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Chapter: Reading the School Girl in Charskaia’s Fiction

Collision and Collusion: An Introduction

In a classroom, once, in a room full of girls whose bodies and minds are growing and changing, a scene unfolds, a confrontation that makes up for its seeming insignificance with a wave of raw, unavoidable emotion. Indeed, it threatens to overflow all the boundaries set in place to contain it: the neat lines of writing on the blackboard, the delineation of knowledge; the watchful eye of the male teacher; the equally watchful, if lateral, gaze of the female class monitor, ensconced in her usual place at the side of the classroom;
 the identical lines of state-defined uniforms obscuring curves and angles alike; and, of course, the unspoken rules of behavior that indicate when to stand, when to sit, how to speak – in short, all of the apparati put into place to ensure that emotions, like the girls themselves, remain contained and controlled. 


In the midst of these apparati sit the girls themselves, whose bodies, beneath their uniforms, exist in a state of flux between girlhood and womanhood. At 15 and 16, many of them have already started to menstruate,
 and many may also be corseted beneath the expanses of green and white cloth that mark them as belonging to the school, to Russia, as being, simply put, institutki. But these outward designations that claim and enclose them – walls, teachers, monitors, timetables, uniforms, etc. – may not be fully holding or containing them. In this scene, written by Lidiia Charskaia in 1914, and narrated by 15 year old Nina bek-Izrael, a Dagestani girl sent to a St. Petersburg institute for girls, the institutki, represented here by Lida Ramzai, claim some power for themselves. Interrupting a daydreaming student, Rentahl, the geography teacher, says:

“Miss Pud! Give us a moment of your time, if you please.” The teacher’s angry voice unexpectedly drew my attention. I looked over at Pud. The girl didn’t seem bothered at all by being called out by the teacher. I saw just the same dreamy face, the same empty eyes that didn’t have a single drop of comprehension in them.

The teacher’s voice rang out again, saying, “Could you tell us then, how much pood-weight weighs?”
 The class monitor suppressed a giggle…

Suddenly, amidst the general laughter of the class, another voice rang out. “This doesn’t relate to geography, sir!” (Lida) Ramzai spat out with unconcealed contempt.

“And just what do you find so displeasing?” countered Rentahl, ceasing to laugh and instantly turning red…

“This is junk! Yes, junk,” said Ramzai, hotly, “Pud may be lazy – everyone knows she’s the worst student -- but that still doesn’t give you the right to throw around her name like that, her good name, the name her father gave her.”…


“Ramzai! You’re getting a six for conduct!” the class monitor pronounced.

But Ramzai did not stop. She looked straight into Rentahl’s eyes and  repeated, “It’s hateful to make fun of an unfamiliar name. What’s she guilty of? And how many times have you laughed at her? You can’t do that! You can’t, you can’t!”…

“Wonderful!…You want to play the knight? Go right ahead…” said Rentahl, who then leapt up from his chair and flew to the door (to get the headmistress)…

At that moment, I sensed in Lida (Ramzai) a kindred spirit. And, at that moment, I began to love her.
 


This scene, with its great furor over what might seem to be a minor detail, represents in miniature many of the qualities that make Lidiia Charskaia’s school stories  so fascinating, and, despite some protests to the contrary,
 so multi-layered, and, even, slightly subversive. In this brief scene, an adolescent girl, surrounded by power structures meant to contain her, nevertheless rebels. Her feelings for a fellow girl outweigh her interests in immediate success within the institute’s system of points and approval. Moreover, her impassioned behavior gains her the admiration of another classmate – the narrator, Nina, who names this admiration as nothing short of love. In the end, it is this love that keeps them both in the school, submitting to the rules and the systems, but this scene shows the tension that can exist in Charskaia’s world, the moments of rebellion, the placing of the girl before the school. It is this scene, then, that I hope will stand as a symbol, as an overall guide for the ideas that will be discussed in this reading of Charskaia’s school stories.


For the purposes of this discussion, I will be considering eight separate works of Charskaia: four interconnected novellas, three additional novellas, and a collection of thematically interrelated short stories.  The four interconnected novellas – Zapiski institutki (Notes of an Institute Girl) (1901), Kniazhna Dzhavaka (Princess Dzhavaka) (1903), Liuda Vlassovskaia (1906) and Vtoraia Nina (The Second Nina) (1909) – form what I have come to call the “Nina Dzhavaka” series.
 Even though this heroine only actually appears in two of the books, dying in her first appearance before being resurrected for her titular appearance, her influence is felt throughout the quartet. All four of these novels, along with a fifth, Volshebnaia skazka (A Fairy Tale) (1915) are at least partially set within the walls of girls’ institutes (institut), the history and significance of which are delineated below. The two novellas, “Ogonek” (1911) and “Zapiski malenkoi gimnazistki” (“Notes of a young gymnasium girl”) (1908), as well as the interconnected stories, collected as Gimnazistki (Gymnasium Girls) (1911) are all set within a different type of girls’ school, the gymnasium.
 The main protagonists of these stories range in age from 11 to 17, and, given the time period in which Charskaia was writing, represent a surprisingly diverse range of national, ethnic, and socio-economic backgrounds, many of which are discussed in later sections of this chapter.

[Here begins the “preview narrative” of the chapter, which may or may not work as is. I think it is too long, and that I may need to simply wait to discuss some of these points until I’m making and proving them within the body of the chapter.]

The main work of this chapter will be to establish the balance that the characters must strike in being members of an official system of classification (i.e., institutki, gimnazistki), with all of the social and political weight that these designations hold, while also being members of an unofficial fellowship of girls and girlhood. The schoolgirls, and the institutki in particular, possess a public, state delineated identity established by Catherine the Great, who wished for graduating institute girls to learn “ not only how to read and write, but also to reason, and thus be a boon to society as a whole.”
 On the other hand, though, they, like most adolescents, are in the process of defining themselves, which is an especially difficult task in the face of a system designed to make them interchangeable recipients of state-defined values. Although it seems inevitable that, upon graduation, these girls will be fully indoctrinated into a social system where they will become wives, Charskaia’s girls do a remarkable job of escaping womanhood (through death, transference, avoidance, or simple narrative silence). Charskaia’s heroines offer a singular appeal to readers – the Barrie-esque appeal of never having to actually grow up, remaining what Deleuze calls “becoming-women,” caught (though happily) in what I have termed recursive girlhood. Womanhood looms as the girls’ greatest fear, lurking just below the surface, symbolized through fears of graduation or expulsion, through disgust at the young men who ask them to dance, through distaste for the outward accoutrement of womanhood (corsets, powder, etc.)

As much as I will show that they are marked as representatives and representations, even metonymies, of the Russian state, participating in a vertical system, the hierarchy of power and preparation for moving up and out into the world, they also interact within a horizontal system, the system of girlhood. The girls create a society for themselves, defined by its own interior rules. As shall be seen, these interior rules, the rules of interconnection, occupy a position within the lives of these fictional schoolgirls that is as strong, if not stronger than, that of the official rules of the state.  The girls, caught between childhood and adulthood, also shuttle between the official and the unofficial; in the end, though, Charskaia’s characters do not advocate rebellion or rejection of the system, but rather show readers a way in which they can cultivate their own interests as girls by submitting to the official system on the surface, but participating in their own system when they are not under the watchful eye of the government/school. Though not given to open rebellion or resistance, Charskaia’s girls prove to be surprisingly subversive.


As shall be discussed, this negotiation of power is especially marked within Charskaia’s works because her characters navigate a system specifically put in place by the government in order to regulate girls’ selves and bodies within this transitional stage of their lives. Although Russian girls in the early 20th century had access to translations of Western school stories, part of Charskaia’s popularity arose from her treatment of the Russian system. Unlike Western European schools appearing in fiction at this time, Russian state schools for girls were created through governmental decree, and thus enjoyed (or suffered) a close relationship with the government, as embodied in the royal family.  This special, direct connection ties them very strongly with a Foucauldian system of power, even as their recursive girlhood allows them to occupy a Deleuzian state of becoming, a position of fluid resistance, if not rebellion.


It is my goal to show how Charskaia’s schoolgirls girls navigate the tension between the official and the unofficial, between state and self, between discourses imposed from without and discourses written from within. In order to do this, I will first discuss the two sources of this tension as they existed in late Imperial Russia, and as they exist within the books: the anxiety written into and onto the figure of the adolescent girl, and the apparati of control and power imposed upon this girl within the system of the institutes and gymnasia. Then, I will discuss in detail how the tension between the unofficial and the official plays out amongst Charskaia’s schoolgirls, and also how specific tensions class and sexuality are realized on the bodies of the girls themselves.
 In the end, I hope to prove that Charskaia, though not as overtly subversive as other children’s authors such as Lewis Carroll and Mark Twain
, is offering her readership of girls a means of sidestepping societal controls, a way of celebrating, as trite as it sounds nowadays, the power of being a girl. 


Although Charskaia is more conservative in some areas (e.g., class relations) than in others, she is offering a message that steps beyond simple conformance with the systems. Rosemary Auchmuty, writing on British school stories of a similar time period, notes that:

Schoolgirl stories…enjoyed conservative support because they represented, or at least did not challenge, conventional values. Their commercial success was not, however, solely due to the Establishment; these books were bought by many whose outlook was progressive, not to say feminist.

While I certainly will make no claim that Charskaia’s school stories had a proto-feminist reader, I would like to keep Auchmuty’s description in mind as an underlying motif of the pull between state and self, between official power and readership, that surrounded Charskaia’s work. Charskaia’s works enjoyed tremendous popular support, but it is important to remember that the Russian government also officially endorsed them; Kniazhna Dzhavaka, amongst other works, was given special notice by the Uchenyi Komitet Ministerstva Narodnogo Prosveshcheniia, and, like many of her works, was also allowed into school and public libraries.
 This, of course, is what led to Chukovskii’s dismayed discovery that Charskaia’s books were requested three time as often as the books of her nearest competitor in popularity, Jules Verne,
 and also young readers’ complaints in a 1911 issue of Russkaia shkola that libraries did not have enough of Charskaia’s books to go around.
 These are school stories that describe systems established by the state, and they also exist within a state-monitored system of production and distribution.
 As Auchmuty notes further, though:

Popular literature was designed to show readers the roles they should play in a rapidly changing and socially self-conscious era…Schoolgirl stories functioned as a form of control of female opinion and behavior. In some ways the writers of schoolgirl stories were as much victims of the dominant ideology as their readers. In order to have any stake in the system they were obliged to abide by its rules. That readers still managed to take from their books a message of positive strong individuals and alliances is a measure of women’s ability to subvert a system which is weighted against them.

There will be, too, this note of subversion, this victory through sideways motion, through embracing the girlhood-self rather than the socially/societally defined woman-self.


Charskaia’s schoolgirl heroines ultimately gain a great deal of power in the text by their participation in a system of ideas and values that center on the needs and values of the adolescent girl herself. They balance this power, though, within the system of the school. If there is no outright rebellion amongst Charskaia’s schoolgirls, no flight from school and system that is not curtailed, there is also no complete surrender to the powers that attempt to define the girls from above. Within this fictional world where womanhood does not have to come, there can be a resistance: with an embrace, a secret meeting after dark, a shared codeword, or a dance, these girls can remain fluid, unset, and, as such, maintain a modicum of power in their very fluidity.

Formations of the girl: Instability, Flux, and Power


As discussed in the previous chapter, the image, position, and even existence of the adolescent girl became subject to increased public discourse during the turn of the 20th century. In the West, official discourse concentrated around the 1904 publication of G. Stanley Hall’s seminal work Adolescence, in which the teenage girl, the girl in transition from childhood to adulthood, figured prominently in Hall’s depiction of adolescence as a time of “storm and stress” as well as “plasticity and spontaneity.”
  Critic Sally Mitchell, in discussing the state of the adolescent girl in Great Britain at the fin-de-siecle, claims that the adolescent girl – “no longer a child, not yet a (sexual) adult – occupied a provisional free space. Girls’ culture suggested new ways of being, new modes of behavior, and new attitudes that were not yet acceptable for adult women (except in the case of the advance few).” 
 This idea of fluid girlhood, with its accompanying culture and literature, is one that I would like to place at one end of a reading of Charskaia, as one half of the scale that Charskaia’s girl-characters must balance.


For a further understanding of the dangers and delights inherent to this protean, fluid form of the adolescent girl, literary critic Catherine Driscoll has turned to the theories of  Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari, and I am indebted to her application of these theories to contemporary Anglo-Amero-Australian girls’ culture for expanding my perspective on Russian fin-de-siecle girls’ culture.  In examining the state and position of the girl, Deleuze himself turns to one of the most famous, most changeable girls, a girl who appeared on the threshold of Victorian concerns about the boundaries of girlhood,
 but who was herself capable of slipping through boundaries between worlds with ease. Alice,
 the titular heroine of Lewis Carroll’s Alice’s Adventures Under Ground and Alice’s Adventures through the Looking Glass, takes on a variety of bodily forms and identities: she is shrunken and expanded; she is renamed (e.g. Marianne) and stripped of even knowing her own name; she is mistaken for a flower and made into a queen.
 Deleuze, in The Logic of Sense, claims that “(a)ll of these reversals…have one consequence: the contesting of Alice’s personal identity.”
 This contested identity, though, does not rob Alice of power but rather grants power to her; having a body and identity that can be easily transformed and reinstated makes her an unfixed quantity, able to shuttle between worlds and identities. For Deleuze, as Catherine Driscoll points out, Alice’s easily changeable state “reiterates that a girl never becomes a woman in any univocal unidirectional sense. Feminine adolescence is not a transition from one state to another but a contingent and in some senses reversible movement.”

In order to fully appreciate the importance of this claim, it is necessary to look more closely at the Deleuzian concept of “becoming.” For Deleuze and his co-theorist Felix Guattari, the process of becoming, of approaching the likeness of another category to which one does not currently belong (woman, vampire, whale
), is defined as molecular in nature. This nomenclature, borrowed from science, describes becoming as a sort of biochemical interaction; individual molecules, belonging to one identity, escape their bonds of atomic neutrality, and fly outwards towards a new type of identity, towards the projected ‘end-product’ of the becoming.
 The set of molecules originally belonging to one identity end up occupying spaces in the valences of different identities, also occupying the spaces in between the identity, and occasionally moving back and forth between identities. The girl, then, in approaching the border between childhood and womanhood, is neither fully a girl nor fully a woman; molecules, parts of her identity encompass girlhood, while others push forward to womanhood, and many other molecular parts remain suspended in between. The girl as “becoming woman” escapes a fixed, final identity, and thus, in Deleuze’s estimation, gains a certain amount of power through this fluidity.

I would like to keep this image of the fluid, molecular girl-woman, this becoming-woman, in mind throughout this discussion of Charskaia’s adolescent girl characters, as much of the power they gain in the texts, especially in the realm of sexual and social interactions, arises from their ability to avoid taking final, molar form as women. As I will discuss later, several of the girls even turn back from the very edge of womanhood to retreat into girlhood, resisting the final step to actually becoming women, and instead remaining in the state of becoming. In the world of the text, Charskaia’s girls often remain in apprehension, never having to step out into the world of womanhood, to embrace their expected role as ‘end-products’ of the state sponsored educational system, women to lead the nation’s morals, if not their minds. This recursive girlhood is also an idea to keep in mind, and one that I shall revisit later in this chapter.

But, in addition to considering this very theoretical, very 20th century image of the adolescent girl as becoming-woman, it is also necessary to consider the concept of the adolescent girl as it existed in the late 19th and early 20th century, and in particular to consider the public discourse and anxiety that surrounded the adolescent girl in Russian society during the time that Charskaia’s books were enjoying widespread popularity amongst the girls themselves. The Western concept of adolescence is often considered to be a product of the late Victorian era, and many articles and studies, beginning as early as Eliza Lynn Linton’s 1868 article on young women (“The Girl of the Period”) or  Hall’s 1904 work on adolescence, recognize the emergence of adolescent girls as a distinct segment of the population – and, indeed, one in need of regulation.
  Just as regulatory concern mounted in the West in the forms of new laws, hygiene handbooks, and other didactic measures aimed at young women
, so, too, did a similar concern arise in Russia in the late Imperial period. It is of note, though, that this discourse, which emerged primarily in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, occurred many years after Catherine the Great’s founding of the institute system – the ultimate ‘regulatory gaze’ – that will be discussed below. Russia, so often lagging behind Western social developments and disruptions, seems to have gotten an early start on regulating its teenage girls, and even on defining them.  Even with this early delineation of the adolescent/school girl, though, Late Imperial Russian society exhibited an ever growing awareness of and concern over its teenage girls, especially those that lived within urban centers such as St. Petersburg.

This concern, unsurprisingly, centered on sex. As Laura Engelstein notes in her excellent study of sexuality and identity in Late Imperial Russia, “(t)he new interest in the varieties of possible sexual experience accompanied the intensified concern for the welfare of children, who represented the formative, and hence most vulnerable, period of human development.”
 Once again, the idea of the girl/child as particularly emblematic of societal threats arising concurrently with societal changes; as Peter Stonely notes of the girl, “(t)he very mobility that makes her so useful for negotiating change is also what makes her dangerous.”
 

A good overview of the emergence of concern over these newly mutable bodies can be read in the official discourse about sex, especially within the development of the legal definition of the boundary between girlhood and womanhood over the course of the 19th century, as expertly traced by Engelstein. In 1835, for example, no legal definition of this boundary existed within codes governing sex crimes against married women. According to the legal code of 1835, “unwanted sexual intrusion might count as rape when committed against…an unmarried woman, regardless of age.”
 By the beginning of the twentieth century, however, this broad category of ‘unmarried woman’ has become differentiated based on age rather strictly on marital state. No longer are all unmarried women and girls considered to be virginal and inexperienced; the law begins to legally classify the boundary between girlhood (innocence of the sexual act) and womanhood (presumed knowledge of  – if not participation in- the sexual act), although its difficulty in pinning down this age reveals underlying uncertainties about the nature of adolescence.
 The debates surrounding the production of the 1903 code highlight this uncertainty:

The St. Petersburg Juridical Society argued for absolute protection up to the age of fourteen, when menstruation was presumed to begin for most peasant women. The authors of the 1903 reform, however, while accepting the Senate’s distinction between childhood and adolescence, decided that the possibility of informed consent should be recognized only at the age of twelve, not ten. They also raised the limit of judicial discretion from fourteen to sixteen, after which, in the absence of physical force, a woman’s ignorance of the sexual act could not serve as grounds for the charge of rape. In reviewing the draft, the State Council extended the presumption of sexual innocence even further, from age twelve to fourteen.

This negotiation of age boundaries underscores societal, and, ultimately, political uncertainties about the nature and very definition of the adolescent girl. Whereas the 1835 code did not even draw age distinctions of this sort, the 1903 code is rife with them, and with attempts to officially define female adolescence. In the state apparatus of power, in which an ordering sort of definition is imposed from above, no girl under 14 has knowledge of sex, but no girl over 16 can be ignorant of it. The debate over these boundaries, though, reveals the almost dangerous level of fluidity, of lack of containment, seen in these girls. The law of this time period reacts with its attempt at control through regulation, but the uncertainty remains. 


**[Here I would also like to add a discussion of the juvenile court system, which was a new institution in late Imperial Russia, and which garnered both debate and approbation from different areas of society. I have an article from Russkaia shkola that assesses the successes and failures of the new court system after its first five years in existence, and I would like to add a discussion of this article, and of the court system for juveniles, here]**


This uncertainty is also highlighted in Engelstein’s discussion of the concern over teenage prostitution in Late Imperial Russia. Tellingly, she notes that the rise of concern over sexual violence and sexual threats in the ever expanding, often economically troubled, urban centers, did not center on either “the rowdy young man from the slums (or) the educated adult male, who dominated the statistics on hooliganism and sexual crime, respectively.”
 Instead, though, this central role was “filled…by the teenage prostitute.”
 This teenage prostitute, overtly and overly sexualized, behaving as a woman even though judicially defined as unquestionably virginal, becomes emblematic of the difficulty in defining – and containing – adolescent sexuality and identity in Late Imperial Russia.


This concern expands, it seems, in time with the expansion of industrialization and the spread of modernity’s technologies. Historian Rose Glickman notes that “(i)n 1897, the Society for the Care of Young Girls was formed in St.Petersburg to ‘protect young girls, primarily of the working class…from the influence of morally damaging  conditions of life.’”
 Industrialization, the rise of the popular press, the spread of music hall entertainment: all of these factors seemed to loom as threats to young girls, even girls who, legally speaking, should have no knowledge of the threats these factors posed. An organization such as the one Glickman describes points to a rising concern in society as whole that girls will become corrupted, uncontrolled, and eventually uncontrollable. Aleksandra Dementova, in a 1910 speech to the Society for the Care of Young Girls, describes the horrors and heartbreak that she encountered in visiting sick prostitutes at Kalinkin Hospital, emphasizing her particular dismay at the situation of teenage girls there:

In Kalinkin Hospital, I first became aware of the horror surrounding these young women, almost children, who are forced to seek wages in the capital. Only she who is nearly a complete physical freak is left alone…It is necessary to hear from them themselves the sad details of their misadventures for it to become clear how it is almost impossible for a girl, sometimes almost a child, who is deprived of an education and the support of a family, to withstand temptation in this maelstrom of life in the capital. Don’t judge her, but rather the society that indifferently permits this. And, really, once a girl falls and goes along the evil path, there is no going back, especially because they almost all without exception very quickly contract a terrible disease and become alcoholics.

Dementova touches upon the keystone issues connecting the young girl with dangerous changes and instabilities in society. The teenage prostitute straddles the line between childhood and adulthood, and her fall into prostitution (as opposed to, say, a young man’s fall into a life of crime) becomes emblematic of the failures of society as a whole, especially since the assumed weakness of a girl’s character will cause her to fall even further once she takes that first step out of societal norms.

 Here the girl, as critic Peter Stoneley notes in his work on American fin-de-siecle girlhood, is “instrumental to articulating…the fear of social change.”
 Anxieties over shifts in values are written onto the bodies of girls themselves. The female, teenage prostitute becomes more threatening than the male sexual predator because the adolescent girl is, in this time period, if not earlier, perceived as existing in a dangerous state of flux. She is not-yet-woman, but is she still a girl?

The increase in discourse on adolescent sexuality is just one of many indicators of an increased awareness of, and concern for, a population that lay in between the previously more solid boundary between childhood and adulthood. Commercial culture was, of course, quick to pick up on the burgeoning purchasing power possessed by adolescents, among whom literacy rates climbed in the latter third of the nineteenth century. A glance at the M. O. Vol’f publishing and book distribution company’s catalogs from 1899-1900 reveals a great number of periodicals aimed directly at this youth market – Detskii otdykh, Igrushechka, Maliutka, etc.. Although children’s periodicals had long existed in Russia, at this point they are becoming more and more specialized by the age group of their intended audience; Maliutka, for example, is advertised as being for “the very youngest children,”
 whereas Igrushechka is for “school-age children,” with a special insert available for the very youngest children.
 The market is being sliced into smaller and smaller pieces as age differentials become more and more specialized.

