory in her: nostalgic
and traumatic memory. Lubov’s nostalgic memory projects a pre-lapserian “good
old past,” while her traumatic memory stages the “unbearable burden of the past”
or the repetition of past failures, calling forth the ghosts of her family members,
and inducing in her a sense of sin and responsibility for all the misfortunes around
her and the cherry orchard itself. Lubov’s two kinds of memory constitute both a
parallax view of her trauma and a parallax view of her identity. A trauma always
involves the subject’s re-interpretation of his or her past, a past which always mani-
fests itself as a “surplus,” an “undead remainder,” or the “undead spectral persis-
tence of the ‘living dead™ (Zizek, The Fragile Absolute 96). According to Zizek, a
trauma is a “bone stuck in the throat of the speaking being” and makes every
representation or narration of it “forever not-all, failed” (7he Plague 216). A trauma,
Zitek argues, is not a “neutral, objective fact” to be “documented,” but a horrible
thing (an evil in our context), which is too traumatic to be remembered, and so

voice-commands of conscience or the superego. See Maccannell, “Fascism and the Voice of Conscience”

(Radical Evil 57).
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can only be “repeated” as a “non-integrated” impossibility or horror (For They
272).

The surplus or the undead remainder of the past is identified and repre-
sented through a failure or “not-all” over and over again in the personal history of
the subject. This failure of representation or identification, however, is the real
locus of subjectivity and the terrain of the (death) drive, which endows the subject
with a circular and paradoxical structure: the “circularity or cycle is the death
drive,” which should be understood not as any “end-point or even negativity, but
as a form of immortal life” which “always comes back to mark itself as absent”
(Butler 91). The more the subject is subject to the evil force of a past which fails
his/her identification, the more he/she shows its “immortal life,” and here we can
see the temporality of identification.

When the cherry orchard is temporalized, it becomes the evil surplus or
undead remainder which haunts Lubov and produces different identities or
values in her. A trauma as the real is a “stain” which blurs the subject’s “clear
perception of ” reality and prevents the subject from “assuming a neutral-objective
view of reality” (Zizek, The Plague 215). That is to say, when the cherry orchard
is temporalized or traumatized, the cherry orchard returns Lubov’s gaze, looks
back at her, and includes her in the picture (the cherry orchard) she is looking
at. Before we go on to discuss the cherry orchard as the object-gaze which
turns Lubov into an “anamorphic stain” in the picture, a stain which defies
Lubov’s identification, let’s take a look at Lubov’s two kinds of memories first,
both of which serve as her response to her present trauma of selling the cherry
orchard.

Lubov’s nostalgic memory can be detected in her description of the nursery
in the cherry orchard: as she says, “The nursery, my dear, beautiful room . .. I
slept here when I was a little girl . . . [Weeps] And now I am like a little girl again”
(167). She recalls her childhood spent in the nursery. She also recalls how she
used to stand in the nursery and look out at the orchard in a state of happiness:
“I used to look out at the orchard from here and when I woke up each morning
I felt happy, so happy” (176). Those nostalgic memories project Lubov’s iden-
tification with the cherry orchard. Through her nostalgic gaze, Lubov fixes her
own eyes on the idealized past. No wonder Lubov is unwilling to follow the
suggestion of Lopakhin, the son of the former surf and the buyer-to-be of the
orchard, to cut down the cherry trees and rent the orchard out to clear her debts.
In response, Lubov says to Lopakhin: “I don’t quite understand you” (172). She
then goes on: “Cut down? My dear, forgive me, but you don't know what you're
talking about. If there’s anything at all in this whole district that’s still exciting,
even incredible, that one thing is our cherry orchard” (173). Lubov isn’t willing
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to have her orchard destroyed, because it stands for her glorious past. That is why
Lubov claims that if they want to sell the orchard, then they had better sell her
with it:

LUBOV: . . . You know I was born here, my father and my mother lived here, my

grandfather, too. Ilove this house. Without the cherry orchard my life would lose its
meaning, and if it must really be sold then go and sell me with the orchard . . . (195)

Lubov sees herself as a part of a tradition passed down from her grandfather through
her parents and to her. Through her nostalgic gaze, Lubov fixes her own eyes on
the ideal past of the cherry orchard. For Zviiek, the nostalgic gaze has to do with
the subject’s assuming the gaze of the Other and involves the self-mirroring
of “seeing oneself seeing”; the subject’s nostalgic gaze disavows the traumatic
object-gaze (For They 114). In Lubov’s nostalgic gaze, she tries to disavow her
own present trauma and escape into a past which provides her with “imaginary”
and ideal identification.

In the eyes of Lopakhin, Lubov’s unwillingness to do anything to the cherry
orchard to resolve her dilemma shows her indecisive, frivolous, and idealistic
nature—the characteristics of the superfluous man. Lopakhin says:

You must forgive me, but I've never met people as rattlebrained as you two are, my
friends, or so unbusinesslike and strange, too. You are told in plain language your
estate is going to be sold, and it’s just as if you don’t understand it. (185; italics mine)

For Lopakhin, Lubov is very “unbusinesslike” and doesn’t understand Lopakhin’s
businesslike advice at all. Lopakhin sees the cherry orchard as a commodity, while
Lubov considers the cherry orchard as something more.

Lopakhin, with his business-like way of doing things and bourgeois values,
may be seen as an evil figure in the play, one that destroys the cherry orchard and
the traditional values it represents. Trofimov describes Lopakhin this way:

You are a rich man, and you're going to be a millionaire soon. In the economy of nature
one form of matter is exchanged for another, and so we find indispensable the beast
of prey which devours everything that lands on its path. In that way you too are
indispensable. (186).

Lopakhin is described by Trofimo as an evil, but a necessary one, a necessary
“beast of prey” in nature, which is “indispensable” for the good of the economy of
nature. Generally, however, Lopakhin is described as a good person rather than
an evil one. Even Lubov sees Lopakhin as essentially a good man. In fact, Lopakhin
finally buys the cherry orchard not for business reasons, but to save it and keep his
childhood memory. Chekhov claims that one should neither “make Lopakhin
very pale nor coarsen him,” turning him into “a little kulak,” since he is not a
“merchant in the vulgar meaning of the word” (Kataev 284). In fact, the really
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evil figure of the play is Lubov herself,'” who is responsible for a series of misfor-
tunes around her and the cherry orchard. Lubov’s second kind of memory, the
traumatic memory, shows this.

In Lubov’s traumatic memory, she regrets how her own materialistic lifestyle
has kept her in debt and led to her disaster. Through this memory we see how her
situation deteriorated when she tried pursuing various men as a means of escaping
her predicament. She says:

Oh, my sins, my sins . . . I've always scattered money to the winds, impulsively, like
someone out of her mind, and I married a man who did nothing but build up debts.
My husband died of champagne, he reveled in drinking, and then I was unlucky enough
to fall in love with someone else. I began living with him. . .. (184)

The real cause of Lubov’s misfortunes, as we can see, is not Lopakhin, the repre-
sentative of Russia’s rising commercial class, but herself, the decaying and self-
indulgent aristocrat, who is always living on debt and having affairs with men.
Lubov considers her misfortunes as punishment for her own sins. She says:

And last year, when the dacha was sold to pay off debts, I left for Paris. It was there
he robbed, deserted me, and began living with another woman. I tried to poison
myself. . . It was so stupid and degrading. . .. And suddenly I felt a longing to come
home to Russia, home to my own land and my little girl. . . . [Wipes away her tears]
Oh, Lord, dear Lord in heaven, be gracious, forgive me my sins! Don’t punish me any
more! (184)

Lubov considers her own thoughtless lifestyle “stupid” and “degrading.” Here, in
Lubov’s confession of her own sins, she finally recognizes the cause of her own
trauma and misfortunes: it is she herself that is the very cause of her own
misfortunes, which force her to try to “poison” herself, committing suicide, being
a method typical of the way the superfluous individual settles their own dilemma.