Adolescent readers also figured into this process of differentiation, especially during the period at the end of the 19th century and beginning of the 20th, as the presence of this ‘intermediate’ youth position became more and more clearly felt. When the M. O. Vol’f company introduced its new magazine Zadushevnoe slovo (The Heartfelt Word) in 1877, it contained four separate sections: one for children aged 5 to 8, one for children aged 7 to 12, one for iuneshestvo (youth/teenagers – tellingly not defined by particular ages here), and one for general family reading.
 In 1882, the company divided  Zadushevnoe slovo into two completely separate versions – one for younger readers (defined by the company as ages 5-9), and one for older readers (defined by the company as ages 9 to 14).
 Readership for stories such as Charskaia’s becomes more publicly defined. Although Charskaia would end up headlining both versions of Zadushevnoe slovo, this does mean that her stories being divided according to the perceived interests, reading levels, and maturity of each readership.
 

Ways of advertising these journals also indicated an awareness of a teenaged reader as an active agent. An advertisement soliciting subscriptions for the year 1900 (see Illustration B) is clearly directed to parents, teachers, etc., when it advises, “be a comrade, conversation partner, and leader of young readers” by giving them a magazine that will help them to “widen their circle of knowledge.”
 In a 1916 ad inserted in the journal itself (see Illustration C), though, it is clear that the publisher is also directly addressing the journal’s readers. Although there are still historical and other “useful” sections (a promised chronicle of the ongoing war, for example), much more emphasis is placed on such items as Charskaia’s forthcoming stories and articles (“Natasha’s Diary” and “Heroines of the Past”), adventure stories by authors such as Jack London, sport reportage, full color illustrations of various types of mushrooms, etc.
 This direct address to an audience of 9 to 14 year olds indicates an awareness of this age group as a separate entity and also as a specific group with specific tastes, and with the  purchasing power or influence to back up those tastes. 

Although issues of publication and readership will be taken up in detail in a later chapter, it is, perhaps useful to note here that, in 1901, Viktor Rusakov
 gathers a list of sources that might be used in order to create a literary history of Russian children’s literature, claiming that “children’s literature is a completely unique, independent segment of literature as a whole,” and noting that “the creation of a history of Russian children’s literature is a task that has yet to be accomplished.”
 Both the spread of children’s literature and the growing awareness of it point to the expansion of a children’s market and of the market’s own awareness of its child-readers. Rusakov’s article, written for the journal of the book store and publishing house that would buy the rights to Charskaia’s first school story that same year, shows an understanding of the growing population of child-readers, and of children – and adolescents – as purchasers as well as readers.

[I still feel as though I should do more here to establish this sense of an emerging ‘girl,’ though I do also have or plan to have a much more thorough discussion of girl-as-reader elsewhere in the paper.]

Charskaia’s heroines reflect both an awareness of this newly emerging category of girl, and also of  the state of fluctuating, fluid identity that surrounded her. In the seven works or collections under consideration in this chapter, the main protagonists range in age from 11 to 18
, but are described as existing in various stages of girlhood or womanhood that do not always directly correlate to their chronological ages. This appearance of fluidity and instability,  seen both in theoretical approaches such as Deleuze’s and in actual socio-political concerns of the time period, forms one part of the fictional schoolgirls’ identity.

Formation of the (School)girl II: The Creation and Regulation of the Institute Girl

In her examination of British school stories, critic Sally Mitchell poses an interesting question about the origins of the very concept of girlhood, asking:

“Can it be argued that schools were responsible for creating girlhood? …Schools categorized girls by age and assembled them into groups where they shared experiences, exchanged ideas, and created fashions in language, feeling, and attitude that coalesced into a distinctive culture.”

Although this is an important question to pose in an examination of Charskaia’s school fiction, it is important to keep in mind that Mitchell is raising this question in her examination of British girlhood in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries; the schools – fictional or real – that she describes are primarily privately owned and operated boarding schools. Mitchell argues that he expansion of the girls’ boarding school system in late Victorian England
, combined with the growth of literacy rates and purchasing power amongst girls, led to the explosion of school stories. As Rosemary Auchmuty notes in her look at female relationships in boarding school stories, “although the schoolgirl culture and the books which described it were the privilege of a small proportion of the population, compulsory education created a large new reading public steeped in middle-class ideals and aspirations.” These stories themselves, then, helped to define the “school girl” to a society – and readership – that might never set foot inside one of these schools. 


Certain aspects of the girls’ school story in late Imperial Russia do, of course, show a parallel development: the rise in literacy rates, the expanded purchasing power of the girl, the readership that most likely does not attend the sort of school described within the stories.
 The question about whether or not the school stories create the image of the girl herself, though, requires a more complex answer, as the institute girl, as an entity, is the creation of the eighteenth century Russian state, and, by the time that Charskaia was writing her stories, already possessed a fixed definition in state discourse, as well as a popular definition within society and literature. Any writing about institute or gymnasium girls automatically referred to systems put in place from above in order to define these girls, and, in the case of the institute girls, automatically brought to mind an official discourse about institute girls that had been promulgated for almost 150 years.


[[I have a lot of background material on the institute system that I could add here – development, changes over the course of the 19th century, class schedules, courses, change in course content, etc. This information comes from historical studies, 19th and early 20th century memoirs, and documents/publications from the Ministry of Education. How much of this can I/should I include? The main aspect of the institute system that I need to emphasize is its existence as an arm of the state; the "institute girl" was created by the state, whereas the British schoolgirl in particular was created by economic conditions. The Russian state had a codified definition of a "girl in process" (cf. Kristeva's subject-in-process here?) as early as the end of the 18th century, even if the more troubling issues of defining the lowering boundary between girlhood and womanhood emerged much later. Also, this girl had an official definition, and any portrayal of the institute/gymnasium girl automatically enters into a dialogue with this official definition. Again, this differs greatly from the portrayal of Anglo-American school or college girls, who are not defined by the state but by the (economic power of the) school itself.

This section is sketched out, but I would like to fill it in more. I do not know how much historical background is appropriate? If need be, I could give an overview of the changes and evolution of the system from 1764 through Charskaia’s time. I have also decided to move my discussion of the evolution of the gymnasium system to my section on class portrayal in Charskaia’s works, so that is currently located much later in this chapter. Would it work better if I got all of the historical background out of the way here?]


Although late Imperial Russia, as noted above, experienced its own shares of anxiety over the shifting body and being of the adolescent girl, it can be argued that the institute girl, if not the adolescent girl, had existed as a separately defined entity since the middle of the 18th century. In effect, she was brought into being by Catherine the Great and her educational advisor, Ivan Betskoi, in the 1764 creation of the Educational Society for Noble-Born Girls (Vospitatelnoe obshchestvo blagorodnykh devits).
 In the decree announcing the Society’s formation, Catherine announced her wish that the girls learn “not only how to read and write, but also to have an understanding of reason, which will shed light upon all types of knowledge, and which will prove helpful to society as a whole.”
 Using France’s new government-run school of St. Cyr as a model, in 1764 Catherine founded the first girls’ institute, the Smolnyi Institute, and then, in 1765, founded its companion school, the Novodevichii Institute.


Historian Kozlova notes that both Catherine and Betskoi underscored the “important role played by women in the upbringing of children, especially of children of a very young age.”
 Women, then, occupy wield significant force in the dissemination of ideas across generations, and could, therefore, serve as guides and teachers for future generations, as well as models for their own generation. Catherine’s goals in creating the institute system centered on creating this sort of exemplar class of young women, i.e., young women who would emerge from their years enclosed in the walls of the school, cut off from all family contact, as well-bred young women ready to lead Russian society to enlightenment. In their recent examination of the reforming and regulatory power of the “objective eye” of public programs in late Imperial Russia, Louise McReynolds and Cathy Popkin make note of the public sphere’s inheritance from Catherine the Great, claiming that “Catherine II, a model ‘enlightened despot’, consciously aimed to provide Russia with social institutions and private practices that would, in time, create an ordered and rational society, and pressed the extension of state power over private as well as public life.”
 The institute system was one of the most visible manifestations of this “objective eye”; girls were made visible, were called into being as a social body, by being turned into institutki. These newly visible girls were then immediately regulated into a uniformed, uniformly educated class, written upon by the state and sent back out into society bearing a state-sanctioned text of enlightenment. 


In 1772, Catherine writes to Voltaire:

…You are aware - for nothing escapes you – that five hundred young ladies are being educated here in a convent formerly intended for three hundred brides of our Lord. The young ladies, I must confess, surpass our expectations: they are making astonishing progress, and everyone agrees that they are growing up as delightful as they are full of social accomplishments.

As evident in this letter, the young women of the institutes are very much portrayed as works in progress, as unformed subjects being molded by the state. The more troubling aspects of the adolescent girl – i.e., her dangerous fluidity and potentially unregulated sexuality  - have yet to become an issue; instead, institutki enter the closed system of the school as girls, and emerge as young women. The transitional stages seem to disappear beneath uniforms and, also, behind gated walls, as one of the most significant features of the institute system for the first one hundred years or so was its existence as a closed system. Catherine and Betskoi envisioned a system where girls would stay within the institute for the entire course of their education. Even though this rule became more flexible as the years went on, the closed nature of the institute remained a central value; the charter rules of the Patrioticheskii institut, for example, state that “girls will remain in the institute…for no fewer than three years, and, if necessary, a contract will be signed upon their arrival stating that they will not be taken out before their time is up.”
 Later, as Likhacheva writes, “once the girls…reached 16 years of age, their parents could take them back home, but only if they were able to keep them in a ‘seemly’ manner.”
 The institutes, then, also provided guidelines for the type of society their pupils could enter while still in school, especially in the cases of orphans and wards of the state.


The girls were, though, in effect, all wards of the state, given over to the care and control of the institutes as girls (usually between 10 and 12 years of age), and emerging 10-12 years later as women.
 Because of this, the state, and the royal family in particular, occupied a parental role. Reflecting on her years as an institute girl in the 1840’s, N. Kovalevskaia recalls her bitter sorrow at not being allowed out of the institute to attend her father’s funeral, which occurred four months before she was to graduate;
  she is somewhat mollified, though, when Empress Aleksandra Fedorovna offers her personal condolences. Kovalevskaia, like many institute girls of her time, had closer relationships – or, at least, more frequent interactions – with members of the royal family than they did with their own families. The girls are elevated to a position of ‘honorary royal daughters,’ spending time at the tsars’ residences, attending special performances arranged just for them,
 etc. Writing in her own memoirs of attending the Smolnyi institut in the 1830’s, Bykova talks about viewing a public celebration from the vantage point of the tsar’s residence in St. Petersburg, she writes:

I was in ecstasy looking out from the windows of the magnificent rooms onto the throngs of people (narod) below, crowding the square in thick groups, standing on the rooftops of every building, looking out of every window; everywhere you looked you saw heads, and more heads…It truly seemed like all of St. Petersburg had gathered into this one place.

Bykova, and the rest of the institute girls staying with the royal family, become honorary daughters of the state, elevated to a position literally above the narod.
 As much as these intimate connections with the royal family and the state placed the girls in a position of privilege, these connections – made visible by the girls’ status as institutki – also placed their bodies under state control, for better or for ill. Addressing questions of hygiene that were arising at the turn of the 19th century, Maria Fedorovna, Catherine the Great’s successor as head of the Society, ordered changes made in the girls’ dormitories:


[I plan to add some discussion here about Maria Fedorovna’s redesign of the institute bedrooms and even of the girls’ beds themselves, where she ordered the rope supports to be changed to boards. Also, add information about her appointment of young noblewomwn as ‘guardians’/’lookouts’ within the institutes. I will also be adding examples from memoir literature, especially from Bykova (Zapiski staroi smolianki, 1898-99), Kovalevskaia (“Vospominaniia staroi institutki,” 1898), and Lazareva (“Vospominaniia vospitannitsy Patrioticheskago instituta doreformennago vremeni,” 1914) ,of the close interactions between the girls and the royal family. Kovalevskaia even writes of undergoing exams administered by the tsar himself.
]


In her institute memoirs, Kovalevskaia relates an even more striking example of the ways in which the state’s power could be written onto the bodies of the girls themselves. During the time that Kovalevskaia was studying in the institute system in the 1840’s, Alexandra Fedorovna, then head of the Society, learnt about a new type of operation being developed to help improve eyesight. Excited about this operation, she invited a famous eye doctor to Russia to treat the institute girls; Kovalevskaia herself was asked by the Empress to undergo the operation, but explains that she was too afraid to go through with it, although “the girls that did have the operation always got red eyes whenever they were near a fire, and their eyes teared up a lot, especially during the difficult periods of exams.”
 The rules and whims of the state can, it seems, be imposed upon the girls in a very real, very physical manner.


The image institute girl as state creation, as a concept called into being by the regulating eye of the government, lends itself to a Foucauldian reading far much more than it does to the aforementioned Deleuzian reading of the adolescent girl. The Deleuzian girl, a product of late Victorian anxiety and late twentieth century literary thought, occupies one part of this chapter’s work, but the other part, existing in tension with it, centers on Foucault’s late twentieth century understanding of eighteenth century apparati. As Foucault writes in Discipline and Punish:

The chief function of the disciplinary power is to “train,” rather than to select and to levy; or, no doubt, to train in order to select all the more. It does not link forces together in order to reduce them; it seeks to bind them together in such a way as to multiply and use them…It “trains” the moving, confused, useless multitudes of bodies and forces into a multiplicity of individual elements…Discipline “makes” individuals.

The disciplinary apparatus of the institute certainly attempts to bind girls together into a group of ‘trained’ individuals who can then go forth and propagate the values of Catherine’s state; the schools “make” girls by making them visibly part of the state apparatus (physically defined by uniforms and by their positions behind state walls, within royal residences), and then “producing” finished products, exemplars for the rest of the nation. 

This inherited idea of the institute girl as product of the state is one that is both accepted and resisted within Charskaia’s school stories; as shall be seen, the girls can freedom within the narrative by establishing their own, inward-turned society, but they are only free to establish this society because they live in the comparative isolation of the institute system. The ruling eye of the state is often resisted through avoidance, through a side-stepping of the official system and a privileging of the girls’ system up to a point. Charskaia’s school stories so presuppose a school in which these state systems are well established, which may or may not have been the case in actual institutes and gymnasia. As one former pupil notes in a memoir:

we learned a lot at school…but at that time, nobody at all even thought about any kind of upbringing, whether patriotic, religious, or aesthetic…Later on, when I heard that school firmly hammers into the souls of the students three concepts – autocracy, Orthodoxy, and national pride – I was surprised: nobody hammered such concepts into us.


 In addition to this state-sponsored and created image of the girl, I would also like to say a few words about the image of the adolescent school girl in Russian fiction. The discursive formation of the institute girl as it was imagined, created, and propagated in Russian literature and popular culture will be considered at greater length in the upcoming chapter on fiction(alized) biography and representations of the self. For now, though, I feel it is important to note that, compared with the Western fictional schoolgirl, ,
 the Russian fictional schoolgirl (smolianki, monastyrki, institutki, gimnazistki) has a much more developed literary pedigree, as she had appeared in drama, poetry, satire, stories, novels, etc., for well over a hundred years before Charskaia even picked up a pen. Although this chapter will primarily address ways in which Charskaia’s characters navigate the official discourse defining schoolgirls and adolescent girls, it is important to also keep in mind that Charskaia’s schoolgirl heroines are also echoing a long line of fictional schoolgirls, primarily institutki, that appeared in Russian literature. In an essay focusing on the emergence of the image of the institutka within belles-letters, literary historian A.F. Belousov describes the portrayal of institutki (smolianki, monastyrki) from their earliest appearances on the late 18th stage through the 1917 revolutions, focusing primarily on works of ‘high literature’ (Fonvizin, Gogol, Turgenev), but also addressing, albeit much more lightly, 19th century works that approach the popular, in particular women’s novels of the 1840’s-1860’s.
 

 In his description of the various appearances that he highlights, Belousov argues that a type of double vision persisted over the course of the centuries, seesawing back and forth between images of institutki as carriers of enlightenment (as intended by Catherine II) and images of them as sentimental ‘creatures’, incapable of surviving in the real world.
 At times both sides of this portrayal have been either valued or denigrated; the ‘girl of reason’ can be enlightened and enlighten others, or she can be trapped in a world of reason, unable to move away from a life of the mind. On the other hand, in the portrayal that became more common as the years moved on, the sentimental, naïve, romantic, and childlike institutki shuttled between being a sign of the failure of the institute overall, as its graduates soon became disenchanted with ‘real life’, and being a sign of its success in producing an ideal, pure girl, untouched by the world. The former approach to this portrayal was most often taken by authors wishing to show the disadvantages of institute life, while the latter is most noticeable in certain works of the Romantic era in Russian literature, most noticeably, Belousov argues, in Chichikov’s almost worshipful thoughts and feelings towards the “innocent” institutka he encounters in Gogol’s Mertvye dushi.

A list of institute and gymnasium girls who at least make an appearance in Russian belletristic works could occupy a chapter of its own; the fact that so many of these characters exist reveals a preexisting literary presence of the schoolgirl as a literary, if not stereotyped, character within Russian literature long before Charskaia created her own schoolgirl characters. By the time Charskaia was writing, though, the image of the institute girl as a lisping, simpering, overly sentimental creature
 had become the most widely accepted stereotype of the girl, superseding earlier literary projections of the institutka as a creature of eighteenth century rationality, and competing with the official, state discourse of the girl as future role model. The spread of this discursive formation – the widely held perception of the institute girl, as opposed to the state-led portrayal of her – will be discussed in a later chapter, as this chapter focuses more on the fictional girls’ ways of resisting official rather than unofficial discourse. For more on the presentation and reception of the cultural stereotype of the institutka, please refer to the upcoming chapter on self-representation, autobiography, and fiction within Charskaia’s literary career.


A public, state discourse, then, existed alongside, or, to be more accurate, above these literary presentations of school girls, a public text that privileged a reading of institute girls as projects overseen by a caring royal family, incubated within institutes, contained in walls and uniforms until they had been successfully transformed into models of Russian womanhood.   In order to illustrate this public performance and presentation of the schoolgirl (and, in particular, of the institutka) in Russia during the time that Charskaia’s novels were enjoying such widespread popularity, I would like to turn to two interrelated and interconnected genres of public discourse about institute girls that existed at the time – officially approved memoirs, and state-sponsored jubilee publications. These publications were sometimes combined in one form, as a former institute girl might be asked to write a memoir of her experiences in order to mark a particular jubilee or anniversary.


The publication of officially approved, and often even state commissioned,  institute memoirs developed concurrently with the institute system itself. The nineteenth century witnessed the continued presence of the institute girl in memoir in particular, and the split between positive and negative portrayals of the institutes and the girls themselves persisted. I would like to mention here, before the discussion turns to state sponsored and/or approved memoir literature, that there did, also, exist a countercurrent of institute memoir literature that viewed the system in an extremely negative light. Sofia Khvoshchinskaia’s anonymously published works, her 1858 novel Nasledstvo tetushki and her 1861 memoir Vospominaniia institutkoi zhizni, for example, portray institute life (here, the Ekaterinskii Institut in Moscow) in a way that, in the words of critic Olga Demidova, “deplores the artificiality and constraints of institute life and creates a vivid picture of the cruelty and hypocrisy of the matrons and the abnormal development of girls’ minds and souls under the pressures of these constraints.”

 
In addition to the proliferation of institute memoir literature within the first two decades of the twentieth century, girls’ institutes were also garnering attention through public celebrations and publications in honor of various jubilees.  Under the auspices of the first Maria Fedorova
 in the early 19th century, the Society had greatly expanded the institute system, and thus, in Charskaia’s time, there were many schools celebrating 100-year anniversaries, among them the Pavlovskii (1798-1898), Mariinskii (1800-1900), and Patrioticheskii (1813-1913) institutes.
 The jubilees encompassed not only celebrations within the schools, but also official state celebrations and publications in honor of the occasion.  These publications varied from modest, brief overviews of the institute’s history, such as E.S. Shumigorskii’s 1898 Pavlovskii institut (1798-1898). Kratkii istoricheskii ocherk,
 to more ambitious projects such as A.F. Bardovskii’s nearly 300 page book on the history and occupants of the Patrioticheskii institut, which featured, in addition to the basic history of the school, plates and pictures of various women (such as the dowager empress Maria Fedorovna, who had figured prominently in the school’s history), tables of classes during different eras, and a comprehensive list of all the girls who had graduated from the institute.
  


For a more detailed look at the official production of the image of the adolescent girl in Charskaia’s time, I would like to turn to the official record of the most important and most visible jubilee at this time, the 1914 celebration of the 150th anniversary of the Society and the Smolnyi Institute. The anniversary was officially marked with the publication of  N.P. Cherepnin’s two volume history of Educational Society for Noble-Born Girls, and also by two separate celebrations.  The official celebration took place concurrently with the graduation celebrations of May 5th, and was attended by a handful of royalty, though mostly  “relatives of the graduating girls and former pupils of the institute.”
 It featured an impassioned address to the tsar, thanking the royal family for the Society and the institute
, and public performances by the students.  The more important jubilee celebration for the Smolnyi, though, took place on March 20, when Nikolai II, his daughters Olga and Tatiana, and various other velikie kniazhi and kniagini attended a celebration in their honor.
 Cherepnin, writing as the official chronicler of the Smolnyi Institute and the Society, quotes heavily from the diaries of the girls themselves in describing the impact of this event: one girl breathlessly relates how she “strained to be completely silent, in order to hear the voice of the tsar,”
 while another writes in her diary that she never imagined the tsar would interact with them with such simple loving kindness and goodwill.
 The tsar’s visit is presented as an emblem of the royal family’s care for the girls of the Smolnyi Institute, and, by extension, for all of the girls and schools overseen (with a parental ‘simple loving kindness and goodwill’) by the Society. Thus, in late Imperial Russia, the same close connection between the tsar and the girls is preserved and, indeed, emphasized. As N. I. Kozlova notes in her history of girls’ education in St. Petersburg, because of Catherine’s initial close involvement with the girls of the Smolnyi Institute, “over the course of 150 years…the Institute enjoyed an astonishing amount of contact with the royal family.”

Although Cherepnin’s two volume chronicle of the institute system, which was commissioned and published to mark the 150 year jubilee, and issued with the direct approval of the Society itself, represents the most richly exhaustive of official histories, it remains hampered by the type of self-censorship required by this official status. A reading of these volumes with an eye towards the construction of the institutka as part of a state discourse reveals two points of particular interest. The first of these emerges not from Cherepnin’s words themselves, but from the commingled meaning that arises from the combination of Cherepnin’s words and the many illustrations – paintings, engravings, photographs – that appear in the text. State-sponsored discourse here appears in both word and image, as the history of the academic system, as well as descriptions of life within it, appear side by side with images of young women. Many of these young women are, of course, the students themselves, but many of them are also the noblewomen assigned as caretakers to the girls’ institutes, whether as heads of the Society (e.g. the two beloved Maria Fedorovnas) or as deputies assigned by these Society leaders.  These women most often appear to be barely beyond the age of the institutki themselves; the Maria Fedorovna of the later 19th century, for example, appears in no fewer than nine separate illustrations, but, despite the fact that she was 33 when she took the position, barely appears to age within these illustrations. 

There is, in the visual representations of Maria Fedorovna and others, a movement towards casting these official women as idealized institutki, sisters rather than mothers to the students.  The state, in this instance, is exemplified in relation to the institutki as both a fellow-traveler and an exemplar of the type of girl that can emerge when the traveling is over: a well-educated, refined, often noble young woman ready to become part of the state.  With the advent of photography, these images increased, and their subjects widened to include other noble young women who attended institut events or were associated with the caretaking of the university.

 For examples of this type of image from, please see Illustrations D and E, which show a youthful portrait of Maria Fedorovna (Illustration D) reprinted in Cherepnin’s history of the Society, as well as portraits of the velikie kniazhny Olga and Mariia that were printed in Bykova’s memoirs (Illustration E). Note in particular how interchangeable Mariia and Olga appear, wearing the same hairstyle and posed in the same fashion. They are representatives and representations of the girl as she is defined by the state, their lateral gazes not confronting the viewer. 

This exemplification held true even if the current head of the Society was reaching her 40’s or even 50’s. Only after her passing, it seems, was a woman allowed to age at all, to become part of a maternalistic hereditary chain. In a “Smolnyi family tree” of sorts drafted for the 100th anniversary of the institute (see Illustration F), the ancestry is presented as entirely female, starting with a wise and grandmotherly Catherine II (the only figure allowed white hair) and proceeding through Maria Fedorovna (allowed to retain some bloom of youth, perhaps, due to her highly revered status), Alexandra Fedorovna, who appears to have reached middle age, and a youthful Maria Aleksandrovna, the then current society head, allowed to remain girlish despite the fact that she was no longer a girl. The guiding forces appear to be entirely female, even if some would argue this is not true, that Betskoi was far more involved in the Smolnyi’s creation than Catherine herself, and, for all of their activities, Catherine’s successors were both appointed by male leaders and answerable to male ministers of education. In the gallery of official images, though, women eclipse all of these male leaders, and perform a text in which they, eternally young, freshly graduated institutki, form an idealized example of Russia’s young women. They represent the state’s vision of the institutka, fully formed – the end product into which the sea of girls in white and green progress, even if many of them do not belong to the upper classes, and even if the royal ‘examples’ never attended the institutes themselves.

In contrast to the individualized beauty of the noble guardians of the Society and the institute, the institutki themselves most often appear in illustrations and photographs as a collective – a mass of girls in uniforms of various sorts: the classic green dresses and white pinafores, dark outfits for exercise, pure white dresses for public performances. (As will be discussed later, Charskaia uses the language of the uniform in order to make statements about her characters and the system they inhabit at the institutes, and also at gymnasia.)   The girls themselves are still works in progress, regulated into uniformity, but they can transform into individual young women, and follow the examples given by the still ‘girlish’ Maria Fedorovna. The contrast in the images constructs a message about the girls’ journey into enlightened womanhood, and about the desired characteristics of the projected ‘end product’ of the journey itself.

The state as a source of Foucauldian discipline is also evident within another aspect of Cherepnin’s sanctioned history of the Smolnyi institute – his appropriation of the institute girls’ own voices in his narration of events, in particular during the celebration of the jubilee year.  Although there are practical considerations for the omission of names from excerpts taken from the diaries of girls still enrolled at the institute, it is striking to see Cherepnin embed the girls’ own words within his own without ever naming the girls themselves. Instead of being “Anna” or “Liuda”, the girls are simply “a pupil of the fourth form” or “a pupil of the graduating class”; their individual identities drop away, and the girls’ voices meld into a collective voice much as photographs of the smolianki transformed them into an inseparable mass of uniformed and regulated bodies.  Cherepnin, though, is not only eliding the girls’ individual identities. He is also creating their identities by choosing and framing their words and observations within the scope of his own narrative.  The girls’ observations are most often credited as diary entries, and thus a very private text (a personal journal) is transformed into a very public, performative one (official discourse reinforcing the importance/position of a state institution).  

Furthermore, Cherepnin chooses to present only those excerpts that reinforce state views, and present the schools in the most positive light. There is also nothing personal or everyday in these diary excerpts – no longing for home, descriptions of friendships or quarrels, or records of a day’s schoolwork. At no point does Cherepnin reveal how he obtained access to the diaries. Most likely, the girls were asked to write their impressions of the jubilee, or asked to volunteer their thoughts. There is the possibility, of course, that the girls were aware of their possible audience, and thus kept their personal thoughts to themselves. No dissenting views, though, appear in these excerpts. The girls’ voices have been co-opted by the state in order to support its official discourse.

The public works marking jubilees and anniversaries, then, form an official text that runs parallel to the personal, unofficial (though still subject to the censor’s approval) memoir texts.  It is interesting to note that the authors of the official texts are largely male, thus creating a gendered sense of ‘official’-ness: the women’s voices, and the women themselves, even the women in charge, become validated when presented by the male voice of the state.
  There is a duality in the presentation of both the institute and the institutka; voices define and contain institute life from above, but also expand the description of it from within. The personal voice often overlaps the official voice in its support of the institute system, but also, as noted above, offers critiques of the system, presented in terms of personal experiences rather than overall, ideological objectives.  Before even entering the realm of fiction, there is some tension in the written discourses on girls’ schools, and it is into this tension that the very personalized voices and personal stories of Charskaia’s schoolgirls emerge.

Grey Walls and Secret Spaces: Control and Resistance in Charskaia’s School Stories


Despite changes throughout the nineteenth century that moved towards creating a greater sense of openness in the institutes, including the addition of more visiting hours, the addition of summer vacations that allowed the girls to spend at home, and also the creation of more explicitly ‘open’ educational institutes in the form of the girls’ gymnasia, the image of state sponsored girls schools as explicitly closed societies persisted.
  The institutes did not, of course, suddenly fling wide their gates, allowing girls to pass in and out of formerly guarded gardens and sequestered cloisters at will, dressed in green and white or clothes of their choice. Compared to gymnasia and other forms of more public schooling, the institutes did remain largely closed. Fostered both by the official state discourse on institutes and the proliferation of memoirs of institute life in earlier times, the idea of the institute in the public imagination in the first two decades of the 20th century hewed close to the 19th century image inherited from the early years of the Smolnyi under Catherine the Great and Betskoi. The institute was perceived as a world of its own – what American author of school stories of L.T. Meade would name the “World of Girls” – separated from the pressures and priorities of the everyday, governed by its own set of rules, watched over both directly and intimately by the crown. 


In those of her stories set within the institutes, Charskaia establishes these initial school-boundaries around the heroines of her novels and novellas. Just as the scene of arrival at the institute stands as a trope, a required journey-marker, in institute memoirs, so also do Charskaia’s heroines all undergo this marked entrance into the closed world of the school. More often than not, this entrance is underscored by a particular emphasis on the physicality of the institute building itself, and, in particular, its walls.  Liuda Vlassovskaia, whose entrance into the institute begins the book series that I have been calling the “Nina Dzhavaka” cycle, is, upon her arrival, overwhelmed by the size and luxury of the school, noting of the headmistress’ office that “the small room, well appointed with soft furniture and completely covered with rugs, impressed me with its luxury.”
 Over the course of Zapiski institutki, Liuda, along with the reader, who, in all likelihood, has never set foot in an institute,
 becomes acquainted with the different official spaces meant to define and delineate her life at school: the classrooms, the reception hall, the dormitory, the washroom, the cafeteria, and, in time, the school hospital. 


Nina Dzhavaka and her namesake, Nina bek-Izrael, experience similar introductions to the rigidly defined spaces of the school, though neither of them is as sanguine about it as Liuda; both, in fact, view the institute as a cage, even if it is a richly appointed one. Nina bek-Izrael mentally catalogues the physical features and details of the institute building itself, observing that the “corridors, lit only at their ends by a handful of electric lights, unfurled before me like an endless ribbon”
 and a dormitory that “resembled a barracks…(with its endless) beds.”
 Here, at the very beginning of Nina’s institute experience, the reader encounters the dormitory, and the school itself, as a controlled space, regulatory and regulating. The comparison of the dormitory to a barracks brings to mind Foucault’s discussion of the army camp as a controlled space:

In the perfect camp, all power would be exercised solely through exact observation…The geometry of the paths, the number and distribution of the tents, the orientation of their entrances, the disposition of files and ranks were exactly drawn; the network of gazes that supervised one another was laid down.

In Charskaia’s school stories, just as in institute memoirs, the first impression of the building conveys a sense of order, control, and, indeed, Foucauldian discipline.


The three girls all describe their surroundings in great detail upon their arrivals, and these descriptions both allow readers a glimpse into the institutes
 and emphasize the movement of the characters into a physical manifestation of control, of regulation. Nina, Liuda, and Nina experience the closing in of the institute around their physical selves; they become consumed by, and, in theory, subsumed by, the building itself. The walls and enclosures of the institute control the very positions and locations of their bodies, and define a separate(d) way of life; as Nina bek-Izrael observes, “Two weeks had passed since I was closed up in the grey walls of this gloomy building, where institute life flowed with the sluggish pace of still waters.”
 Life within the institute runs on its own rhythm, exists in its own realm; the “slow waters” that Nina encounters present a significant change from her earlier life, as described in the first half of the book, which was heavier on bandits, knives, and desperate escapes than it was on classes and schoolgirl intrigues. The delimiting borders of the institute itself are strong enough to mark off and create a certain lifestyle that exists within its isolated world.

In a way, too, for the girls of Charskaia’s stories the gray clouds of St. Petersburg serve as a wall in and of themselves, a delineation of sky closing in on them from above. This feeling of enclosure that arises out of the very nature of the city itself especially affects those girls arriving from the provinces or the even more remote Caucasus. In both Liuda Vlassovskaia and The Second Nina, the settings the novels share are presented under the same descriptive headings: “Behind Grey Walls” (i.e., St. Petersburg) and “Beneath Caucasian Skies” (i.e., Georgia). Petersburg is associated with the enclosing walls, with grayness, whereas the Caucasus, admittedly idealized, seem to extend here in all directions, allowed to encompass mountains and valleys and extend up to the sky itself, limitless and vastly different from the close gray sky of Petersburg. Girls making the shift to Petersburg from the Caucasus suddenly find themselves in a world where the air itself seems to hang close to the ground.  The gray sheet of clouds loom, a second ceiling above their heads, and the ordered streets of St. Petersburg stretch out, as straight as lamp-lit institute corridors or high garden walls.  In the novels, the girls sense the city itself to be an echo, a larger variation on the theme of the walled institute they call home. This dual enclosure becomes important when considering the institute as a microcosm for empire; it is both in Petersburg and is Petersburg itself.
 The walls of the school, like the streets of Petersburg and also the metaphorical enclosure of the empire under the roof of the government in Petersburg, witness a wide variety of customs, beliefs, adventures, and occurrences, all of which then remain safely contained.

The initial impression in Charskaia’s works, as in official discourse about institute life, is of a closed physical system in which girls’ bodies are regulated in official space, supervised in their movement from bed to washroom to classroom to cafeteria and back again. Institute space here is as regulated as institute time, which was strictly delineated.  Cherepnin’s description of life at the Smolnyi, for example, describes a situation in which institutki only have true free time for about an hour a day. A look at the girls’ classes at the Patrioticheskii  institute reveals a similarly tight schedule; in fact, class hours increase as the years go by, expanding from 20-21 per week in 1866 to 28-30 per week in 1905 (see Illustration G for a reprint of these class tables).
 In Charskaia’s school stories, though, a separate, secret geography emerges, existing in parallel to this official geography of control.  It is within this intimate geography that many key interactions amongst the girls take place, and it is within this intimate geography that a locus of self-definition – as opposed to state definition – begins to blossom.

It is not, perhaps, surprising that the dormitory serves as the central locus of this intimate geography.  As much as a dormitory, standing in for a personal bedroom, might seem to be in its very nature as a private rather than public space – a place for personal expression rather than public adherence to rules of state – it is important to remember that even the girls’ bedrooms were closely regulated from outside, especially in the case of the Smolny institute. As mentioned earlier, during the first Mariia Fedorovna’s stewardship of the Society, the girls’ bedrooms – and beds themselves – were changed in order to address hygienic concerns of the day. Indeed, newly arriving girls – and readers – first view the dormitory as regulated space.  Liuda Vlassovskaia, for example, initially sees the dormitory room in terms of its rigid order, seeing only “a large, long room with four rows of beds.”
 Indeed, Liuda at first also needs to adopt the regulated language for the dorm room: “In pairs we went into the bedroom, or ‘dormitory’, as it was called at the institute.”
 A few years before her arrival, Liuda’s kindred spirit
 Nina Dzhavaka sees the dormitory in equally stark terms, while, years later, Liuda’s protégé, Nina Bek-Izrael, reacts similarly to her first view of her own dormitory room, as seen in her comparison of the dormitory to a barracks.
 Upon their initial introduction to the dormitories, then, Charskaia’s heroines see no physical relief from the controlling regulations of school and state.

Places of resistance, though, as well as places of self-expression do eventually emerge. First and foremost, the beds themselves serve as both personal and interpersonal spaces within the larger, regulated space of the dormitory and the institute as a whole. As Charskaia’s heroines have observed, the beds begin in well-ordered rows, implying a situation in which each body is tucked neatly into its own place, controlled. After the lights are dimmed, however, and after the blue skirts of the dortuarnaia devushka swish out of sight beyond the doorframe, the beds evolve into spaces of visitation, affection, confrontation, and socialization.  In Liuda Vlassovskaia, when Liuda’s classmate Anna has important, secret news to impart to her classmates, she instructs them to meet “at her bed” after lights-out. Liuda, by this time 15 years old and well acquainted with this type of gathering, describes the meeting:

Akulina, the dorm monitor, stood on a stepstool beneath the gas lamps that were suspended from the ceiling, and dimmed the lamps. 

The dormitory was cast into half-darkness.

I quickly jumped out of bed, threw on my skirt, and hurried to the gathering of guests at Anna Volskaia’s bed, where three or four other figures were also palely visible.

Anna Volskaia was lying on her bed, and Kira Dergunova, Belka, Ivanova, Ler, Mushka and I settled around her – some of us by her feet, others on stools, and others in the space between the beds.
 

After Anna has told them her news – rumors of a ghost appearing in one of the music practice rooms
 – Liuda reports the adjournment of the meeting in the traditional manner, after kissing and crossing one another.

In this instance, one girl’s bed becomes a communal meeting place rather than a ‘container’ for one girl alone. The bed can also be a more intimate space, and this intimacy is most particularly evident in Nina Dzhavaka’s interactions, both with Liuda Vlassovskaia and with the object of her obozhanie (affection/devotion), Ira Trachtenberg. Not long after Liuda’s arrival, Nina comforts the crying, homesick Liuda by suggesting they move to the “pereulok, or side street, for this is what the space between the beds was called (by the institute girls)”.
In Liuda’s recollection, this becomes an almost enchanted space, defined only by herself and Nina, in which the girls connect with each other and bring each other’s homelands to life. They are still under the roof of the institute, within the walls of the dormitory, but they are also in the Caucasus, or the Ukraine. They are contained, and yet appropriating their own space within this containment.  Liuda and Nina even make dates for these interactions; Liuda says that, not long after her arrival, “(Nina and I) decided to meet “spuska gaza,” that is, after the lights were dimmed, in order to talk about our homes.”
 The bed can be an intimate space of sharing, as seen here, but can also be a space of confrontation amongst the girls – a location for negotiating differences and difficulties within their own, self-defined system of behavior, as it is when the rich girl Ramzai, confronts the newly arrived Nina bek-Izrael.
 The personal interactions of the girls find their center in the dormitory as it exists spuska gaza, after the regulating eye, and the light by which it sees, is withdrawn. For a visual representation of this intimate environment, please see Illustration H, a reprint of an illustration from the late Imperial period showing Nina and Liuda in bed together, talking until dawn.

The dormitory, then, exists in two forms: the official room, with its neatly ordered rows and position under the eyes of the class monitors  and dortuarnye devushki, who serve as the regulating eyes of the institute-state, alternates in complimentary distribution with the unofficial, (inter)personal room, in which bodies shift easily between beds, and the girls themselves are unobstructed, and, usually, unobserved.  Charskaia even presents this type of situation in her novella “Ogonek,” which is set in a gymnasium, rather than in an institute. Here, the gymnasium dormitory serves almost as a miniaturized version of the institute dormitory. The main character, Ira, or “Ogonek,” shares a dormitory room with six other girls who also board there, and, even though they are few, they are still subject to the same sort of regulatory gaze, watched over by a strict dormitory monitor.
 Even in this situation, where the walls of the dormitory are less of an official sign of state enclosure, but rather of the fact the girls are boarders rather than day students, Charskaia explores the tension between exterior control and personal expression. Here, too, the girls explore their freedom within the space of the dormitory, throwing a night time party to which Ira, the titular “Ogonek,” invites the other girls by saying, “I invite you all, including the youngest little girls, to my bed, where there will be a light dinner, accompanied by candy and honey sweetened lemonade, which will take the place of wine.”
 Here, too, the bed is viewed as a personal space (my bed) and also as a social space; within the confines of the official building, the girls create their own environment.

Even in the gymnasium, then, there is, within these fictional works, an interesting coexistence of structures of official control and expressions of personal freedom, a sense of both Foucauldian disciplining forces (walls, schedules, the observing eye) and Deleuzian, protean freedom (behavior outside the institutional norm, appropriating official space for personal expression). Charskaia’s characters are not making grand revolts against the system they inhabit (and, when they do, they are brought back to it in some form or another), but they move within what state observers call “rigid order” (Cherepnin) with a remarkably fluid ease.  Readers of these works (as well as, it might be argued, the girl-characters themselves) can participate simultaneously within a text of pleasure (conformity) and a text of bliss (resistance).
 Despite the many claims towards the insipidness of Charskaia’s stories, I believe that this interact between girl and state, as exemplified in these works, ultimately shows a more subversive message than others have grasped in these works. Go to school, obey the rules, but obey your own rules, too; you can participate in the pleasure of the state while also having your own pleasures.  

The institutki and gimnazistki also employ spaces other than the dormitory in order to define a more personal space for themselves; they redraw boundaries and recast spaces intended to be fully public (and controlled) as spaces for personal expressions and interactions, including interactions that extend beyond the school rules. The foyer, as the site of transition between becoming part of the school and parting from it, also emerges as a natural location for more personal interactions. For the gymnasia girls, most of whom come and go every day, the foyer, filling with arriving students, naturally becomes a more personal space. For example, Natasha, the wealthy doctor’s daughter who serves as the central figure of the story “An Unfortunate Situation”, has an envy-tinged encounter with her fellow student, Nina, while they are in the foyer, removing their coats.
 In another gymnasium story, “The Priest’s Daughter,” the main character is subjected to cruel ridicule from other students while they gather in the foyer.  In this instance, the foyer, like the bed in The Second Nina becomes a place for personal expressions of a more negative sort; stepping outside of school boundaries does not always mean kisses and cakes after midnight.  


For the institutki, the foyer serves also as a visiting hall, and, as such, is a place of intersection between interior and exterior life. The girls are meant to be on their best behavior during these visits, acting as living examples of the school’s values and virtues. The visitors often bring the girls food, and this food becomes symbolic of a more subversive use of these visits: to distribute sweets amongst all the girls.
 In this way, the moment of contact between visitor and institutka becomes weighted towards the girls as a whole, as well as towards their own secret system of distribution. 


The washroom, naturally, is another space in which the girls act out their own personal romances, games, and grievances. Here again, the space, as conceived by the institute, is, notably, a space of hygienic control
, a space for keeping the girls’ changing female bodies regulated – washed with cold water as preparation for being enclosed safely in a uniform.
  In Notes of an Institute Girl, when the main characters are all approximately 11 years old, the washroom makes an early appearance as a personal space, where girls throw water about as they air their grievances with one another, forming and breaking social alliances as they bathe.
 By the time the girls of Zapiski institutki have grown into the young women of Liuda Vlassovskaia, the washroom has become even more of a haven, serving as a meeting place in the mornings before class much as the foyer does for the girls of the gymnasia, and also a counterpart to the dormitory, which is the preferred location for night meetings. The novella’s initial scene takes place in the washroom, as Liuda’s best friend, Marusia, aka “Krasnushka”, relates her dream to her classmates as they all get ready to begin the first day of their last year at the institute.  This scene of congress amongst the girls – talking while dressed in short bathing skirts and washing – is ultimately interrupted by the arrival into the adjoining dorm room of their klassnaia dama, the vilified mlle Arno, or Pugach, who has followed them through the years.  The girls hurriedly dress Krasnushka, who had been too busy explaining her dream-premonition to do so; the symbolic arrival of the institutional gaze demands a movement from an intimate room full of half-dressed girls moving as they please to a regulated room full of uniformed, still bodies. In this case, Krasnushka’s friends accomplish this transformation in a hurried fashion, showing the scurry of movement, the joint effort of the girls, as they ready their bodies for their final year of school: “Chikunina, Korbina, and I surrounded Krasnushka and hurriedly transformed her.”
 This “transformation” is a transformation of the private girl into the public one; upon leaving the space the girls had claimed as their own, the girls must appear in their officially defined forms, uniformed and silent.