It is in her sense of sin that Lubov identifies with her own trauma or surplus.
Lubov’s sense of sin is different from Laevsky’s sense of guilt in “The Duel”: while
Lavesky’s sense of guilt results from his reconciliation with his superego, as the
internalized Von Koren, Lubov’s sense of sin leads to her sense of responsibility.
We can consider this sin as the Kierkegaardian sin, an anxiety that serves as
a response to the possibilities open to us in our freedom.?° That is to say, in
Lubov’s sense of sin, her responsibility is interrelated with her freedom or
subjectivity.

19 According to Donald Rayfield, Lubov, as a spendthrift, is “the classic comic incarnation of a vice”
(247).

20 See Marcus Pound, “Lacan, Kierkegaard, and Repetition” 2005: <http://www.quodlibet.net/pound-
repetition.shtml>.
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Lubov’s sense of sin, in fact, triggers her memory of another trauma: the
drowning of her son. Lubov remembers how the death of her son was so trau-
matic that her soul was dried out by it. Lubov says:

I just closed my eyes and ran, losing all sense of what I was doing or who I am, and he
followed me . . . callously, brutally. I bought a dacha near Mentone because it was
there he fell sick, and for the next three years I knew neither rest nor peace, nursing
him day and night. He wore me out completely, my soul dried up. (184)

The dead son keeps haunting Lubov “callously, brutally,” because she takes the
death of her son as her fault or sin. Lubov’s dead son is only one in a series of
traumatic memories triggered by the loss of the cherry orchard. She also recalls
her mother’s ghost: “Just look, our own mama is walking in the orchard . . . in a
white dress!” (176). Her husband’s death, caused by his drinking, also constitutes
a trauma for her. Lubov’s daughter, Anya, says:

Six years ago father died, and a month later our brother Grisha drowned in the river.
He was a beautiful little boy, just seven years old. Mama couldn’t stand it anymore,
and she went away, she went away without so much as a backward glance. . . . (170)

This series of deaths in Lubov’s family results in a trauma too horrible (evil)
and unbearable for her to stand. She tries to escape. Lubov’s trauma of selling the
cherry orchard, as we can see, ends up calling forth the ghosts of her family members,
setting in motion a repetition of past failures. The ghosts stand for the undead
remainder or surplus that comes back to haunt her. And the ghost or the undead
remainder serves as the vanishing mediator between the two kinds of memory (of
the past): the ghost may stand for the “imaginary,” nostalgic “lost past happy
days,” or, just the opposite, for the “real,” traumatic “unbearable burden from the
past.” When the ghost is called up from the cherry orchard, the orchard suddenly
turns into a demonic object-gaze and creates a phantasmagoria (in the exact
Benjaminian sense of the term, referring to the subject’s split caused by their dreamy
experiences) in her. This uncanny demonic gaze, like the anamorphic skull in
Holbein’s “The Ambassadors™?! changes Lubov’s way of seeing herself and her
life.

In fact, the cherry orchard starts to be “seen” by Lubov only after it is to be
sold, and becomes traumatic for her. Lubov describes how suddenly she “sees”
(notices) the old house in the cherry orchard in a different way: “I'll just sit down
one more minute. It’s just as if I'd never noticed what the walls and ceilings of this

21 In Holbein’s painting “The Ambassadors,” there is an unimportant and apparently meaningless
shadow in the lower-left corner, but when “looked awry” from a certain angle, it turns out to be a very
realistically portrayed human skull. Lacan takes this “anoamorhic stain” in Holbein’s painting to illustrate
how the subject is already included in the picture he/she is “gazing” at. See Lacan 92.
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house looked like, and now I see them eagerly, with such a gentle love . . .” (209).
It is right at the moment when the sale of the cherry orchard is imminent that
Lubov starts to look at the things in the cherry orchard “eagerly,” “with such a
gentle love.” The “gentle love” here is a Benjaminian “love at last sight,” in which
love and loss happen at the same time, expressing the paradoxical nature of trauma.
This “love at last sight” is figured through the juxtaposition of Lubov’s nostalgic
and traumatic memories.