In addition, then,  as much as the girls are regulated within space, they are also regulated much more bodily-directly through the use of uniforms. The green and white uniform first instituted by Catherine the Great, and immortalized in portraits of the institutki, appear in a defining role in Charskaia’s works, transforming the bodies of incoming students from personal space to institutional space, visually defined as part of the state.  The fitting and donning of the uniform is a key transition step that runs throughout the institute novels, as, indeed, it does throughout institute memoirs. Nina Dzhavaka, Liuda Vlassovskaia, and Nina bek-Izrael all describe the crucial moment in which they first don their uniforms; for all of them, it is an unpleasant experience at first – Nina Dzhavaka even wonders how her father will recognize her.
 In Notes of an Institute Girl, the uniform becomes even more of a controlling apparatus in that it is associated with a number, and Liuda herself is then identified by this number. Uniforms are also used, as in many institutions, to delineate and define state-approved differences amongst the girls. In the gymnasia, for example, boarding girls are differentiated from “eksterki” by the color of their uniform. Meanwhile, in the institutes, both rewards and punishments are written directly onto the girls’ bodies: good students, like Nina Dzhavaka, are distinguished by special lace headpieces, and the harshest punishment involves having to remove one’s pinafore, thereby being literally undone, unmade as an institutka.
 The girls do not recognize themselves at first, but this initial shock becomes reversed, as girls become unrecognizable in their own clothes.
  Because of their usual, regulated appearance in uniform, times when the girls are dressed otherwise – whether in nightgowns, bathing skirts, costumes, or their own dresses – become more marked. This marked appearance dovetails with the extra personal freedoms the girls enjoy while operating within their personally defined spaces; as they move freely about the dormitory, for example, their very bodies are made more free for being clad in loose nightgowns rather than tied and buttoned uniforms. 


But, just as extreme exclusion from the institute or gymnasium space ultimately proves dangerous, so, too, does non-participation in the uniform system signal trouble ahead for the girls in question. At the same time that Nadia Tairova of “A Fairy Tale” retreats to her hidden lair amongst the lilac bushes, she also removes her pinafore, and, when she puts it back on, it is wrinkled, imperfect.  She voluntarily, eagerly removes the piece of clothing that the other girls strive not to have removed from them; she is external to the institute, her body as distant on an intimate, sartorial level as it is in physical space, hidden as she is in the lilac grove. Her coming expulsion looms, unavoidable, inscribed on her body. On the other hand, Nora Trachtenberg, the foreign beauty worshipped by the first-form girls in LV, remains distant from this system in another manner, though also through her own choosing. Enrolling in the school as a first-former, she is very much an outsider, and her refusal to wear the school uniform marks her as separate from the other girls, and this separateness carries through the rest of the book. This keeping of herself as separate also seems to offend the other girls. As much as the girls are able to enjoy their own freedoms within the system, the overall message is one of, at the very least, surface conformation to the external rules and structures of the school. Overt refusal to participate in the ordering structures of the school (including space, dress, language, and/or interpersonal codes) causes turmoil within Charskaia’s fictional worlds.  


The girls also create their own personal sub-system within the greater, official system through their creative use of language. Language is as strictly controlled within the institutes as the body is.  When, for example, Liuda Vlassovskaia writes an impassioned, loving letter to her mother back home in Ukraine, she is required to first submit it to the klassnaia dama, Arno, for approval. Arno, however, rejects the letter both for the form of its writing and its content, saying, “And do you think your mother will be pleased with this illiterate scribbling? I’m going to underline all of your mistakes in blue pencil for you…and what sort of ridiculous nickname have you called your mother? “Dear heart”?”
 Here, the institute-state regulates the very language the girls use in self-expression; their words are placed into an official mold in the same manner as their bodies are laced into uniforms.  Liuda, though, finds a way around this restriction, and, just as her ‘official’ letter departs, so, too, does her real letter leave, traveling through a secret system established by the girls themselves, whereby older girls, who are taken on theatre outings, sneak the letters out to the post. Two forms of discourse exist simultaneously – the official and the personal – and both forms of discourse emerge as forms of self-expression. Again, this is not an outright rebellion against control(s); Liuda, on the surface, does comply, but she also resists, finding a secret path in which to still use her own language, unmarked by the censoring pen of the state.


As a grown woman, though, Liuda is much more complicit with the system than she was as a schoolgirl; when she introduces her ward, Nina bek-Izrael, to the headmistress of the institute, she insists that Nina greet the headmistress in a formal manner. Nina, however, resists this command, and winds up expressing herself in an uncontained, exuberant fashion,  responding to the headmistress’ claim that she’s “a wonder” by proclaiming: “’No, you’re a wonder! You, and not I,’ I shouted out to the whole room, ‘and if the whole institute is like its headmistress, then I’m very sorry not to have ended up here seven years ago. Your hand, Baroness! Give me your hand!”
 This is actually well-accepted by the headmistress, and Nina mocks Liuda’s insistence that she act and speak a certain way, even as Liuda is “turning green” from shock.
 Of course, Nina’s headstrong, untamed actions become more regulated in her interactions with the other girls, but it is interesting to note her initial use of what is considered inappropriate language is acceptable – but it is acceptable because it is an outburst that works in support of the system as a whole.


 By way of contrast, in Liuda Vlassovskaia, Krasnushka’s outburst condemning the school (“Goodness! When will we ever be free of this prison!”
) earns her only punishment and possible expulsion.  Krasnushka, upset at being told not to kiss Liuda in the hallways, proclaims her frustration with the rules of the system, saying “Everything’s done at a particular time, when a bell rings: sleeping, eating, laughing, kissing…this is a Siberian penal colony, and nothing else!”
 This outright proclamation against the system gets Krasnushka nowhere; in fact, her increasingly rebellious nature lands her on the verge of expulsion. She is, ultimately, brought back into the fold at the end of the novel, but it is important to note here that the use of personal speech has power only as underground currency, and, in Charskaia’s world, open protestation against or criticism of the school’s system leads nowhere. Power and satisfaction come from participating in both the official form of the school and the (inter)personal form of the girls’ own making.


Within the gymnasia, too, a clash arises between regulated and personal use of language. When a state official comes to visit the gymnasia where Ira of “Ogonek” is enrolled, Ira, who initially views the official “indifferently,”
 ends up speaking to the inspector very passionately and openly, inspiring tears by reciting a poem that her mother performs on stage, and telling him about how her mother slaves away in the provinces in order to send her to school in St. Petersburg.  Although the inspector defends Ira’s open speech, both the class monitor and the headmistress scold her for speaking so freely and boldly with the inspector, the official representative of the state.
 Ira, though, is not ashamed of her behavior, and, ultimately, benefits from her free speech, as the inspector arranges for her mother to take a role on the official stage in St. Petersburg in order to be closer to her daughter. But, as Ira’s guide and soul-mate, nicknamed “Princess,”
 points out, this type of free speech is acceptable under the personal code of the girls because it was not premeditated, and not, in the end, used for her own personal gain, but rather to help her mother.


Within Charskaia’s school stories, specific uses of language also play a significant role in defining the society of girls that exists within the greater, more structured society of the institute and state.  The girls develop their own particular jargon, and each new girl who enters must learn this jargon in order to fit in – or even to survive. Lena, the heroine of Notes of a Young Gymnasium Girl, finds herself in a confusing situation during her first day at gymnasium when her fellow students, already prejudiced against her by the mean slander of her cousin, make demands on her in language that she does not understand. She confesses to the reader, “I didn’t understand a thing the girls were saying, and simply stood there, mute.”
 Because she does not understand what the girls are asking her to do, she is excluded from their circle. In addition, before their introduction to the school jargon, some girls also face ridicule for their colloquial or regional use of language. The provincial “Priest’s Daughter,” for example, makes the initial mistake of informing her new classmates that she is “ustamshi”
and Nina Dzhavaka’s own name proves too much for the other girls to handle: “Dzhamata-tatata! What kind of a name is that!”
 Liuda Vlassovskaia serves as both a pupil and a teacher in this regard. As an eleven year old just entering the institute, she, along with the reader, first learns all of the special slang terms used by the other girls. By the time she is in the graduating class, though, she is an expert on these terms, guiding the reader through the institutki lexicon. As much as there is an official language of institute life, there is also a separate, semi-secret language that exists in the dormitories and the hallways, spoken in a whisper in the dark places between beds, in the hidden corners of the gardens. Just as knowing the official language can mark a girl as an institutki, knowing the unofficial language also marks her as belonging to the second society, to the society of girls.


In Charskaia’s school stories, whenever the rules and values of the girls’ society come into conflict with the state-defined rules of the institute, it is interesting to note that, more often than not, the code of the internally defined system prevails. [There is more I would like to add to this discussion of language. First, whenever the girls slip and use a word from the “private” lexicon when addressing a teacher or class monitor, the representative of the official system a) cannot understand her and b) becomes upset. The underground language needs to stay underground. Second, I would also like to discuss the often ridiculed “mushy-talk” of the institute girls, with its “ai”s and rushes of diminuatives. This also marks girls and young women as being products of the institute system, and also makes an appearance in Charskaia’s works.]


The girls, though, walk a dangerously fine line: their internally defined system exists because they are allowed to inhabit the institutionally defined space and rules of the school. As much as they can resist being completely defined by the school by turning to their secret spaces, languages, and friendships
, they cannot risk a rebellion so open that it would cause them to be expelled. Liuda Vlassovskaia’s Krasnushka, who is about to be expelled because she refused to give up the fellowship of girls, and took revenge on a teacher who treated the girls harshly, returns to the systems of the school that she once criticized as being comparable to those of a prison. As unhappy as she was within the school, she ultimately repents and is accepted back into the fellowship of girls and the system of the school, receiving the forgiveness of the teacher and of the headmistress. Charskaia’s works do not endorse a full rebellion against official systems, but rather suggest a way in which to retain individual freedom of expression and of self within the structures of the school and state.


[I would like to return here to the scene set out at the chapter's beginning, as well as to a scene in "Ogonek," in which the main character comes into conflict with a teacher who calls her out for her prompting of a fellow-student. As prompting is seen as a major unit of currency in the girls' personal system, the heroine is unrepentant, and even insulted that the teacher would punish her for this. These are both examples of the two systems, unofficial and official, coming in to conflict; for the most part, the unofficial system trumps the official one in Charskaia's stories, but only if it does not call the entirety of the official system into question. ]


In all of these secret systems and surface conformities, then, there is a balance between acquiescence and freedom, between the pleasure of belonging to the world of the school and the bliss of escaping its rules, between the acceptance of a Foucauldian yoke and the expression of a Deleuzian indefinability. 
Elision and acceptance: Class in Charskaia’s School Stories


Just as societal concerns about rapidly changing sexual values often come to rest on the body of the teenage girl, so, too, can anxiety over socio-economic flux come to rest on the girl’s unstable shape, on her state of constant becoming. Turn of the century changes in socio-economic values and systems, and, more to the point, anxieties about these changes, could be easily read onto the Protean body of an adolescent girl, especially since the girl could both participate in the spread of commodification with her newly growing purchasing power
 and actually be a commodity in and of herself. Literary critic Peter Stonely, examining consumerism in American girls’ fiction, makes the claim that girls’ fiction, in its simplicity and clarity of subject, “offers a relatively transparent view of class formation.”
 Charskaia’s school stories do, indeed, address class issues in a manner so straightforward as to appear parodic to readers of a later time period, but, as will be discussed shortly, the areas where she attempts to skim over class issues are as interesting as the areas in which she tackles them head-on.
In giving a brief overview of the socio-economic class situation(s) surrounding these works, it is essential to note that, for an adolescent girl reading Charskaia’s novels in the period of their highest popularity (from 1903 to 1917), it was entirely possible that her social and economic class identity would be as uncertain to her as her personal identity, as apt to be in flux as her body.  Even if this larger, socially defined identity was not a major concern to her, certainly questions about class definition loomed large in the public consciousness of this period in Russian social history. As historian Abbott Gleason, writing in a collection of essays on the evolution of society and identity in Late Imperial Russia, notes, 19th century societal differences inherent in the division between obshchestvo (society) and narod (the people) were being complicated by the growth of an industrialized working class and by the expansion of the merchant class.  In Gleason’s words, though, socio-political discourse leant towards the preservation of this binary; indeed, he remarks that “obshchestvo came into existence as a binary opposite to narod, the common people, those not touched by Westernization…No matter how nuanced or specific the term later became in Russian culture, it could be used…in this global fashion, even until 1917.”
 Gleason further stresses, though, that, over the course of the 19th century, this definition did undergo questioning and (re)evaluation, particularly in the time of Alexandrine reforms, when “(p)urely snobbish notions of Russian elite now had to compete with radical and political ones.”
 As society evolved into the 20th century, and a merchant class became more active, this distinction was being guarded even as it was becoming more tenuous. This changing situation, like the changing situation of sexual values, can be seen to be as mutable and mutating as that of the adolescent girl, with her new visibility in the market.

The rise of industrialization and the spread of urban popular culture did, of course, lay the groundwork for the fomenting of socio-sexual changes; the 1897 establishment of the Society for the Protection of Young Girls, as discussed in the previous section, was motivated by mounting concerns for the morals and living conditions of young women in the industrial work force. The transition to an industrialized economy did, of course, also affect the socio-economic division of classes in Late Imperial Russia. Despite an obshchestvo-driven desire to retain the obshchestvo/narod division, the boundaries of this binary distinction were quickly becoming blurred as new distinctions arose amongst working and middle classes in particular. As historian Louise McReynolds notes,  “(i)ndustrialization shook the foundation of a social system still officially described in the rigid terms of hereditary estates.”
 Socio-economic classes were beginning to usurp the place of hereditary social estates. James von Geldern and Louise McReynolds summarize the social upheaval of Late Imperial Russia by claiming that:

“At more immediate levels of life, family structures, community relations, and economic behavior underwent gradual shifts of enormous consequence. Some of the best noble families declined into oblivion, while members of other estates rose from squalor to great wealth.”

Russia, then, like many of her Western European analogues, spent the early years of the twentieth century attempting to navigate – or even to map – the shifting sands of a social system that had once seemed
mountain-solid, incapable of this sort of disintegration.


The girl-heroines of Lidiia Charskaia’s popular school stories are inscribed with a narrative of class very emblematic of this fluctuating time period. It would be a mistake, I believe, to look at Lidiia Alekseevna through the eyes of her detractors, who do her an injustice by painting her stories as homogenously focused on the dealings of the upper class and the bourgeoisie. This is largely, of course, a function of Soviet era criticism.  A. P. Babushkina, for example, writing in a 1948 history of Russian children’s literature, criticizes Charskaia for her portrayal of “life inside closed girls’ schools, of the life of rich, aristocratic families, of stilted, self-centered heroes, of “well-born” aristocrats.”
  This is not to say, though, that Charskaia’s contemporary critics did not find her characters to hail far too often from rarified circles of society. In his famous essay, Chukovskii recounts a list of her aristocratic heroines with a humorous weariness, ending by saying: “And again a prince, and again a princess – these two titles pop up every minute like a pattern.”
 Although there are, indeed, plenty of Charskaian heroines whose roots are solidly upper or upper-middle class, I wish to emphasize that there are also plenty of girls from the lower end of the socio-economic scale. In addition, a significant number of working girls and women also make an appearance. In the case of Charskaia’s school stories, there are many characters who are poor, although, as will be seen, the poorer characters are more likely to appear in her gymnasium stories than in her institute stories, and a different overall message about the class system is attached to the poor girls than the message that is attached to the rich ones.


Related to this division, there are two overarching themes in Charskaia’s portrayal of class amongst her fictional students: the first emphasizes a sort of artificial leveling, postulating the creation of a single class amongst girls behind institute walls; the second advocates the acceptance of socio-economic position amongst gimnazistki, portraying impoverished or working girls as heroines in their own right – indeed, as heroines because they can accept the burden and work of being poor. As shall be immediately evident in this discussion, both the (temporary) elision of class issues and the insistence on the spiritual nobility of the poorer classes reflect as a much more conservative, and also much more naïve, approach than the one seen in the subtle resistance of the girls’ own created society or in their expressions of sexuality. There is no true Cinderella narrative in Charskaia’s school novels; suffering and/or good behavior does not result in sudden riches. Instead, personal behavior determines a person’s value, regardless of his or her social or economic class background, and this value is most often rewarded with social, rather than economic, rewards. 


The idea of class looms, unavoidable, in the original conceptualization of the institutes, inscribed in the name of the Society formed under Catherine the Great.  Indeed, as mentioned earlier, the very impetus for the formation of these institutes lay in Catherine’s stated desire to “overcome the superstition of ages past and to give my people (narod) a new type of education, and, as they say, achieve a new result.”
 In seeking to create this new type of society, in molding the raw material of a girl into a new woman who would be both enlightened and enlightening, Catherine and the Society actually created a two-tiered system, using the educational decree of 1764 as the founding document for both the Smolnyi Institut and the Novodevichii Institut.
 The Novodevichii Institut, originally founded in 1765, accepted pupils of “non-noble origins,” and featured a reduced emphasis on the social, presentational arts central to the education of Catherine’s noble-born exemplar girls. As educational historian Nicholas Hans notes, in the Novodevichii Institut, “such subjects as history, geography, architecture, heraldics and law were omitted and the emphasis was laid on domestic science and knitting and sewing.”
 The original system, then, both acknowledges and creates a class differential; girls from different social backgrounds are channeled into separate educational paths, but all of the girls – whether in the Smolnyi or the Novodevichii – belong to a rarified class, as the initial charters for these schools limited enrollments to fewer than 250 girls each (200 for the Smolnyi, 240 for the Novodevichii).
 The Novodevichii girls, though educated less in social graces and more in domestic arts than the girls of the Smolnyi, were also meant to serve as a newly created, enlightened class of women, who would bring common sense and enlightenment to the hearthside, if not the ballroom. As such, then, noble and non-noble classes are both distinct and conjoined within the initial plan for the institute system; although they traveled different paths, they still lived in isolation from the rest of the society, and both, in theory, would emerge as new moral leaders for Russia.


In 1834, when a group of institute girls is brought together for a state celebration, Bykova writes about meeting students from the Aleksandrinskii institute, saying that “we (the Smolnyi students) ended up socially mostly with (them) – they were more simple, and therefore sweeter – many of us like each other so much that we even promised to correspond.”
 This is a fascinating glance at this two-tiered system; the Smolnyi girls obviously sense a difference in their standings, yet all of the girls are being hosted by the tsar’s family, who have accepted them all in to the very house of the state. Although there are differences, it can be argued that all of the institutki occupy a privileged position when viewed next to society as a whole, regardless of how they entered the institutes.


Still, though, class distinctions did arise amongst the girls, even if they were all wearing the same uniform. As more institutes were founded in the early 19th century, several of them specifically established for the daughters of war orphans and lesser nobility, and as the government began to offer more scholarships, the student bodies of the school became more diversified in economic class, if not social class. Evidence of this can be easily seen within institute memoir literature. Kovalevskaia, for example, writes that she was never able to get accustomed to the food at the institute, and in particular could not stomach the tea; in response to this, her father paid thirty rubles a year for her to take tea with her class monitor, where she could dine on cuisine that was more to her liking.
 This widespread practice, though, strikes the young Anna Sterligova (then Dubrovina) as wholly unfair, and brings her to tears of frustration on her first day at the Ekaterinskii institute, where she observes: 

A large number of girls got up and left the classroom, led by the class monitor.  I asked, “Where are they going?” My neighbor replied, “To have tea,” explaining that, some parents gave the class monitors 30 rubles a year so that their daughters could have tea and some rusk-cakes with the class monitor every evening. A student teacher replaced the class monitor, and, at that moment, a maid came into the classroom with a basket of black bread and a bottle of kvas. At the sight of this, my sorrow knew no limits; the distribution of black bread, cut into pieces, seemed to me to be the strongest of punishments, and I, not touching it, overflowed with bitter tears. After all, this is how misbehaving housemaids were punished at home. What crime had those of us remaining behind in the classroom committed? 

Although the girls are meant to be equals within the walls, an extra thirty rubles a year from outside those walls purchase privileges, which Sterligova, who is studying on a special scholarship from the tsar because her family has fallen on hard times, can not afford. This seems to her to put her, and the others who cannot afford the special tea, on the level of housemaids, and creates a sort of class differential within the institute itself. The idealized sameness of the girls could not, in reality, be fully imposed by the structures governing the schools.  Dubrovina goes on to note other small, but constantly present, class differences amongst the girls with whom she studies, such as the fact that some of the girls are allowed to bring their own linens, cut from finer cloth than the ones provided by the school.
 


The proliferation of memoir literature at the end of the nineteenth century also shows that there were many different paths by which girls entered the schools; E.N. Vodovozova’s friend Fanny Golembiovskaia, for example, attends the Smolnyi institute only because her uncle, who had taken in his widowed sister and niece, appealed to a “magnate” to pay for his niece’s education.
 Sixty years later, T.T. Morozova, having passed the entrance exams to the Kharkivskii institut, receives the news that she will be attending the institute on a special scholarship offered by a local woman, who had earmarked this scholarship for “the daughter of an army officer in active service.”
 Although the institute fees are paid, Morozova and her mother also have to buy, from their own pocket, a long list of supplies.
 Here, too, a possible distinction of financial class could arise even when an earlier question of social class no longer applied (a soldier’s daughter, for example, not being considered of equal social rank as a daughter of the nobility). Not being able to afford the basics needed for school could, conceivably, keep a girl from entering; starting school with second-hand clothes and supplies, though, could also mark a girl as belonging to a less financially successful family or class, thus undermining the projected sameness of the uniformed students.  


Ultimately, the main idea to keep in mind is that, as the 19th century progressed, the institutes became open to a wider and wider variety of students, not all of whom paid out of their own family’s pockets. Interestingly, as Irina Kulakova notes, “in women’s institutions in Imperial Russia, girls from privileged classes (the daughters of noblemen, generals, head-officers and government officials) were educated at government expense…the daughters of merchants, honorary citizens, and ‘people of other titles’ studied in the institutes on their own money.”
 This combination of noble-born, though possibly impoverished, girls studying on scholarship, and non-noble born, though potentially affluent, girls studying on their family’s ruble, creates an even more heterogeneous mix of pupils in the institutes, especially in the early years of the twentieth century. The uniformed, uniform mass of girls in a photo may, in the end, represent a wide range of socio-economic backgrounds.


Within this system, then, as in many systems, uniforms mark the girls as belonging to the institute, but also serve to erase signifiers of class that might otherwise be visibly written on the body. When they are exchanged for ‘real world’ clothes, though, this erasure can come to an abrupt end. In her memoir of her institute experiences, for example, N. Kovalevskaia notes that, upon their 1844 graduation, some of the bittersweet emotions of graduation arose from the revelation of these distinctions: “the difference between one girl and the next was already noticeable; now you could tell the poor orphan from the rich aristocrat.”
 There is, then, also a moment where, for the girls themselves, the uniformity imposed upon their bodies is lifted; this moment in which they are divided once again into their own class backgrounds often formed one part of the aforementioned disillusionment and confusion that many institute graduates felt upon their graduations, as they were suddenly confronted with obvious realities of Russian society that were not as clearly visible from within the walls of the institute. 


Within Charskaia’s fictional institutes, differences in economic class, if not social class, are elided almost to a point of idyll; girls’ economic backgrounds, when they are treated at all, do not hinder or help the girls within the official institute system, or, more significantly, within the interpersonal system established by the girls themselves. In Charskaia’s schools, no girls disappear every afternoon to have a higher-quality afternoon tea with the klassnaia dama. Instead, all of the girls suffer together in drinking “a brown liquid, which bore very little resemblance to tea.”
 Also, the girls share their food as one, although, not long after Liuda Vlassovskaia’s arrival, Nina Dzhavaka does scold a classmate for going too far with her demands for Liuda’s food.
 Food, which could very easily become a sort of underground economy in the closed world of the school, instead becomes a symbol of fellowship, a means by which the girls share their wealth with one another. As noted earlier, presents from visiting relatives or food taken from shifts in the kitchen are all shared once the girls are back in the dormitory. Girls are not penalized within Charskaia’s institutes simply because their relatives are poor, or because they have no relatives to visit them. Economic differences that could easily have become apparent through the relative lack or abundance of food available to certain girls are instead mitigated through food. There is no lack, and personal greed for food is discouraged within the code of the institutki, as evidenced in Nina’s scolding of Krasnushka for trying to take some of Liuda’s meal.


This narrative of class (and its erasure), though, both social and economic, begins not with each heroine’s first meal at the school, but rather with each heroine’s arrival at school. Charskaia’s decision to temporally set the arrival of the three main heroines of the Dzhavaka cycle – Liuda Vlassovskaia, Nina Dzhavaka, and Nina bek-Izrael – after the start of the term
 allows her to show the process and progress of each heroine’s assimilation into a body of students who have already learned to navigate both the official and unofficial systems of the institute. As previously discussed, this process is largely accomplished by physical means: the official assimilation is marked on the girls’ bodies in the form of uniforms and haircuts, and placement into the physical system and space of the institute. The more social, “unofficial” assimilation is marked by acceptance into the emotionally and physically intimate world of the girls’ own system of interrelations. The narrative of arrival, though, allows Charskaia to also show the assimilative progress that affects the class markers that they carry with and on themselves at the time of their arrival. 


Liuda Vlassovskaia’s initial reactions to her new surroundings at the institute show her to be impressed and even a bit intimidated by what she sees as indications of wealth and luxury: “I was struck by the luxury of the small room, as it was completely carpeted and beautifully outfitted with cushy furniture.”
 In the chronology of publication, if not the interior chronology of the Dzhavak cycle, Liuda is the first heroine that the readers encounter, and thus their first guide, the first set of eyes through which they see the world of the institute. This initial impression, then, seems to address a readership for whom the comparative, though not, in reality, excessive, luxury of the state-run institute would be both foreign and impressive. Progressing through the story alongside of Liuda, though, the reader adjusts to this world, and sees it in increasingly everyday terms; Liuda’s economic class background does not prevent her from entering into friendships or from succeeding at school.
 In fact, after her initial period of adjustment, Liuda rarely makes any note of class differences arising either between her and her classmates or between her own background and her new surroundings at the school. Her economic background is largely elided throughout the narrative of her life at school, only arising again, as discussed below, when the transitional space between institute life and “real” life reappears as the girls near graduation. 


Where differences do arise, Charskaia tends to attribute them to a distinction of geography rather than of class, pointing to a tension between a sophisticated center (Petersburg) and a simpler, more traditionally “homey” periphery (in this case, Ukraine).
 As Liuda herself notes during her arrival, “(t)his whole atmosphere struck me, a simple little provincial girl, as being somehow straight out of a fairy tale.”
 This feeling arises again later, in a moment of holiday homesickness, when Liuda compares the giant tree gracing the hall of the school with her family’s tree at home, thinking that “that tree at home, that modest little tree that Mama decorated for us, was ten times dearer and more pleasant.”
 The differences here, then, are not grounded solely in economic differences, and are not weighted in favor of the institute; if anything, the ‘simple’ life of Liuda’s home is made into a rural ideal/idyll, and economic differences cause neither stress nor strife. In Charskaia’s institute-world, as in many narratives marketed to a wide range of classes, a girl’s richness does not necessarily guarantee her happiness, nor does her poverty doom her to a second-class existence within the closed system of the school.


Charskaia’s institute stories also present the entrance narratives of girls from the upper-classes, both through their own eyes and through the eyes of other students, and, in these cases, both initial and continuing problems arise due to presentations of differences in social class rather than in economic class.  In Kniazhna Dzhavaka, the book that tells of the titular character’s move from the Caucasus to a St. Petersburg institute, Nina Dzhavaka, also entering the school a few weeks after the other girls have, initially faces rejection and scorn from her classmates. It is clear that this rejection arises in part because the other students view any presentation of Nina’s nobility as a threat, a possible means for her to hold herself above and/or beyond the official system of the school and, more importantly, out of reach of the interior system of the girls’ own creation.  When Nina says to a classmate, “Princess Dzhavaka will not tolerate insults”
, the girl responds, scornfully, “Ha-ha-ha! You don’t say, how important!… Princess Dzhavaka, no less! In the Caucasus, everyone’s a prince! Everyone who has a couple of sheep gets to be a prince.”
 


Nina also encounters a similar reaction from the staff of the school, and feels both hurt and confused during her interaction with the wardrobe girl:

…the wardrobe girl looked at Nina over her glasses, and her whole face spread into a kind smile.


‘Please, your highness, if you would be so kind,” she said.

Both her sugary tone and her saccharinely flattering smile struck Nina as unpleasant. Nina looked at her briefly, trying to determine whether or not she was making fun of her, but the girl’s face was now impassive and serious, as it had been before.

Nina is uncertain if she is being made fun of, but it seems that the very possibility that Nina might use her noble background as a reason to treat the girl poorly could cause the girl to treat her in a less than sincere manner. For Charskaia’s readers, the message seems clear: girls should not expect special treatment based on blood, money, or title; once fitted into the uniform and accepted into the secret places and codes of the girls’ fellowship, insisting on any sort of exceptional treatment is cause only for social exclusion.


This type of exclusion becomes even more evident not in Nina’s story, but rather in the story arc of Nora Trachtenberg. As has been discussed earlier, Nora’s refusal to play her part in the girls’ personal system, as well as her physical nonconformity within the official system, go a long way towards explaining why the Swedish beauty, so worshipped when she was not a part of the school, becomes anathematized once actually an institutka herself. In describing the sense of separateness, of difference, surrounding Nora, though, Charskaia tellingly also describes the sense of class difference that arises amongst the rest of the pupils: “The keen girls understood that this beautiful, pale aristocrat could not have anything in common with the children of middle class Russian families, which the majority of the girls in the school were.”
 Although Nora’s sister, Ira, had, obviously, come from the exact same background, Ira had never evoked such a sentiment, such a sense of class difference, amongst her fellow institutki.
 Unlike Nora, though, Ira, even when seen through Liuda’s less than entirely sympathetic eyes, is always portrayed as an active participant in the official and unofficial systems of the institute, pairing herself off with her own “dusha”, Aniuta Mikhailovna, posting secret letters for her classmates, and also, of course, acting as the recipient of Nina Dzavakha’s passionate obozhanie.


Nina’s description of Ira underscores both Ira’s class background and her non class-specific behavior within the walls of the institute. Telling Liuda of her history with Ira, Nina says:

Not long before you arrived, I was sick with fever and was coughing terribly. While I was lying there with a fever, they brought another sick girl into my section, the older girl Irochka Trachtenberg. She addressed me so lovingly, not giving any indication that I was just a little girl, a little “seventh-former”, and she was a first-former. Together, we toasted bread over the hospital stove, and spent whole nights chatting about our homes. Irochka is a Swede, but her parents live here, in Petersburg; she wanted me to meet them right away. Her father, it seems, is a consul or else a member of the ambassador’s staff – I don’t know, only that he’s someone important. For some reason, Irochka goes silent when I try to ask her about this. They have a big castle near Stockholm. Oh, Liuda, she’s such a dear!
 

From this description, it is clear that Ira took part in the secret social economy of the institute, creating a separate space within the hospital in which she and Nina carried on their own unsupervised and unsanctioned conversations. In addition, though, it is possible to see here that she avoids any discussion of her family’s position; unlike Nora, who seems defined only by her external riches, and her non-conforming beliefs and body, Ira is fully part of institute life, participating in its official and unofficial societies, and leaving her family’s background beyond the institute’s walls. Nora’s inability to fit in, then, her reception as an aristokratka rather than a dushka, is not a product of her class background but rather of her separateness. In Charskaia’s institutes, behavior, rather than actual class differences, separate the girls from one another. If a girl’s behavior is considered offensive or arrogant, this can rouse resentment of an “aristokratka” or “kniazhna”, but a rich or noble girl who behaves as part of the institute system is, like a poor or middle-class girl who also participates in the system, not automatically excluded or even differentiated based on her class background. This contributes to the almost utopian feel of Charskaia’s novels, in which economic and social differences are addressed through their forced omission; true girls, whom readers would want as ‘bosom pals’, do not act on any privilege they might have, and do not denigrate or worship others based only their economic or social backgrounds.


In accordance with this, Nina Dzhavaka, by the end of her novel, has proven herself to be part of the official system through her academic success, but, more importantly, has proven herself to belong to the fellowship of girls through the evolution of her behavior. Although she later has much to say about her “Georgian pride,” her noble rank and pride of name do not prevent her from taking the fall for a fellow student, thus proving that she is, in the words of her compatriots, “a soulmate…better and more honest, and greater of spirit than all the rest of us.”
 This declaration is addressed, pointedly, to Kniazhna Ninochka Dzhavaka, an interesting combination of formal acknowledgement of her noble rank (Kniazhna) and inclusion of her as an equal classmate through the use of an affectionate diminuative form of her first name (Ninochka).
 Nina, by proving that she can be part of the girls’ society, vitiates any assumptions that she will hold herself aloof or consider herself privileged because of her aristocratic standing; in this way, Charskaia, through Nina, shows how the upper social classes become integrated into the idyllically equalized world of her fictional institutes.
 As Beth Holmgren points out, Nina is not, however, in any way “remade into a docile young lady; after suffering a bit as the haughty newcomer, she is championed as the ‘most honorable, most noble’ leader of her class,” and is allowed to continue in her outspoken, adventurous ways.
 This behavior is partially permitted her due to her position as “exotic other,” which will be discussed, along with other issues of national identity in Charskaia, in the following chapter.


Despite Chukovskii’s complaints that Charskaia’s heroines are just an endless row of princesses, it is obvious that her institute girls do include girls from other socio-economic classes, like Liuda, and that all girls, regardless of origin, are ultimately rewarded within the text based on their behavior. For readers of the middle or even poorer classes, this sort of equalization would, of course, have great appeal.  Class distinctions, which had become so slippery, so resistant to prior definitions, are done away with by making all of the institute girls into one class, and by making acceptance into this class based on values other than blood or money.


This leveling of class, though, only truly works while the girls are enrolled at the institute. Just as in memoirs of actual institute life, class distinctions begin to reenter the girls’ lives as their days at the institute near an end. As much as their progress into the system is one of assimilation into a type of equal sisterhood, their passage outward is, by necessity, marked by dissimilation. Just as Kovalevskaia had noted that graduation revealed ‘who was a princess, and who was an orphan,’ the very presence of the real world looming ahead, the unknown lying beyond the boundary of graduation, reveals the class differences lying underneath the idealized unity. When Liuda’s best friend in her last years at the institute, the passionate Marusia (“Krasnushka”
) exacts a cruel revenge on the teacher Terpimov by placing pins on his chair,
 the headmistress threatens that, if the guilty party is not revealed, the class will be punished as a whole, and that none of them will receive a 12 – the highest mark – for behavior upon graduation.
 After this announcement, a sudden new fear rises amongst the girls that conflicts with their sense of unity as a class as well as their personal and interpersonal code. Liuda, upon hearing this announcement, thinks: “This was too much. Many of us were meant to go into service as governesses after we graduated from the institute, and to have an ‘11’ for behavior in a 12 point system – this meant a poor recommendation from the school. This we feared more than anything.”
 This admission seems sudden and jarring to a reader who had grown comfortable in the realm of the girls’ society, in the simple comfort of knowing that, by sticking to the code of one’s classmates, one can be accepted, happy, and successful within the institute.
  Now, though, sticking to the code means possibly jeopardizing one’s future career prospects (at least for those who do not come from moneyed or noble families).


The wealthy Nora Trachtenberg, already shunned by many for her refusal to become assimilated into the systems of the school, proves to be the unlikely heroine-martyr of this situation, denouncing Mariusa Zapolskaia to the head of the school, claiming, “The whole class should not suffer because of one guilty girl. Therefore I don’t feel any compulsion to protect her: Zapolskaia did this.”
  When confronted by the class for her action, Nora, who perhaps needs the high conduct mark least of all, responds to their angry recriminations by saying that “it’s better if (Marusia) suffers, than forty girls graduate with their recommendations ruined by a foolish mark.”
 Charskaia, by setting Nora up as existing outside of the girls’ interpersonal system, also sets her up as the only character truly capable of giving up one of the girls for the good of the rest. Her act of ‘betrayal’, though earning her complete isolation from her peers (“Let the class know now and forever…anyone who even speaks with her goes against the class and will be considered our enemy.”
), also allows for all of the girls to avoid the possible career consequences of Marusia’s action, and of their own adherence to their fellowship.


Liuda, though, also comes, if unwillingly, to grasp and grudgingly admit the rightness of Nora’s action. As much as the girls try to shun the reminder of this class distinction by shunning Nora, Liuda, in trying to convince Nora to ask the headmistress to pardon Marusia, falls silent unexpectedly silent, thinking, “I wanted to contradict her – but I wasn’t able to. I recognized that Nora was, in her own way, right about this.”
 As much as Liuda tries to argue for Marusia’s goodness as a fellow student, as a member of their interpersonal society, Nora responds by decrying Marusia’s actions, and claiming that her personal moral convictions would not allow her to support Marusia. At the end of the conversation, Liuda concludes that she cannot understand “this wondrous Nora, with her convictions, ideals, and heartlessness,”
 but, to herself, she has already admitted that she does understand the necessity behind Nora’s action. As the institute years come to an end, the reality of what lies beyond begins to enter the girls’ lives, and chief amongst these realities is the realization of the true class differences that do, indeed, separate these girls from one another.


As a consequence of her actions, Marusia’s own class issues surface, as well. As she is to be expelled, the narrative eye of the work turns to the home to which she is to return, where “her old father, a poor teacher” 
 sent her off to school by saying that, “All our hopes lie with you now, Masha.”
 Marusia feels that her expulsion will simply kill her widower father, and that her return to her small village will be the cause of much grief. From being a fellow-traveler of the graduating class, Marusia suddenly, almost shockingly, becomes the poor daughter of a poor village, and her expulsion will not only eradicate her hopes of receiving the benefits of an institute diploma, but also, it seems, eradicate the whole village’s “hopes,” which had been pinned to her. She does, however, refuse to beg the headmistress to allow her to stay, telling Liuda, “(Marusia) Zapolskaia may be the daughter of an insignificant village teacher, but she has her self-respect and she has her pride…. I’ll survive without their diploma. I won’t starve to death.”
  This surge of pride, this sudden reidentification as a poor girl capable of supporting herself without an institute diploma, removes Marusia from the illusion that all of the girls belong to one undifferentiated class. Her pride in this, and her determination, momentarily align her, even, with the nobly proud poor girls that Charskaia describes in her gimnazistki stories, discussed below.


If there is a purposeful homogenization of class identity amongst the girls themselves, a motion towards creating a society in which interpersonal relationships or actions speak more loudly than title or wealth, class still does not completely disappear behind the walls of Charskaia’s fictional institute. On several occasions the heroines have the opportunity to interact with the staff employed in service positions – seamstresses, cooks, porters (doormen), etc. In these interactions, the girls show an awareness of the disparity between their position as pupils and the employees’ position, but this awareness leads them to treat the servant-employees with greater kindness rather than lesser. For example, in Zapiski institutki, the pupils engage one of the watchmen, Gavrilich, to go into the city and buy candy for them. When he speaks to the girl bringing him the money and a note for the shopkeeper, he says, “Slushaiu-s, baryshnia” employing both an honorific title and the suffix –s, used to indicate deference.
 It is clear that these two are not on the same level, even though the girl speaking to him might just as easily be the daughter of a poor teacher as the daughter of a prince. For the girls, class is leveled with the donning of the uniform. For Gavrilich, however, making a living serving the girls and their school, class does not disappear at the institute door. He agrees to run the girls’ errand for them, but implores them, “just don’t get caught by the class monitors, dear God!”
 

When the girls’ candy is discovered, even though one girl is facing expulsion, they refuse to name the person who actually procured the candy for them. As Liuda reflects:

It didn’t occur to anyone to name Gavrilich as the guilty party, thereby saving our friend. Everyone knew very well that the old man could lose his position on account of our foolishness, even though it wasn’t a very important position, and then his family would be out on the streets, forced to live in some sort of attic or basement.

If there is an elision of class distinctions between the girls themselves, class distinctions – here, primarily economic – between the girls and such employees of the institute are writ large, and even almost exaggerated, as if the erasure of class distinctions amongst the students had led to other class distinctions becoming more strongly, even histrionically, marked. When Nina Dzhavaka decides to accept the blame for the candy incident, she sustains herself through a harsh public scolding by “vividly imagining the hungry little children of Gavrilich, driven from his post, begging for bread, and the watchman himself, sick and overcome with grief.”
 Nina’s behavior is characterized as noble, self-martyring, and worthy of both admiration and emulation; Liuda, watching Nina endure their headmistress’ harsh words, thinks, “if she knew, if she only knew, how great, how miraculously good the sweet princess’ noble, light-filled soul is…if she only knew how much strength and good dwells in Nina’s sweet little child-heart.”
 

For the girls of Charskaia’s institute, the poor are very decidedly poor, though also largely noble, and their straits are imagined with an almost Dickensian flair for tragic detail. It is up to the girls, then, to act as caretakers for the servant class, to protect them from what seems to be their almost childlike, all-consuming fear (Gavrilich is himself “pale, and frightened to death”
). The narrative emphasis switches quickly from concern over Gavrilich’s plight to laudation of Nina’s heroics as she sacrifices her good name to protect the less fortunate from privation.  It is also interesting to note that, despite the horrors imagined for Gavrilich’s family, and the tone of utter seriousness with which this encounter unfolds, Nina’s own punishment does not last; she is soon restored to her position at the head of the class. The message to readers here advocates and lauds a protective, almost parental approach to those in more precarious economic positions, as well as awareness of external class distinctions that exist between the (forcibly homogenized) girls and the people that surround them.


In The Second Nina, this interaction between the institute-girls and institute-workers gains an added twist, as Nina bek-Izrael discovers that her rival, Lida Ramzai, has been having secret encounters with a servant girl, Annushka, and even has entered into an obozhanie relationship with her.  In response to Annushka’s fervent expressions of thanks and devotion, all of which are peppered with the use of honorific titles – “baryshna”, “Baroness Ramzai”-, Ramzai responds with a mixture of formal (vy) and informal (Annushka) address, saying,

Yes, I am devoted to you, if you want to call it that – I am devoted to you for your goodness, for your hard working nature. That’s because you’re so much better than all of these empty headed, spoiled little girls. Yes, I am devoted to you and will remain devoted to you, that is, I will love you, and I don’t have to answer to anyone for that…Oh, Annushka, sometimes I regret that I was born the Baroness Ramzai, and not a peasant girl.
 

Here, although Ramzai is taking the position of a patron, bringing Annushka books and teaching her to read, she is also stepping out of the supposedly unified ranks of the institute girls, both acknowledging her own class background and wishing for another. This, in part, is what makes her both hold herself separate from the other girls and also be seen as separate by them.


Nina, upon discovering Ramzai’s relationship with Annushka, believes that she now has ammunition with which to bring down her rival. Drawing the class together, she reveals, in unkind terms, that Ramzai has been visiting with, and even being affectionate with Annushka, ruining the class’ honor by “running after a little peasant housemaid.”
 Initially, the class agrees with her, reversing Charskaia’s earlier message of tolerance and love towards those perceived as belonging to lower or less fortunate classes. Ramzai, though, upon being confronted, defends herself by saying, 

Be quiet! All right, I get it…someone saw us and told. And now the class wants to call me out…I decided to become friends with Annushka because she is simple, bright, kind-hearted, direct, and extraordinary. Much more extraordinary than any of you…I give her books, and, in our conversations, she is working to improve herself…and I’m proud that I’m bringing her this improvement.

 Upon challenging the class to tell her if this is truly wrong, she receives only exclamations that she is right, and wonderful to do what she is doing. Although it seems at first as though going too far with devotion to a servant will result in being cast out from the community of girls, in the end the fact that Ramzai’s interactions with Annushka represent a mentor/student type of relationship elevates the relationship in the eyes of the girls, and in the narrative eye of the story.


Ramzai’s relationship with Annushka, though, is ultimately supplanted by her relationship with Nina. Tellingly, as Nina is sneaking out of the institute to meet her cousin Andro, it is Annushka who comes to stop her, dragging her back in to the building. As Nina, desperately angry at being dragged back into what she has come to think of as a prison, looks “with hate at Annushka’s pretty, though now terrified, face,” she assumes that Annushka could not have acted on her own, asking, “Who asked you to stop me?”
 As it turns out, of course, Ramzai had wakened Annushka and sent her after Nina, her friendship with the servant allowing her to send her on a mission that she herself could not attempt without endangering her own position in the institute. As with Gavrilich, kind treatment of someone ‘lower’ carries with it the reward of being able to step outside of the boundaries imposed upon the girls by the rules and systems of the institute; this connection is itself valued as a means of resistance, of being able to extend the body beyond its usual bounds. In Ramzai’s case, it allows for her to not only rescue Nina from a bad decision, but also to bring her back into the system of girls, as this rescue leads to a formation of an obozhanie bond between the two girls. 


It is important to note, though, that, with the newfound closeness between Ramzai and Nina, Ramzai’s close bond with Annushka becomes more of a stand-in, a temporary bond that she formed while waiting for her true partner to arrive. As Ramzai tells Nina, 

Forgive me, for the love of God…oh, how I acted! I was so capriciously mean, so strong-willed with everyone…they pushed me to that…they were all such stupid little things, so empty. And then you came. How strong you were, how proud and independent. I wanted to break your pride, but I couldn’t. I saw in you a kindred spirit…I fell in love with you from the first moment that I saw you…My fate is exactly like yours.
 

Ramzai names Nina as her equal, and as her soulmate. They are exact matches for each other in their passion and behavior. As they go on to declare their mutual love for one another, sealing it with Charskaia’s trademark “burning kisses,” Annushka, having served her purpose in their narrative, disappears from view. Kindness and attention to those less fortunate brings rewards, but also very much serves as a plot point in both Zapiski institutki and The Second Nina, a means for demonstrating the goodness of other characters. 