The orchard starts to look back when it is going to disappear. It is Trophimoyv,
another type of superfluous man, representing an extreme “idealist” intelli-
gentsia,22 which reminds other characters that it is the cherry orchard that is
watching people rather than the reverse. Trofimov says:

All Russia is our orchard. The land is vast and beautiful and filled with marvelous
places. [Pause] Just think, Anya, your grandfather and your great-grandfather and all
your ancestors owned both land and serfs, they owned living souls. Don't you see that
from every cherry in the orchard, from every leaf and every trunk, generations of

human beings are gazing down at you? Don't you hear voices . . . ? (189)

Here Trofimov stands in the footsteps of the serfs and speaks for them. In the eyes
of Trofimov, the serfs have been hired to work on the cherry orchard for many
years and thus have been the “living souls” owned by Lubov’s family. The leaves
and trunks of the cherries in the orchard carry the voices of the generations of the
“living souls.” The ghosts of Lubov’s family members and the “living souls” of the
generations of serfs have been juxtaposed in a montage or a parallactic gap. The
paradox of time or history is that now it is Lopakhin, the son of a former serf, who
will become the new owner of the cherry orchard. Trofimov plays a crucial role
in disclosing the returning gaze of the cherry orchard. The confrontation between
Trofimov and Lubov as the confrontation between two different aspects of the
superfluous man, does not lead to the relationship between the subject and its
double as rendered in “Gooseberries,” nor to the relationship between the subject
and its superego as rendered in “The Duel,” but to the relationship between the
subject’s failed desire and its immortal drive. Lubov always looks backward, while
Trofimov always looks forward: Lubov comments, “You [Trofimov] look ahead
so boldly, and you don’t see or expect anything terrible to happen, and isn’t that
because life is still hidden from your young eyes?” (195). The disaster or the

22 Trofimov, with his radical idealism, can also be classified as the third type of superfluous man (the
“nihilist” type), like Lubov. But we focus mainly on Lubov instead of Trofimov in this section because the
latter’s radical idealism or nihilism has to be placed in the background of the former’s trauma or death
drive. We can say that Trofimov stands for the “form” of the nihilist type of superfluous man and Luboyv,
the “content” of it. That is to say, Trofimov and Lubov constitute the two sides of the third type of
super-fluous man.
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“terrible” thing in the “old” eyes of Lubov, and the bright aspect of the thing
in the “young” eyes of Trofimov, actually constitute the two sides of the same
(eternal) drive of the cherry orchard (or Russia).

In the object-gaze of the cherry orchard, the disaster (represented by the
ghosts of the land owners) and the hope (represented by the ghosts of the serfs)
thus become one. This juxtaposition of disaster and hope can help us decode the
mysterious sounds at the end of the play, which have baffled so many critics.
After the stage is empty, the audience can hear three sounds:

They go out. The stage is empty. The sound of all the doors being locked is heard,
then of carriages driven away. It grows quiet. In the stillness a dull thud is heard, the

striking of an axe into a tree. It sounds solitary and dolorous. (210)

The three sounds that can be heard on the stage at the end of the play are the
sounds of the locks, the carriages, and the axe. These three sounds, standing for
both the end and the beginning, both death and new life, no longer serve as the
sound of the superego as rendered in “The Duel,” but become the undead surplus
of the object-voices in the subject, standing for the subject’s immortal death drive.
The sounds in the cherry orchard, as well as the object-gaze of the orchard,
are echoed by the surplus of the superfluous man (represented by Lubov and
Trofimov), and point to the death drive or radical evil of Russia, forever caught
between the old and new.

V. Conclusion

The superfluous man as a recurrent and dominant figure in 19 century
Russian literature can be seen as what Fredric Jameson calls a “master code” or a
“narrative apparatus,” which unifies “a whole social field around a theme or an
idea” and provides an “imaginary solution of a real contradiction.”® The “real
contradiction” lurking behind the figure of the superfluous man is the social con-
tradiction or the inner split in Western bourgeois values caused by the moderniza-
tion (Westernization) of 19% century Russia. The “master code” or the “narrative
apparatus,” for Jameson, usually contains a “formal contradiction,” whose func-
tion is to displace and thus resolve the real social contradiction, exactly as a dream
does for the unconscious according to Freud.?* The superfluous man’s “super-