This type of affection and attention towards those in lesser social or economic positions does not, interestingly enough, automatically carry over from those employed as servants to those employed as teachers or class monitors. Although both of these groups are paid by the institute (and, ultimately, by the government) to provide services to the young women enrolled there, Charskaia’s fictional schoolgirls do not automatically open their hearts to those employed in positions of authority over them. Perhaps the greatest scorn is reserved for unsympathetic class monitors, particularly the French monitor Arno (aka “Pugach”), for whom the girls have little affection or respect. In expressing their resistance to figures who obstruct or retard the development and action of their own interpersonal society, as discussed earlier, the girls of Charskaia’s works also seem to show a lack of respect for those who work for a living and who try to restrict their actions. Servants are recruited as helpers, as secret aides in the formation of their interior society, but teachers and class monitors are not automatically granted the same sort of affection, protection or inclusion. 

Instead, these figures are taken into the girls’ care and affection only if their behavior proves them worthy, proves them to be almost honorary students, as Ira of “Ogonek” notes of their dormitory monitor. It appears a favorite class monitor (nicknamed “Kis-Kis”) is going to be dismissed on account of her laxity with the girls, the girls’ outpouring of love, as well as their pooling of their own economic resources in order to buy her a gift, convinces her to stay. It is only later, Liuda Vlassovskaia admits, that they realize her decision has caused her both emotional and financial losses:

It was only after about 3 or 4 years that we came to realize how much Fraulein Henning had sacrificed for us. She was truly not liked by the others because of her gentle, loving attitude to the pupils…her brother had gotten her a wonderful position as a tutor/governess in a rich, aristocratic house, where she would have received four times as much money as she did at the institute, and where she would have had much fewer duties.

The possible financial lives/interests of their superiors do not factor in to the girls’ thoughts about them or treatment of them; unlike the almost sanctified images of Gavrilich and Annushka, Kis-Kis, and her rival, Arno, are viewed only as figures placed over the girls. Those who treat the girls with kindness are rewarded with fair treatment, but those who seem to treat them harshly receive recriminations, mockery, and pins in their chairs. A similar situation is described in Kniazhna Dzhavaka, where the two nurses who work in the school hospital are similarly divided in the girls’ estimation:

There were two medical assistants who worked in the hospital: one of them, Vera Vasilevna, was the most wonderful and kind creature, while the other, Mirra Andreevna, was a fault-finder and a nasty thing. The girls all hated Mirra Andreevna to the same degree that they loved Vera Vasilevna.

Mirra Andreevna, naturally, ends up humiliated in front of Nina and Ira Trachtenberg when they mistake her nighttime appearance for a ghost, and grab the wig from her head. This goes along, too, with the frightful revenge that Krasnushka takes on the teacher Terpimov. Again, unlike the institute’s servants, who are almost all presented and treated as hard-working and noble, workers placed in positions over the girls must earn the girls’ – and the text’s – respect by treating the girls well.


In the end, I believe that the idealized leveling of classes within the girls of Charskaia’s institute fiction, also speak both to the notion of fluidity-in-girlhood and to the longing for the type of recursive girlhood discussed previously. While the girls remain in their indeterminate state, in their state of “becoming-women,” it is not necessary for them to be defined by their classes, by the social mantles that await them as women. The adolescent girls, in becoming equally privileged by the state due to their status as institutki, are free to ignore class distinctions amongst themselves as they choose. The reader does not have to follow the girls past the threshold of their graduation; indeed, Charskaia speeds through the ending of Liuda Vlassovskaia’s school days in two pages, and none of her classmates are heard from again. Liuda, although she leaves for the Caucasus to become a governess, escapes the class pressures that seem to be waiting for her by immediately becoming a foreigner in a strange land, and the heroine of an action-adventure story rather than a school story.


When the reader next encounters Liuda, though, as Nina bek-Izrael’s governess in The Second Nina, the change in her position feels like a disappointment, but it does seem that Liuda, having become a woman, and no longer capable of participating in the world of the institutki, can no longer escape the demarcations of her class. The adolescent girl, whose ultimate status has not yet been determined, has the luxury and the ability to ignore distinctions of class in favor of distinctions of behavior. This fluidity, though, is, notably, present only in Charskaia’s institute stories, and not in her gymnasium stories, and so there is, ultimately, a certain hurdle that must first be overcome in order to enter this system. For the girls in her gymnasium stories, behavior also trumps class, but here Charskaia attempts to paint poorer girls as urban saints, lauding the noble efforts of girls who smile through their poverty and sacrifice themselves to help their families.


Nadia Tairova, the heroine of Charskaia’s novel “A Fairy Tale,” stands as a transitional figure between the heroines of the institute tales and those of the gymnasium tales. Nadia, the daughter of a widower bank clerk, is initially enrolled at an institute, attending on a scholarship passed on by her aunt, who worked there for many years, and was in charge of all of the school’s linens.
 Nadia, as has already been shown, does not fit in at the institute, but her estrangement is not due in any way to her family’s socio-economic situation, but rather to her own dissatisfaction with just about every aspect of real life, with every moment in which her life does not reflect the life of a fairy tale or novel heroine. Although Nadia’s father objects to Nadia’s enrollment in the institute, and is even scornful of it (“an in-sti-tute girl, you dare say – oh, what a rare bird that is!”
), her aunt is convinced that Nadia’s enrollment in the institute will open doors for her, arguing that, “(i)f Nadia finishes the institute, she’ll get a diploma. And, with a diploma, the whole world is open to her.”
 Nadia Tairova, despite her general dissatisfaction with life, seems poised for a change in position.


But Nadia, unlike the girls in the institute stories discussed previously, cannot become assimilated into the general society of her fellow institutki. She remains conscious of what she thinks of as her lower-class origins, and, while she is never mocked or teased by the other girls, she projects her own class dissatisfaction onto them. A prime example of this projection arises, not surprisingly, in conjunction with food, as Nadia reflects on the treats that her aunt brings her on visiting day:

Aunt Tasha has once again brought in with her one of those horrible cone-shaped paper bags full of scraps of chocolate, of some sort of bourgeois caramels, and of cheap oranges, which made your mouth sore…it was impossible to hide the package from Natochka Rtishcheva, Lili Boyartseva, and Baroness Stahl, whose relatives brought them the most exquisite treats – expensive fruits, candies and cakes, and who, in the most secret parts of their souls were, of course, laughing at Nadia’s cheap, bourgeois treats. What a disgrace! What a foul thing, this poverty, these cheap gifts, all of this insignificance and this lower middle class existence!

Nadia is, clearly, dissatisfied with her family’s position, and she projects this dissatisfaction and disgust on to her fellow students, assuming that they all must be looking at her, her aunt, and her aunt’s gifts with barely concealed scorn. Outside of Nadia’s mind, however, there is no evidence of these thoughts or this sort of treatment. In fact, the students and staff – whom Nadia, unlike either of the Ninas, treats scornfully – are all quite fond of her aunt. Nadia does not integrate into the system of the institute, and is unable to leave her dissatisfaction with her family’s position behind. Because of this, and because of her subsequent escape into fantasy, she cannot fit in to the society of the school, and is expelled. Note here the contrast with Liuda Vlassovskaia, who did not feel any shame at her family’s origins, and so had no trouble integrating into the company of the other girls, and participating in the mixing of girls into one ‘classless’ whole.


Nadia’s story arc, though, is one of acceptance of her true position, and, as such, she is much more aligned with Charskaia’s gymnasia heroines than with her institute heroines. Despite her initial disgust at her family’s poverty once she is expelled from the institute, and despite her experiences as a ‘pet project’ of a wealthy woman, Nadia ultimately comes to accept her family and her family’s economic position. She begins her story as the ultimate dreamer, lost in her novels, but ends up the ultimate realist, embracing her life. This narrative of noble acceptance of economic hardship arises again and again in Charskaia’s stories that are set beyond the walls of the institute, with its artificial leveling of economic and social class amongst the girls themselves.


In Charskaia’s gymnasium stories, characters come from a wide range of socio-economic backgrounds, and, although some of them are well-off, many of them are as poor, if not poorer, than Nadia Tairova. For the girls of Charskaia’s gymnasia, class distinctions are more evident, in part, of course, because they were simply more present in the real-life gymnasia and progymnasia than they were in the institutes. A bit of background about the gymnasia will help to illuminate the reasons for the wider representation of socio-economic classes.  During the reform years of Alexander II’s rule, the Ministry of Education founded this expanded network of schools expressly to create what historian Christine Johanson characterizes as “a system of non-exclusive girls’ institutions.”
 In 1902, in an admittedly partisan review of their work from 1802 to 1902, the Ministry of Education itself empowered the gymnasia with a social history of aiding the underprivileged classes of girls, claiming that, “for the majority of students enrolled in women’s gymnasia, and belonging to the underprivileged classes of society, an education was the only capital capable of lifting them out of poverty.”
 By 1898, not long before the time Charskaia began writing her stories and novels, the percentage of gymnasia girls hailing from the gentry class made up only about 45% of the student population; in the less prestigious/rigorous progymnasia, this figure stood at 17%, with 16% of the student population originating from the peasantry, and the rest of the student body coming from varied ranges of the middle classes, most of them lumped into the catch-all category of “townspeople.’
 In girls’ gymnasia and progymnasia in late Imperial Russia, a peasant’s daughter could be seated next to a daughter of nobles, a village priest’s daughter next to a daughter of merchants; especially in the last years of Imperial Russia, financial and social classes were much more intermixed here than within the institutes.     


Charskaia’s gymnasia fiction reflects this class differential much more than her institute fiction does, and, in addressing the differences more directly, it also veers away from the ‘leveling’ approach evident within the institute stories. In her collection Gimnazistki, for example, the protagonist can be the daughter of a wealthy doctor, as is Natasha of “An Unpleasant Situation”, with her personal servant, alarm clock, and family car
, but can just as easily be the daughter of a poor village priest, as is Dasha of “The Priest’s Daughter,” with her hand-me down clothes in long outmoded fashions.
 Indeed, some of the girls in these stories are so destitute that the detailed descriptions of their poverty approach the fetishistic, evoking the schadenfreude pleasure a middle-class – or even lower-class – girl might feel in reading about another’s striations, the pleasure of reading of another’s poverty-induced sufferings. This is not a fantasy of living a richer, more privileged life, but rather a fantasy of the other extreme, a fantasy of poverty.


Although Charskaia’s creation of a poverty-fantasy may seem odd at first glance, it is important to remember that this projection of suffering is not new to children’s literature as a whole, and certainly was not new even in Charskaia’s time.  The girls in other gymnasia fiction even inscribe themselves directly into this tradition, naming themselves in their minds as “Cinderellas,”
 even if their stories do not act out the Cinderella story arc. The reader, too, is reminded of this through Charskaia’s descriptions of the poverty in which many of her gymnasia heroines live; for example, Manya, the heroine of “The Unloved One,” upon returning home, describes her dismal daily life in terms exaggerated enough not to be out of place in a fairy tale. Not only is her family’s apartment tiny, decrepit, and overcrowded, but her family also makes fun of her for being a gymnasium student in much the same way that Nadia Tairova’s family made fun of her for being an institutka. Her aunt scolds her for giving her hungry cousins some bread before she was supposed to by saying, “That’s great! Wonderful! She can’t even cut the bread the way she’s supposed to. She doesn’t want to dirty her hands with it, the gymnasium-lady! Feh! You’d like to go around in muslin and velvet…it disgusts me even to look at you.”
 This turns out to be a horribly unfair accusation, as Manya, unlike Nadia Tairova, does not think of herself as being at all special. The poverty of her family is brought home by other details, too – one of her young cousins has rickets, and, as Charskaia notes of the family dinner, “(t)hey ate for a long time, and with gusto, in the way that only simple working folk (narod) can.”


Many of the other gymnasium students face similar straitened circumstances in their home lives. Dasha, the titular character of “The Priest’s Daughter,” has these circumstances written directly on her body, on her ruined hands; as she tells the teacher administering her placement exam,  “the only regret I have (about my previous studies in the village) is that I’m not able to write nicely, the way I’m supposed to…My hands have become too rough. I had to reap, to work in the fields.”


[I need to add more discussion here of the portrayal of class in the gymnasia tales, using the gymnasium story "The Sphinx" as the centerpiece of the discussion; in this story, a gymnasium student who is thought to be very rich is admired and exoticized by her fellow students. This is considered a rare occurrence by the story's narrator, as "rich girls were generally not admired" within the gymnasium. The "sphinx," though, turns out not to be rich herself, but is, rather, the adopted ward of a rich family, taken in to keep their daughter company. Although she is surrounded by opulence, she refuses to live in a richly appointed bedroom, preferring instead to live in a small, closet-like room. She is determined, almost grim, as she studies, well aware that she will have to leave the rich surroundings and work for a living; she is ennobled in the story by her acceptance of her true situation. In Charskaia's gymnasia stories, a narrative of class acceptance replaces the institute tales' emphasis on (temporary) erasure of class amongst the girls. The gymnasia girls come primarily from poorer, working class backgrounds, and embrace these backgrounds, showing themselves to be hard, diligent workers; the truest, happiest girls are those who accept and make the best of their situations. In terms of economic class, the gymnasium girls are much less fluid than the institute girls, and show a more conservative social presentation. I would, however, still argue for a power granted to these girls because of their transitional status as adolescents; as they are not yet set in their permanent positions as women, they have the hope and the ability to escape privation through their own hard work. There are no Cinderella stories here, but there are stories of girls, like the heroines of "The Lesson" and "The Sphinx," who are shown as able to save themselves and their families through their own work.


I would also like to discuss the appearance of working women in the gymnasia stories, as they are populated by working women doctors, artists, actresses, etc. The lead character of "Ogonek" is shown considering options for her future career; as an adolescent girl, she "tries on" many future careers, and has the freedom to consider several different options, and to even choose for herself what she would like to do. She is "spared" having to actually settle into a real career, though, through her early death.]

Reading (into) Bosom Friends: Sexuality in Charskaia’s School Stories


As discussed earlier, the emerging sexuality of adolescent girls, as well as the emerging awareness that such sexuality even existed, contributed to the general anxiety that surrounded the dangerously fluctuating form of the girl in Late Imperial Russia.  As emblematized in the image of the teenage prostitute, her body laid open to judicial debates drawing lines of demarcation across her presumed innocence or corruption, the girl seems to stand at the center of newly rising questions about sexuality. Charskaia’s girls, whose ages range from presumed ignorance of the sexual act to presumed knowledge of the same, and who are given to overt physical expressions of love that might cause the 21st century reader to raise an eyebrow,
 provide their own textual-sexual bod(y)(ies) to be read.


The sexual experiences, orientations, and expressions of girls in Western school stories have already been subject to extensive analysis, and are still subject to a widely varying body of interpretation. Given the single-sex environment of the schools, and the frequent exchanges of friendship bonds and lively embraces to be found in school series such as the ones written by L.T. Meade,
 Angela Brazil, and Elinor Brent-Dyer, it is not surprising that a major debate has arisen around the possibility of performing a queer reading of these texts. Mary Cadogan and Patricia Craig, in their pioneering critical look at popular fiction for girls, argue that girls’ friendships in school stories cannot be read as analogues of lesbian relationships. Close friendships and crushes amongst girls remain unthreatening explorations of affection; “overt sexual interest (between boys and girls) was taboo”
, so Craig and Cadogan simply point out that, “(i)n terms of real life behavior, the girls were at an age when they had to fall in love with someone; to pick on members of their own sex may have been just a matter of expediency.”
 They refer to one of Angela Brazil’s novels in order to emphasize this point:

Girls were always falling madly in love with one another, and occasionally with older women; innumerable friendships ‘flamed to red heat’. The headmistress in (Brazil’s) A Patriotic Schoolgirl is forced to cough warningly from the audience when love-making during a charade threatens to become too passionate – but…Angela Brazil keeps this firmly on a sentimental plane; there is no suggestion of the physical.

Friendships, though passionate, do not, in Craig and Cadogan’s estimation, pass into a more overtly lesbian relationship; these are stories of desires turned inward to girls simply because it is not possible to present the (‘natural’) desires directed towards the opposite sex.


During the same time period that Cadogan and Craig were exploring this fiction for girls, critic Lillian Faderman
 was formulating her innovative approach to women’s relationships in modern society and literature, appropriating the 18th century term “romantic friendship” in order to discuss what she reads as “love relationships in every sense except perhaps the genital.”
 Examining both personal and fictional relationships between women from the 16th through the 20th century, Faderman claims that “the novels and diaries and correspondences of these periods consistently showed romantic friends opening their souls to each other and speaking a language that was in no way different from the language of heterosexual love.”
 Faderman admits surprise at society’s tolerance for these relationships, and ultimately concludes that they posed no immediate threat to the social order because, in addition to having no genital component, they did not threaten established gender roles, for “as long as (women) appeared feminine, their sexual behavior would be viewed as an activity in which women indulged when men were unavailable or as an apprenticeship or appetite-whetter to heterosexual sex.”
 The romantic friendship, on its surface, was sentimental, unthreatening, and even expected: 

(p)assionate romantic friendship between women was a widely recognized, tolerated social institution before (the 20th century). Women were, in fact, expected to seek out kindred spirits and form strong bonds…It was not unusual for a woman to seek in her romantic friendship the center of her life, quite apart from the demands of marriage and family if not in lieu of them.

Following this reasoning, which is in line with Cadogan and Craig’s assessment, nineteenth and early twentieth century schoolgirls navigating an often quite physical system of crushes are not participating in overtly lesbian relationships, and are, in fact, participating in a social institution that is quite normal for their time period.


Faderman, though, goes beyond this initial definition of the romantic friendship to postulate a more overtly lesbian reading of these friendships. In looking at female relationships in the period prior to and in the early years of the twentieth century, Faderman found that “many of the lesbian cases cited by early sexologists such as Havelock Ellis and Sigmund Freud…were of Victorian and post-Victorian women whose love relationships were nongenital.”
 Extrapolating from this, she concludes that a relationship is not necessarily precluded from being classified as lesbian by its lack of explicit genital expression/contact, further claiming that “women’s love relationships have seldom been limited to that one area of expression [sex], that love between women has been primarily a sexual phenomenon only in male fantasy literature.”
 In this definition, then, an intimate relationship between schoolgirls may be given a lesbian reading even if there is no genital contact; the expressions of love found in romantic friendships can represent a fully realized relationship.


Some scholars of girls’ literature after Cadogan and Craig have embraced this richer definition of the romantic friendship in their discussions of interactions and relationships between girls. Rosemary Auchmuty, for example, seems to be quite blatant in her rereading of Cadogan and Craig’s study when she titles her own study “You’re a Dyke, Angela!” She does, however, resist performing a completely revisionist reading, and, going against Faderman’s argument to a certain extent, protests what she sees as the death of the affectionate female friendship in the post-Freudian era, when “a new equation sank into the public mind: close friendships between women = lesbianism = sexual perversion.”
 This does not mean, though, that she does not feel that a certain amount of lesbian desire can be read into girls’ school stories; she resists reading all stories as either queer or not-queer, and offers readings of both types.  Ju Gosling, in her study of the Chalet School stories by Brent-Dyer, also follows Faderman’s philosophy, but she offers a more explicitly lesbian reading:

Of course, at the same time it was believed that women did not have sexual feelings at all, so, whether sexual or not, it is difficult to see how their relationships with other women could be ranked below those relationships which they had with men. Certainly the writers were girl- and women-centered, and since they deviated from the heterosexual norms for twentieth-century British women of marriage and motherhood, they can be regarded as being queer.

Other critics, though, maintain a non-queer reading of these friendships. Also writing on the Chalet School stories, Helen McClelland argues from historical context, and does impose a later, sexualized reading on the girls. She refutes the often-raised hypothesis that the authors themselves must have been queer
 by claiming that:

Today it has become almost impossible to believe in the existence of any adult woman so innocent – and ignorant – that all sexual or homosexual undercurrents flow past her unnoticed. Yet such women did exist. Moreover, it seems probable that they numbered among them many of those who wrote schoolgirl fiction in the pre-war days.

The debate over the queerness – and queering – of girls’ school stories in the West has not yet been resolved, but this debate does provide an important grounding for a reading of Charskaia’s schoolgirls and their sexuality.


Any discussion of schoolgirl sexuality in Charskaia’s institute and gymnasium tales must, I feel, be grounded in an understanding of the (re)presentation of age and adolescence within this works. As discussed at length above, the period following the turn of the twentieth century bore witness to a rising anxiety over the definition of the dividing line between childhood and adulthood. In Russia, as in many Western nations, much of this anxiety came to rest on the newly emerging concept of the adolescent, especially the adolescent girl; again, as discussed earlier, this issue was particularly focused upon questions and concerns over girls’ sexuality (and, indeed, on the previously inconceivable possibility of these girls possessing sexual knowledge or a sexualized nature). 

This idea of the existence of an intermediary state between childhood and womanhood appears again and again within Charskaia’s school stories; in creating her characters, she chose to illustrate this sense of flux and instability rather than ignore it. This is a function of both the time period and reader reaction.  As Charskaia’s readership represented a wide range of ages and experiences, many were doubtlessly undergoing their own anxieties over personal, physical changes, and also looking to find out where they – often newly armed with literacy and purchasing power – could fit in to society.
 Charskaia’s primary heroines represent an age range of approximately 11 to 17, with a large concentration of protagonists inhabiting the much debated judicial ‘border zone’ of ages 14-16, discussed earlier. For the girls of these school stories, just as for girls living in Russia at the time, finding the boundary between childhood and womanhood is just as confusing and difficult. As the 17 year old Liuda Vlassovskaia notes of her classmates in the graduating form, “We had become adults. But, to tell the truth, this was only on the outside. Our deeds, and even our thoughts themselves, remained those of children.”

This tension between outside appearance and interior state of being appears again and again in Charskaia’s stories, and at no point is physical appearance a reliable indicator of either actual, chronological age or internal maturity. The girls in “The Priest’s Daughter,” who range in age from eleven to fourteen, look at the newly arrived Dasha’s “enormously long arms and legs” and assume that she must be at least seventeen, even though she is only fourteen.
 (For a visual representation of Dasha’s physicality, please see Illustration I, which also shows her outmoded, hand-me-down clothes.) This displays the possible discrepancy between perceived physical age and actual or emotional age that many girls might experience, and also speaks to the uncertain position of the time period’s adolescent girl – there is an obvious societal unease that surrounds this uncertainty of age. If it is impossible to guess if a girl is 14 or 17, then it may be impossible to know if a girl is, legally speaking, innocent of the sexual act or knowledgeable of it. Charskaia’s girls display this discrepancy between outward appearance and inner maturity, and also between apparent age and actual age. The adolescent girl seems poised to escape easy definition.

Another of Charskaia’s gymnasium short stories,  “The Lesson,” displays two possible extremes of this discrepancy. The main heroine, sixteen year old Verochka, is looking for a tutoring job to help support herself and her grandmother, who are about to be evicted from their apartment. When she applies for a position, she is met with this startled response from the woman interviewing her:

“’Goodness gracious! But you can’t be a teacher!,” the woman cried out immediately, sounding almost frightened at the possibility.

“Yes, I am,” responded Verochka.

“Good heavens! But how old are you?!”

“Sixteen.”

“Saints preserve us! To look at you, I wouldn’t have even guessed you were thirteen.”

Verockha felt embarrassed. It was true – she was so tiny that, despite her sixteen years, she looked like a twelve year old child.”

By way of contrast, Verochka’s future charges (called “my little geese” by their mother), though older than she is, have a childlike appearance:

Despite the fact that the pair of girls seemed to be about seventeen, they both seemed to be awkward little adolescents (as opposed to women – SW) on account of their short dresses and their hair, which they wore in thick braids, the way a child would.

Here, age and appearance have little bearing over whether a girl appears in a position closer to womanhood (tutor) or a position closer to childhood (tutored student); the instability of the adolescent girl can allow her to look younger or older, to act more or less mature. There is not one set type of girl in Charskaia, but rather a range of girls all attempting to navigate the shifting border areas of age and appearance.


As seen in the case of Verochka and her charges, Charskaia’s girls often behave in a manner that seems to be incongruous with their ages. Many times, 15 or 16 year old girls are charged with behaving more like adults, and less like children; their headmistresses and class monitors remind them of their age or else upbraid them for a lapse in behavior. When introducing Nina bek-Izrael to her classmates, all of whom are 16 or 17, the headmistress tells the girls, “Nina is an orphan – a complete orphan, you understand?… Why am I telling you this? Because you are grown up young ladies (baryshni), and are fully capable of relating sympathetically to your new classmate.”
 Here, the girls are reminded of their age in accordance with an expected social value; they have been educated to be polite, socially adept young women, and, as such, should be capable of making a new student feel welcome. The girls, though, immediately prove through their actions that this is not the case, and it takes another forty pages and several months before Nina is fully welcomed. 


When they misbehave, the girls are similarly reminded of their age. In Liuda Vlassovskaia, when Krasnushka places the pins on her teacher’s chair, the headmistress, still ignorant of the crime’s perpetrator, addresses the girls by saying:

This is not just a prank – this is not just a child’s game! This is an evil, disgusting act that has no name, no forgiveness! I have to beg forgiveness from your teacher for this disgusting act perpetrated against him by- oh! – by what I assumed to be the most grown up young women in my care.

The girls’ ages, here, become an important consideration in judging their behavior: because they are supposed to be grown, their action – or, at any rate, the action of one girl that has been tacitly condoned by the group of girls as whole – is deemed particularly reprehensible. These are the same girls that, earlier, Liuda Vlassovskaia had thought of as only appearing to be grown-up on the outside. Even within the text, though, they are already being judged by outward appearance. 

Similar situations appear again and again in Charskaia’s school stories. At times, no teacher or authority figure calls the students out on their behavior, but the contrast between appearance and behavior is there, nonetheless, for the reader to observe. The gymnasium short story “The Cat,” for example, is set during a pedagogy lesson, which immediately gives it an even more adult atmosphere, as, within the gymnasia, pedagogical coursework was generally reserved for the optional eighth year. Here, amidst students described as “fully grown,”
 the antics of Katia Shmyreva, described as being “a tomboy despite her seventeen years,”
 seem particularly out of place. These are young women on the brink of entering the work force as teachers, and yet they are also playful girls who resort to faking the sounds of a distressed cat in order to avoid having to answer in class. Charskaia’s adolescent girls drift between the poles of girlhood and womanhood, unsettled, as mutable as Deleuze’s Alice; this fluidity both echoes the previously discussed fin-de-siecle concerns over the instability of the adolescent girl and provides an important background for the presentation and reading of sexuality within Charskaia’s works.

Charskaia’s school stories present their readers with a collection of characters (heroic or otherwise) who themselves seem uncertain of their status as girl or woman; they sense the disharmony between their appearance and their thoughts and behavior. This disharmony, as mentioned above, can extend in either direction: a character may look like a woman and act like a girl, or else look like a girl and act like a woman. Charskaia’s narrative on sexuality, though, ends up focusing much more on the state of being a girl than being a woman; in fact, I will argue that she is offering her characters – and, by extension, her readers – a chance at what I have called recursive girlhood. The characters, facing the ever nearing boundary between girlhood and womanhood, are allowed, within the text, to stop just on the threshold. They can remain forever becoming-women, rather than women, forever enjoying the fluidity of being unfixed as wives, the women Catherine II meant to be (fully formed, fully finished) examples to the country. Sexual and romantic feelings turn inward to the school, to others of the same gender, and allow the girls to remain girls in every sense of the word. This, ultimately, leads to an oddly conflicted message to Charskaia’s readership: girls, being as yet unsettled into adult roles and realities, have power, but only as long as they remain girls, and do not pass into the much more regulated space of womanhood.

The most obvious manifestation of girls’ affections for one another, and for those around them, appears in the girls’ very meticulously defined system of adoration, or obozhanie. Obozhanie forms one of the cornerstones of the girls’ interior, self-defined social systems, and, interestingly enough, its rules seem to be as rigidly defined, if not more so, than the exterior rules governing the school itself. To begin with, it is made very clear by Charskaia’s characters that every girl is expected to obozhat’ someone, and that not participating in this system means at least a partial exclusion from the girls’ social system. As she herself learns the rules of the system, Nina bek-Izrael explains to the readers:

Obozhanie was considered a requirement in the institute. For example, serious, proud Marina Volkhovskaia, not wanting to lower herself, and, at the same time, also not considering herself able to go against the institute’s principles
, adores Peter the Great. She has dozens of pictures of him and collects as many essays about him as she can.

Nina, though, is herself not yet considered integrated into the school because she does not yet adore anyone herself. Note, though, that to be involved in the system of obozhanie does not necessarily mean that one is involved in a relationship of mutual adoration. Ffor example, Milya Perskaia adores Nina from her first night in the institute, but until Nina herself declares her adoration for someone, she is not yet part of the institute world. In this work, the same feeling of exclusion, of non-participation, surrounds Lida Ramzai, who, with her adoration of the servant girl Annushka kept secret for most of the work, is presumed not to adore anyone at all.


As is clear from the examples cited above, obozhanie in Charskaia’s work is a type of emotional connection that can be forged regardless of gender. The recipients of the girls’ ardent devotion can be either male or female. In fact, the girls have a set system amongst themselves in regards to the adoration of teachers; each teacher is ‘assigned’ to be the ‘adored’ object of whichever girls most like them. These girls then do such things as make sure the teacher has chalk, bring him flowers, bring him programs during the school’s musical performances, etc. Who worships whom is decided amongst the girls themselves, and, if there are several girls who adore one teacher, they divide up their duties by the day.
 If a teacher was not liked by any of the girls, he still had to have at least one girl assigned to adore him, and, in this case, Charskaia’s schoolgirls decide who will adore this teacher through the use of a lottery.


The male teachers so adored in these works seem to take this worship lightly, as evident in this exchange:

The teachers, it seemed, knew about this schoolgirl fashion, and laughed heartily at it. Vasel, receiving an unsatisfactory response once from Belskaia, said in a comically sad tone, “Oh, my wonderful signorina! You only hear me in class when you decide to start cupping your ears with your hands, and yet you adore me! Oh, well, there’s nothing more to say.”

“I don’t adore you anymore,” exclaimed Belskaia,  “you’re confused again, Grigorii Grigorievich. How many times do I have to tell you? I don’t adore you anymore…now Khovanskaia does…I gave you over to her after you gave me a zero. 

Despite the teachers’ making fun of this system, this is nevertheless a world wherein the girls themselves are making all of their own decisions about whom to love, and how to love them. A 15 year old girl, otherwise politically, socially, and most likely economically powerless beyond the walls of the institute, may simply decide to throw aside a man she has adored, and the “fate” of adult men and the ‘partners’ that they will receive can both be decided in a lottery. In writing about the subversive nature of children’s literature, Alison Lurie has claimed that “(i)n some famous children’s books, the subversive message operates in the private rather than the public sphere. More or less openly, the author takes the side of the child against his or her parents…”
 Here, there is, indeed, a shift in power, and this shift gives the girls power over the adults in this situation. In a reversal of the late Imperial ‘real world,’ where young girls are perceived as being under the threat of male sexuality, and where women had much less power to decide on their relationships, and certainly could not decide to start them and break them off at will, Charskaia’s girls hold the deciding power over these relationships with older men. In their self-defined system, they are in charge.


This power, though, can only work while the girls remain girls, while they remain safely on the side of the boundary where they are not-women, even if they are no longer children. They can participate in the forms of womanhood, inhabiting the molecular space of becoming-woman, by having these connections with their male teachers, but any action that threatens to send these relationships tumbling into a more real, truly sexualized relationship, receives a cold response from the girls. During a ball held in “Ogonek,” the beauty nicknamed “The Princess” is asked to dance by the physics teacher, and the whole dance is awkward for her, even though the teacher “has a reputation for being the most interesting person in the school.”
 Worshipping a teacher from afar, and within the safe confines of the system the girls define for themselves, is a comforting, empowering sort of devotion. The girls make the rules. But, on the dance floor, in the arms of her teacher, the girl becomes more object than subject, and, no matter how interesting a person that teacher might be, Charskaia’s characters will ultimately describe dancing with a teacher as “sheer torture.”
 The power here, then, rests in the girls’ ability to define the relationships on their own terms within the walls of the schools themselves. As I shall show later, in adventures in external settings or in events that approach the ‘real world’ more, the system of obozhanie is strained.


Systematic adoration of teachers aside, obozhanie is, for the majority of Charskaia’s characters, a relationship that occurs primarily with other girls; it is largely an inward-focused system, both in terms of location and gender. It is also, in its own way, a subversive revision of one of the system’s official discourses. Within the official system of the school, the girls are required to walk in pairs, and the formation of these pairs is largely out of the girls’ power; in Liuda Vlassovskaia, for instance, Liuda and Nina are afraid that they will not be allowed to be an official “pair” because of the difference in their heights.
 Different rules apply, though, within the girls’ own world of relationships. The official designations of who should pair with who fall away, and, indeed, so do the notions of pairs, as, in addition to close partnerships, there are also complicated triangles and chains of girls involved in this system of devotion. 


Within this system, there are two main types of obozhanie: admiration/worship towards an older girl, who usually does not publicly reciprocate, and the intimate devotion to a girl of the same age group, who usually, but not always, reciprocates. Nina Dzhavaka participates in both systems, as she has a partnership-relationship with Liuda Vlassovskaia, and, to Liuda’s dismay, a worship-relationship with the much older Ira Trachtenberg. The rules for the worship-relationship are very clearly defined amongst the girls themselves; younger girls do not pair off with older girls, but rather perform small acts of devotion such as bringing them flowers, writing them poems, etc. Indeed, when Nina first points out Ira to a very jealous Liuda, the younger girls view Ira from a distance, hidden from the older girl’s view.
 

In Notes of a Gymnasium Girl, when an older girl helps the despairing young heroine, Lena
, she offers her a shoulder to cry on in the future, but asks her not to approach her directly, as “if those nasty little girls found out, that you were on friendly terms with me, they would torture you even more. You see, in the gymnasium, we have a rule that girls from the younger classes cannot be close friends with girls from the older classes.”
 This is not any sort of school rule, but a rule of the girls’ self-defined system; in flaunting these rules, Lena and her new friend Anna must form a sort of secret alliance, using codes to communicate where they will have their illicit encounters. As such, the text’s vocabulary for defining a younger girl’s relationship with an older one often borrows from the vocabulary of heterosexual romances; Lena and Anna, like many other girls, arrange their meetings as others might arrange a tryst. The use of this romantic lexicon emphasizes the importance of these interactions – they are as important, if not more so, than any of the rarely mentioned interactions with boys.


This does not, however, make them sexual in nature. I mean to emphasize here only that the type of language and imagery that boulevard fiction might have used to describe heterosexual relationships is reflected in the type of language and imagery that Charskaia uses to describe these homosocial relationships. The girl-girl relationships, as shall be discussed below, simply take precedence over any sort of girl-boy relationship.


The obozhanie relationships that occur between age-mates in Charskaia’s fiction are much less restrained in nature; if the relationships between girls and their teachers and/or older girls represent almost a formalized type of courtship, then the relationships between bosom friends (dushki – soulmates) are explosions of unrestrained physical and emotional interactions. The intense physicality of the girls’ relationships might strike a post-Freudian reader as being extremely sexual(ized) in nature. Although critics like Chukosvskii recoiled from the ‘tacky’ (poshlyi) overabundance of kissing and affection (Chukovskii invites his readers to “just count how many kisses there are in Liuda Vlassovskaia
), there was no general sense of danger surrounding this schoolgirl physicality as it was presented in these works. This does not mean, however, that there was no awareness of schoolgirl sexuality; as has already been discussed, the age at which girls could no longer be considered to be ignorant of sex was under debate, and most of the girls in the older classes were considered “knowledgeable.” In X’s memoir. Also, in belletristic literature (cf. Zinoveva-Annibal’s schoolgirls, Bunin’s Olia Meshcherskaia) as well as boulevard fiction (cf. Verbitskaia’s heroine Mania Eltsova, who is 15, and in school, at the start of The Keys to Happiness), young girls were portrayed as being sexually knowledgeable. 


In late Imperial Russia, schoolgirl obozhanie is largely dismissed as both non-threatening and as trivial. Chukovskii’s assessment of Charskaia’s works shows an impatience with the forms and customs of these relationships that verges on disgust, as he claims that “this whole system [of obozhanie as described in Charskaia] seems designed to turn talented, impressionable girls into empty-headed, affected creatures.”
 But, within a system dismissed as silly, as trivial, as so ‘girlish’ as to be non-threatening, there is a certain amount of power that often goes unnoticed, that escapes direct notice. In Bykova's memoirs, published in 1898, an interesting example of this type of double reading/presentation of obozhanie occurs. When Bykova first mentions that she "admired"/"obozhala" someone, the Orthodox priest who has provided the introduction for her memoirs and vouched for their didactic and inspirational value, adds a note to explain to non-institute readers that, “amongst institute girls, "obozhanie" is a tender, youthful feeling of respect for certain qualities which often arises out of the innate need of the youthful heart to strive towards attachment and towards love.”
 

This establishes obozhanie as an emotion intimately tied to the world of the institute girls, a system of their own with which, it is assumed, the average reader will have no acquaintance. More importantly, though, this definition of obozhanie casts it as a completely innocent type of relationship; the official, editing voice proclaims that there is nothing untoward or dangerous about obozhanie. As much as this official definiton allows the institute girls to have their relationships, it also seems to devalue them somewhat, to drain the passion from them. 


Bykova's own words, though, speak against this definition. Looking back on her adoration of a particular teacher, M. M. Timaev, she expresses shock at the intensity of her feelings, writing, "I adored (obozhala) him and even loved him…I can't even imagine now the degree to which I was out of my head back then…"
 In her journals from her actual schooldays, Bykova also employs similarly passionate language to expresses her impressions of  and feelings toward a Kalmyk classmate,
 and even says of the tsar, "What a handsome man! (Какой красавец!) ….and how sweetly he kissed his nieces! It was so lovely just to see it."
 Bykova’s words seem to vitiate her editor’s calming words about the “tender” system of obozhanie; this system overflows with passion and energy, and these passions, dismissed by the critical, observing eye as an nnocent misdirection of emotion, can be claimed and owned by the girls.


Charskaia’s schoolgirls are nothing if not passionate, though I would like to resist a post-Freudian reading that would impose homosexual desire over homosocial interconnectedness.
 There is romantic tension here; as critic Gill Frith, writing on Western girls’ school fiction says, “the ructures and rewards of romance are replaced by the ructures and rewards of friendship.”
 Friendship can be just as powerful and passionate as romance. Avery, discussing the works of L. T. Meade,
 notes:

Most of the pre-1930 books recorded the adoration of girls for mistresses, the petting of pretty, smaller girls, the hero-worshipping of prefects, the devotion between friends who swore deathless fidelity, went round arm and arm, wrote each other sentimental notes, suffered furious jealousy when an attachment was waning.

There is, certainly, an echo of romance in this description, and this level of attachment, passion, and devotion is also very much present in Charskaia’s works. 


[I feel that here I would like to add a more detailed analysis of the relationship between Nina Dzhavaka and Liuda Vlassovskaia, exploring their devotion for one another, as complicated by Nina’s worship-devotion towards Ira Trachtenberg. Liuda and Nina plan their future together, talking of traveling to each other’s homelands, thereby participating in romantic friendship fantasy Faderman describes when she writes that “ women generally had no hope of actually spending their lives together despite often reiterated fantasies that they might.”
 Nina and Liuda form a bond, though, that supercedes their other bonds, even those of family; I would like to explore their relationship further in order to prove that this type of obozhanie did, indeed, hold some value. The girls, locking into their own relationship, eschew outside and outward bonds in which they would have no control, and claim a relationship of equals, of mutual adoration. Again, though, this is only possible for as long as they are girls, and Nina, who dies on the brink of true adolescence,  is able to remain a permanent, perpetual obozhanie object for the rest of the Dzhavak cycle.]


Charskaia’s school stories privilege these girl-girl obozhanie relationships over any other type of relationship into which the girls might enter. Any possibility of a more conventional relationship, e.g., an adult, heterosexual interaction, disappears before it can be realized; indeed, several of Charskaia’s heroines are able to leave the traps and trappings of adult, (hetero)sexual(ized) relationships and return to the safety and power of the girls’ own obozhanie relationships. Growing up and passing into womanhood is not a requirement; in fact, girls who appear to have become women are even allowed to slip back into girlhood, to trade the demands of suitors and husbands-to-be for the passionate devotion of schoolmates. 


Nina bek-Izrael, of The Second Nina, appears at the beginning of her story literally teetering over the edge of a cliff, in danger of falling off of her horse and into a terrifying and dangerous abyss.
 As much as she manages to miraculously escape this fall, she is also able to escape what should be an inescapable fall into womanhood; her story, though, follows the reverse trajectory of Liuda Vlassovskaia’s, and, indeed, reverses the established temporal routine of moving from being part of an all girls, interior society to participating in society at large, moving in it as a woman. Nina, at the beginning of her story, is already waging a battle with womanhood; as Susan Larsen points out, Nina resists and dislikes wearing a corset, a clear symbol of both womanhood and the constraints/restraints imposed on womanhood.
 She is more comfortable in boys’ riding clothes
, which she is able to wear as a girl, but would not be able to wear as a woman, but is forced into the corset in order to attend a ball, where she is uncomfortable under the gaze of middle-aged associates of her guardian.  Here, Charskaia’s text is again privileging the form of the girl over the form of the woman, idealizing the girl for her ability to slip between marks of gender and age, to escape the definition so heavily symbolized by the restrictions of the corset. Nina, corseted, placed in the position of woman as opposed to girl, feels uncomfortable and act awkwardly; molar woman, to return to Deleuze’s nomenclature, 


This is not, though, a simple juxtaposition between undeveloped girlhood and developed womanhood; Nina bek-Izrael does not occupy the uncomplicated space of childhood, but has already progressed into a more complex space, into the space of becoming-woman. Within the first few chapters The Second Nina, Nina evinces a sexual(ized) attraction for the accused (and later vindicated) bandit, Kerim, and her descriptions of this attraction would not be out of place in boulevard literature. This, it seems, is not a safe form of obozhanie, not a romantic friendship, but a flat-out heterosexual romance of the type that rarely appears in Charskaia’s school stories. This emerging sexuality places Nina in a more precarious position than most of the other schoolgirls who populate Charskaia’s school stories. By the end of the novel, however, she makes a conscious decision to remain in the institute, even though she had been trying to escape to meet up with her (male) cousin. She is held back by Lida Ramzai’s declaration of love for her. As she herself feels that she loves Lida “just as she loved Kerim”,
 she willingly, ecstatically kisses Ramzai, and allows herself to be taken back into the institute, back into girlhood. 


[Again, I think it would serve the chapter better if I were to give a more in-depth analysis of Nina’s past history, as she was, at one point, promised in marriage by her grandmother. Although she resisted this marriage at first, she consents to it because her fiancé has the power to save the falsely arrested Kerim. This, clearly, is a narrative – and narrator- that is aware of sex, and even able to use it as a bargaining chip. When her fiancé hints that he will issue the order to save Kerim once their marriage is consummated, Nina actually jumps out of a moving carriage and into a river to escape him. Not long after she is rescued from the river, she is taken to the institute by Liuda. There is a very clear regressive path here, an escape from the knowledge and danger of adulthood, of marriage, and back into the more equal, more empowering system of girls’ relationships.]


Charskaia’s portrayal of obozhanie relationships between girls casts these relationships as both safe and empowering, capable of rescuing a girl from the perils of fixed womanhood or of preserving her memory in death. The largest threat looming over these romantic friendships is not the scorn of others outside of the system, but rather the possibility that the girls themselves might leave the system entirely. Girls whose personal passions and/or romantic foci extend beyond the walls of the institute or gymnasium, or to the temporal space beyond graduation, often meet with tragedy. The titular character of the gymnasium story “Lidianka,” for example, is on the verge of passing her final exam and finishing her schooling; her first appearance in the story occurs not within the school, though, but within her home, where she lives with her father. All of her mental and emotional energies are devoted to thoughts of her father, and she imagines the blissful life they will share once she has finally graduated; this external orientation, though, proves to be her downfall, as she spends too much time with her father and does not study sufficiently, and fails her exam. Attachments, when focused on the states of being related to girlhood, to becoming-woman, are capable of rescuing girls from the perceived miseries and dangers of womanhood, but, when they are focused outward – when girls are seeking to become wives – they bring only failure.


[I would like to discuss the idea of recursive girlhood more here. Nina bek-Izrael is obviously the most interesting case, but I would also like to discuss how early deaths (Nina Dzhavaka, "Ogonek") or narrative silence (Krasnushka, Nadia Tairova) lead to an impression of perpetual, eternal girlhood. Liuda Vlassovskaia is the only girl whom the narrative follows into adulthood, but her development into womanhood is offset by the introduction of a new girl who takes her place; narratively, she is displaced and replaced by Nina bek-Izrael. In general, though, the progression of Charskaia's narratives turns back at the edge of girlhood/womanhood; unlike Western school stories, which overwhelmingly follow their heroines out of school and into marriage, Charskaia's stories largely leave their heroines hovering at the very edge of womanhood, allowed the freedom never to become fully formed.]