23 For the narrative as the imaginary solution to the social contradiction, see “On Interpretation:
Literature as a Socially Symbolic Act” (7he Political Unconscious 17-102).
24 Jameson insists that the “real” social contradiction can be displaced and thus “resolved” by the
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fluity,” which usually manifests itself through the contradiction between the Hamlet
and Quixote type of the superfluous man and is informed by an ethics of good
and evil, provides an imaginary solution to the social contradictions of 19t
century Russia. The “superfluity” of the superfluous man may refer to the Hamlet
type of character, who lives a futile materialistic life and feels indecisive and guilty,
or the “superfluity” may refer to the Quixote type of character, who is imprisoned
by his/her vain ideals and then imposes them on others. These two different sides
of the “superfluity” point to the debates between the different schools
(“Westernizers” and “Slavophiles™ ) of the Russian intelligentsia and their hostility
toward each other, a hostility which helps produce an ethics of good and evil, as
the intelligentsia usually sees the characteristics or values of the enemy camp as
the cause of social crisis.

However, the figure of the superfluous man and its metaphorical import
becomes complicated in Chekhov, who turns the confrontation between the Ham-
let and Quixote type into a complicit relationship, and provides a parallax view
of evil through this complicity. For Chekhov, each school of the intelligentsia has
its own share of responsibility for the misfortune or evil in society. As Baudrillard
claims, we are forever “complicit” in our misfortune or evil, though we are never
totally “answerable” for it (153-54). The parallax view of evil Chekhov renders
ensures that the different value systems gathered in the figure of the superfluous
man are seen from the perspective of a parallax, a double or triple vision, thus
multiplying the meaning of the superfluous man’s “superfluity.” It is only through
the parallax view of the figure of the superfluous man that we are able to tear the
mask of the “formal contradiction” (informed by an ethics of good and evil) from
the figure and disclose the disguised social contradiction (the inner split of the
bourgeois values). If Jameson entices us to retrieve the different “modes of pro-
duction” lurking behind the formal contradiction and to detect the “political un-
conscious” of the narrative, then Chekhov leads us to spot the different value
systems gathered in the figure of the superfluous man through a parallax view
of it, which are “reflexively” and “retroactively” produced within the dominant
bourgeois values. In Chekhov, this parallax view of evil is attained though three
different kinds of complicit relationship between the two types of superfluous
man: the relationship between the double, the relationship between the subject
and its superego, and the relationship between the subject and the gaze.

The superfluous man’s superfluity, ultimately, can turn into a “radical evil”
or a “diabolical evil” of the 19t Russian subject, and serves as a return of the

formal contradiction of the narrative, which can take the form of “aporia” or “antinomy” and which con-
stitutes the “place of ideology” (76-82).
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“repressed” force or drive of history. The figure of the superfluous man, therefore,
is “not just a literary loan,” but reflects “endemic social processes.”?> It is drive
which will be “tarrying with the negative” and finds satisfaction in the failure
of desire. For Zizek, the Freudian death drive is opposed both to the pleasure
principle and the reality principle and becomes the “true Evil,” which involves
“self-sabotage” and disturbs “the homeostatic mechanism of rational pleasure-
seeking.”?® And it is this death drive as the “radical evil” or “diabolical evil” that
“opens up the space of ethics to begin with” (Zizek, Tarrying 98). If Borney is
right in claiming that Chekhov was not a ‘propagandist,” an ‘activist,” or a political
writer, but “played an enormous role in preparing public opinion for the revolu-
tion,”?” then we can say that the reason why Chekhov could do this is that he
tried to be as “objective” and “free” as he could by rendering the figure of the
superfluous man in a parallax view of evil.

25 See Anatoly Smeliansky’s introduction to fvanov. <http://www.amrep.org/past/ivanov/ivanovl.
heml>.

26 See note 18.

27 See Geoggrey Bourney, Interpreting Chekov. 2006. <http://epress.anu.edu.au/chekhov/pdf/chekhov-
whole.pdf>.
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