Pleasure and Bliss: By Way of Conclusion

Roland Barthes posits two modes of textual enjoyment, one of pleasure, and one of bliss:

Text of pleasure: the text that contents, fills, grants euphoria; the text that comes from culture and does not break with it, is linked to a comfortable practice of reading. Text of bliss: the text that imposes a state of loss, the text that discomforts…Now the subject who keeps the two texts in his field and in his hands the reins of pleasure and bliss is an anachronic subject, for he simultaneously and contradictorily participates in the hedonism of all culture…and in the destruction of that culture: he enjoys the consistency of selfhood (that is his pleasure) and seeks its loss (that is his bliss).
 

Charskaia’s school stories, as routine and repetitious as they are, as deeply entrenched as they are in the cultural signs and system of late Imperial Russia, would seem to offer readers a text that is grounded entirely in the Barthesian pleasure of participating in the most official form of culture available to a young woman- donning a state uniform and becoming a sort of handmaiden to the Tsar, emerging from an incubation period behind institute or gymnasium walls as a perfected example of young womanhood, contained and packaged. I believe that this pleasure does, indeed, go a long way in explaining the appeal of Charskaia’s stories, especially their appeal to readers who themselves may never set foot in an institute. The stories grant them the pleasure of participating in a system to which they do not otherwise have access.


There is, though, also an element of bliss to Charskaia’s texts. I will not go so far as to argue that her stories provide any sort of complete breakdown of the system; are narratives of participation, and not of rebellion. Girls who are outcasts at first become assimilated, and others who express or even act on their desire to leave are ultimately brought back into the fold. In the few cases of out and out resistance to the systems of the institute, the rebellious characters are used to perform an action necessary to the plot that could not be performed by an ‘insider’ (e.g. Nora’s act of “telling” on Krasnushka in Liuda Vlassovskaia) or ultimately come to accept that their dissatisfaction at the institute comes from their own dissatisfaction with themselves (e.g. Nadia’s story arc in Volshebnaia skazka). On the other hand, though, there is a current that runs underneath this surface story of assimilation, of acceptance, that resonates more with bliss than with pleasure. As much as Charskaia’s novels and stories advocate and also enjoy their participation in the official system of the government schools, her characters are also involved in forming an unofficial system of their own.

 This chapter has explored this secondary – though influential – system, this system based on interpersonal rather than socio-political values, this system that occupies the hidden corners of the institutional structures, blossoming in the moments when the governing eye looks away, and a bit of bare flesh is seen between loosened corset strings. This secondary society, though also a formation of its own, complete with its complex system of rules, nevertheless runs counter to many of the values promoted by the primary system; as such, it approaches the text of bliss - it is, to borrow terminology from Deleuze and Guattari, in a state of becoming-bliss. No one in these texts refutes the pleasure gained from being part of this system; indeed, Charskaia’s characters often seem overjoyed to be able to define themselves as institutki, to be able to claim this as their social identity in a society in which class and economic identities were in an unsettling state of flux. If anything, there is a sort of dual identity that evolves, a surface participation in official systems laid over the truer, deeper participation in the private system of the girl.
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Distribution of class hours for girls enrolled in the Patrioticheskii Institute; includes tables from 1866 and 1905.
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Nina Dzhavakha and Liuda Vlassovskaia sharing stories in bed. Illustration by A. I. Sudarushkin.

Charskaia, L. A. Zapiski institutki. 1901. Moskva: "Respublika", 1993; 115.
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Dasha (r.) of Charskaia’s story “Popovna,” exploring the St. Petersburg with her new friend, Niura. Illustration by M. A. Andreev.

Charskaia, L. A. "Popovna." Gimnazistki : rasskazy. St. Petersburg: Izd. V.I. Gubinskago, 1911. 3-23; plate illustrating p. 13.
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� For a visual reference of the normal set-up of a classroom in a girls’ institute at this time period, please see Illustration  A. This is a photograph of a classroom in the Smolnyi Institute, published in a 1915 governmnet sponsored history of the girls’ institute system. Note the position of the klassnaia damy, or class monitors, at a table by the side of the teacher’s podium.


� See page 14 in this chapter for some more discussion of age at the onset of menarche at this time.


� Because I hope that this discussion will prove of interest and perhaps even use to anyone with an interest in girls’ fiction, I have decided to translate all of my Russian source quotes into English. Except where noted, all translations were done by me. -SFW


� This is a pun based on Pud’s name, as a pud (pood) was also a unit of weight, equivalent to 40 Russian pounds. It doesn’t help, of course, that Pud is also overweight.


� The grading scale for conduct, as well as for examinations, ran from zero to twelve points. As will be discussed later, girls graduating with an overall mark of 11 in conduct may have trouble finding positions as tutors or governesses, so a mark of 6 in conduct is fairly dire.


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Charskaia</Author><Year>2002</Year><RecNum>77</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>77</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Charskaia, L. A.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2002</YEAR><TITLE>Vtoraia Nina</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Moskva</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Zakharov</PUBLISHER><ORIGINAL_PUB>1909</ORIGINAL_PUB></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�L. A. Charskaia, "Vtoraia Nina," (Moskva: Zakharov, 2002).�


� see � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Chukovskii</Author><Year>1969</Year><RecNum>30</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>30</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Chukovskii, Kornei</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1969</YEAR><TITLE>Lidiia Charskaia</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Sobranie sochinenii</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>6</VOLUME><PAGES>150-162</PAGES><ORIGINAL_PUB>1912</ORIGINAL_PUB></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Kornei Chukovskii, "Lidiia Charskaia," Sobranie Sochinenii, vol. 6 (1969).�


� This series also contains two more thematically connected books, 1911’s Vechera kniazhny Dzhavakhi  and 1912’s Dzhavakhovskoe gnezdo. As the plot of this novel, though, does not take the reader out of the “blue, exotic” Caucasian skies and into the institute, or even a school of any sort, I will not consider it here. If you would like to catch up with the Dzhavakh clan, though, please look for them in the chapter on Charskaia’s adventure stories.


� For a history of the gymnasium system, please see pages xx below.


� Catherine I, as quoted in � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Ministerstvo narodnago prosvieshcheniia.</Author><Year>1902</Year><RecNum>1</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>1</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Ministerstvo narodnago prosvieshcheniia.,</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Rozhdestvenskii, S. V.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1902</YEAR><TITLE>Istoricheskii obzor deiatelnosti ministerstva 1802-1902</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>St. Petersburg,</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PAGES>785</PAGES><CALL_NUMBER>Um/main book standard la831.7 .a55&#xD;La831.7</CALL_NUMBER><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>Education Russia History.</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Ministerstvo narodnago prosvieshcheniia. and S. V. Rozhdestvenskii, Istoricheskii Obzor Deiatelnosti Ministerstva 1802-1902 (St. Petersburg,: 1902).�


� A third area of tension, that of national identity, will be discussed in the following chapter, which focuses on Charskaia’s adventure and historical/biographical stories. As many of these stories deal with issues of national identity as central plot points, I have decided to move all discussion of national identity to that chapter.


� For a discussion of the subversion written into texts by both of these authors, please see � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Lurie</Author><Year>1990</Year><RecNum>7</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>7</REFNUM><ISBN>0316537225</ISBN><CALL_NUMBER>Pr990 .l8 1990&#xD;Um/main book standard pr990 .l8 1990&#xD;Pr990</CALL_NUMBER><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Lurie, Alison</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><TITLE>Don&apos;t tell the grown-ups : subversive children&apos;s literature</TITLE><EDITION>1st</EDITION><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Boston</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Little Brown</PUBLISHER><YEAR>1990</YEAR><PAGES>xv, 229</PAGES><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>Children&apos;s literature, English History and criticism.</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Children Books and reading.</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Alison Lurie, Don't Tell the Grown-Ups : Subversive Children's Literature, 1st ed. (Boston: Little Brown, 1990).�


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Auchmuty</Author><Year>1994</Year><RecNum>43</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>43</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Auchmuty, Rosemary</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1994</YEAR><TITLE>You&apos;re a Dyke, Angela! Elsie J. Oxenham and the rise and fall of the schoolgirl story.</TITLE><SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Lesbian History Group.</SECONDARY_AUTHOR></SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_TITLE>Not a passing phase : reclaiming lesbians in history 1840-1985</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>London</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Women&apos;s Press</PUBLISHER><PAGES>119-140</PAGES></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Rosemary Auchmuty, "You're a Dyke, Angela! Elsie J. Oxenham and the Rise and Fall of the Schoolgirl Story.," Not a Passing Phase : Reclaiming Lesbians in History 1840-1985, ed. Lesbian History Group. (London: Women's Press, 1994).�


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Nikonenko</Author><Year>1994</Year><RecNum>52</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>52</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Nikonenko, St.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1994</YEAR><TITLE>Volshebnaia skazka Lidii Charskoi</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Volshebnaia skazka : povesti</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Moskva</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Pressa</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Nikonenko, "Volshebnaia Skazka Lidii Charskoi," Volshebnaia Skazka : Povesti (Moskva: Pressa, 1994).�


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Chukovskii</Author><Year>1969</Year><RecNum>30</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>30</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Chukovskii, Kornei</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1969</YEAR><TITLE>Lidiia Charskaia</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Sobranie sochinenii</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>6</VOLUME><PAGES>150-162</PAGES><ORIGINAL_PUB>1912</ORIGINAL_PUB></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Chukovskii, "Lidiia Charskaia."� 151. 


� see � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Kovalenko</Author><Year>1993</Year><RecNum>67</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>67</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Kovalenko, S. A.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1993</YEAR><TITLE>Fenomen Lidii Charskoi</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Zapiski institutki</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Moscow</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Respublika</PUBLISHER><PAGES>372-379</PAGES></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�S. A. Kovalenko, "Fenomen Lidii Charskoi," Zapiski Institutki (Moscow: Respublika, 1993).�


� For more on readership, production, and publishing, please see the discussion in the introduction.


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Auchmuty</Author><Year>1994</Year><RecNum>43</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>43</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Auchmuty, Rosemary</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1994</YEAR><TITLE>You&apos;re a Dyke, Angela! Elsie J. Oxenham and the rise and fall of the schoolgirl story.</TITLE><SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Lesbian History Group.</SECONDARY_AUTHOR></SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_TITLE>Not a passing phase : reclaiming lesbians in history 1840-1985</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>London</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Women&apos;s Press</PUBLISHER><PAGES>119-140</PAGES></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Auchmuty, "You're a Dyke, Angela! Elsie J. Oxenham and the Rise and Fall of the Schoolgirl Story.."� 123-24.


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Hall</Author><Year>1904</Year><RecNum>35</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>35</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Hall, G. Stanley</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><TITLE>Adolescence; its psychology and its relations to physiology, anthropology, sociology, sex, crime, religion and education</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>New York,</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>D. Appleton and company</PUBLISHER><YEAR>1904</YEAR><PAGES>2 v.</PAGES><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>Adolescence</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�G. Stanley Hall, Adolescence; Its Psychology and Its Relations to Physiology, Anthropology, Sociology, Sex, Crime, Religion and Education (New York,: D. Appleton and company, 1904).�


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Mitchell</Author><Year>1995</Year><RecNum>2</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>2</REFNUM><ISBN>0231102461 (alk. paper)&#xD;023110247X (pbk. alk. paper)</ISBN><CALL_NUMBER>Pr468.g5 m58 1995&#xD;Pr468.g5</CALL_NUMBER><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Mitchell, Sally</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><TITLE>The new girl : girls&apos; culture in England, 1880-1915</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>New York</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Columbia University Press</PUBLISHER><YEAR>1995</YEAR><PAGES>ix, 258</PAGES><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>English literature 19th century History and criticism.</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Girls in literature.</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>English literature 20th century History and criticism.</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Young adult literature, English History and criticism.</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Children&apos;s literature, English History and criticism.</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Girls England Books and reading History.</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Girls England Conduct of life History.</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Women and literature England History.</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Young women in literature.</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Sex role in literature.</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Sally Mitchell, The New Girl : Girls' Culture in England, 1880-1915 (New York: Columbia University Press, 1995).�


� The “Alice” books appeared in 1864 and 1865, while Eliza Lynn Linton’s highly critical essay on young women’s behavior, “The Girl of the Period,” appeared in 1868.


� The trope of the “girl between worlds” extends, famously, far beyond Alice, of course. Outside of an inherited history of folklore heroines capable of moving between worlds (see, for example, the heroines of “The Twelve Dancing Princesses”), her two closest descendents, Dorothy of Baum’s Oz series and Wendy of Barrie’s Peter Pan  helped lead to many further twentieth and twenty-first century “girls between worlds.” In recent years, Lyra Belacqua of Pullman’s His Dark Materials series, and the intergalactic Alisa, titular heroine of Kir Bulychev’s series of late and post-Soviet era science fiction works are some popular examples.  


� Carroll, Lewis. 


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Deleuze</Author><Year>1990</Year><RecNum>76</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>76</REFNUM><ISBN>0231059833&#xD;0231059825 (alk. paper)</ISBN><CALL_NUMBER>B840 .d3813 1990&#xD;B840</CALL_NUMBER><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Deleuze, Gilles</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><TITLE>The logic of sense</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>New York</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Columbia University Press</PUBLISHER><YEAR>1990</YEAR><PAGES>xiv, 393</PAGES><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>Carroll, Lewis, 1832-1898.</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Semantics (Philosophy)</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Gilles Deleuze, The Logic of Sense (New York: Columbia University Press, 1990).� 3


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Driscoll</Author><Year>2002</Year><RecNum>12</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>12</REFNUM><ISBN>0231119127 (cloth)&#xD;0231119135 (pbk.)</ISBN><CALL_NUMBER>Hq798 .d75 2002&#xD;Hq798</CALL_NUMBER><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Driscoll, Catherine</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><TITLE>Girls : feminine adolescence in popular culture &amp; cultural theory</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>New York</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Columbia University Press</PUBLISHER><YEAR>2002</YEAR><PAGES>viii, 377</PAGES><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>Teenage girls.</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Teenage girls Public opinion.</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Girls in popular culture.</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Girls in literature.</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Catherine Driscoll, Girls : Feminine Adolescence in Popular Culture & Cultural Theory (New York: Columbia University Press, 2002).� 198


� Deleuze and Guattari claim that the major narrative thrust of Melville’s Moby Dick involves Ahab’s becoming-whale, approaching, though not reaching, the identity of that which he is hunting. See � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Deleuze</Author><Year>1987</Year><RecNum>26</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>26</REFNUM><ISBN>0816614016&#xD;0816614024 (pbk.)</ISBN><CALL_NUMBER>B77 .d413 1987&#xD;Sc/neil stack book circ b77 .d413 1987&#xD;Ac/main book circulating b77 .d413 1987</CALL_NUMBER><TITLE>A thousand plateaus : capitalism and schizophrenia</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Minneapolis</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>University of Minnesota Press</PUBLISHER><YEAR>1987</YEAR><PAGES>xix, 610</PAGES><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>Philosophy.</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Psychoanalysis.</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Radicalism.</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Deleuze, Gilles</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Guattari, F&#xE9;lix</AUTHOR></AUTHORS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, A Thousand Plateaus : Capitalism and Schizophrenia (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1987).� 243-46.


� This molecular process is contrasted with a molar state of being, which reflects physics’ definition of molar as a view of a body of matter as whole, not as a collection of molecules capable of shifting back and forth between possible identities/forms.  For Deleuze, the ultimate in molar identity/form is the man: “There is no becoming-man because man is the molar entity par excellance, whereas becomings are molecular.” � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Deleuze</Author><Year>1987</Year><RecNum>26</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>26</REFNUM><ISBN>0816614016&#xD;0816614024 (pbk.)</ISBN><CALL_NUMBER>B77 .d413 1987&#xD;Sc/neil stack book circ b77 .d413 1987&#xD;Ac/main book circulating b77 .d413 1987</CALL_NUMBER><TITLE>A thousand plateaus : capitalism and schizophrenia</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Minneapolis</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>University of Minnesota Press</PUBLISHER><YEAR>1987</YEAR><PAGES>xix, 610</PAGES><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>Philosophy.</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Psychoanalysis.</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Radicalism.</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Deleuze, Gilles</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Guattari, F&#xE9;lix</AUTHOR></AUTHORS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Deleuze and Guattari, A Thousand Plateaus : Capitalism and Schizophrenia.� 292.


� Should I add more here about the history of adolescence?


� see Driscoll 35-41 for a good overview of this type of ‘regulation through social hygiene’ in the West.


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Engelstein</Author><Year>1992</Year><RecNum>15</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>15</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Engelstein, Laura</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>American Council of Learned Societies.,</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1992</YEAR><TITLE>The keys to happiness: sex and the search for modernity in fin-de-si&#xE8;cle Russia</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Ithaca</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Cornell University Press</PUBLISHER><PAGES>xiii, 461</PAGES><ISBN>0801426642 (cloth)&#xD;0801499585 (paper)</ISBN><CALL_NUMBER>No export: all&#xD;Hq18.s65&#xD;See URL for access</CALL_NUMBER><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>Sex customs Russia History 19th century.</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Russia Social conditions 1801-1917.</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Russia Moral conditions.</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Laura Engelstein and American Council of Learned Societies., The Keys to Happiness: Sex and the Search for Modernity in Fin-De-Siècle Russia (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1992).�


� Stonely 2. 


� Engelstein 76.


� Engelstein 78-84.


� Engelstein pp.


� Engelstein 275.


� Engelstein 275. For a detailed discussion of public debate over teenage prostitution in Late Imperial Russia, please see Engelstein, 274-284.


� Glickman, Rose L. “Women Workers.” Major Problems in the History of  Imperial Russia. 515.


� Dementova. in Russian Women. 200-201.


� Stoneley 2.


� Vol’f catalog, 2/1900, 120.


� Vol’f catalog 2/1900, 106.


� The market(ing) of girls’ fiction will be treated more fully in the forthcoming chapter on self-representation and readership.


� Russkaia Periodicheskaia Pechat’ 578.


� Russkaia Periodich. Pechat. 578.


� Of course, this doesn’t mean that the readership stayed neatly within these lines, but it is useful to see how the publishing company identified and marketed to its audiences. As far as what stories ended up where, tingly, as a general rule of thumb Charskaia’s pure adventure stories, which can be quite bloody, primarily end up in the ‘younger’ version, while her more socially-oriented school stories headline  the ‘older’ version. See Zadushevnoe slovo, 1915. 


� Izvestiia Vol’f , october 1899, unnumbered advertising pages.


� advertisement in 1916 Zadushevoe slovo.


� Rusakov continues his work as publicist for Vol’f, and in 1913 pens an article for the company, ‘Why Girls Love Charskaia.”


� Rusakov, “Istochniki slovaria russkikh detskikh pisatelei” 91.


� For my discussion on the presentation of age in Charskaia’s school stories, please see the section on sexuality, below.


� Mitchell 75.


� In America, the rise in school fiction comes primarily in the 1910’s and 1920’s, with the college girl story, which reflected a growing number of girls attending or interested in attending college. As such, the same question might be posed in American fiction: did the ‘college girl’ novel create the image of the college girl in society?


� All of these issues are discussed elsewhere in the dissertation. Add notes to locations.


� For an extensive reference on the history of the Society and the early years of the institute system, please see Likacheva. 


� Catherine II, as quoted in Istoricheskii Obzor 11.


� The Smolnyi Institute educated girls of noble birth, whereas the  Novodevichii Institute was intended for less high-born girls. As such, they had different curricula, but the same aim of providing model citizens to bring enlightenment to Russia – whether in the drawing room or the kitchen.  For an expanded discussion of the differences between these institutions, please see the discussion below on issues of class within the institute.


� Kozlova 50.


� McReynolds and Popkin 57.


� Catherine II, letter to Voltaire,  January 30th/February 10, 1772, as appears in Voltaire and Catherine the Great 129.


� Patrioticheskii 30.


� Likhacheva 31.


� I’d like to fill in a brief history of the changes in the length of education time here.


� Kovalevskaia 612-613.


� Kovalevskaia writes almost deliriously of seeing Lizst, who was personally invited by Aleksandra Fedorovna to play specifically for the institutki. see 620-621.


� Bykova 36.


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Kovalevskaia</Author><Year>1898</Year><RecNum>73</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>73</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Kovalevskaia, N.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1898</YEAR><TITLE>Vospominaniia staroi institutki</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Russkaia starina</SECONDARY_TITLE><NUMBER>9</NUMBER><PAGES>611-628</PAGES></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�N. Kovalevskaia, "Vospominaniia staroi institutki," Russkaia starina.9 (1898).� 624


� Kovalevskaia 617-18.


� Foucault, Discipline and Punish, ##.


� Kuskova, E. K., as translated by Rebecca Epstein Matveyev, and cited in Russian Women, 185-86.


� What I am going to be discussing here is the formation of the official state discourse on girls, as educated within the walls of the institutes and the gymnasia, and, as such, I will be referencing state-sponsored or approved materials/discourse on the educational system and on the girls themselves. As mentioned in the previous chapter, though, there is also a discourse that runs parallel to the official discourse in the form of a Foucauldian discursive formation , i.e., the collective image of the institute girl as it evolves in Russia over the course of the 150 odd years that the institute system existed. This discursive formation is evident in non-state sponsored memoir literature, such as 


� Belousov, “Institutki v russkoi literature.”


� Belousov, “Institutki v russkoi literature” 78-86.


� Belousov, Institutki v russkoi literature.” 


� Such is the case of Kovalevskaia and Lazareva.


� Demidova 290.


� There were two Maria Fedorovnas (spouse of Pavel I, 1759-1828 and dowager empress, mother of Alexander II, 1847-1928) who figured prominently in the history of the Society. I will fill in biographical information about them both here.


� Although the Pavlovskii and Mariinskii institutes both started out under different names, and even slightly different goals, as they were first envisioned as schools primarily for war orphans and daughters of state servants, respectively, their anniversaries were celebrated from the day of their foundation, not renaming/reconceptualization.  See Likhacheva for more details.   


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Shumigorskii</Author><Year>1898</Year><RecNum>78</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>78</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Shumigorskii, E. S.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1898</YEAR><TITLE>Pavlovskii institut (1798-1898). Kratkii istoricheskii ocherk</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>St. Petersburg</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>T-va &quot;Obshchestvennaia polza&quot;</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�E. S. Shumigorskii, Pavlovskii Institut (1798-1898). Kratkii Istoricheskii Ocherk (St. Petersburg: T-va "Obshchestvennaia polza", 1898).�


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Bardovskii</Author><Year>1913</Year><RecNum>75</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>75</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Bardovskii, A. F.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1913</YEAR><TITLE>Patrioticheskii institut; istoricheskii ocherk za 100 let.</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>St. Petersburg</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>t-va E. Veierman i Ko.</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�A. F. Bardovskii, Patrioticheskii Institut; Istoricheskii Ocherk Za 100 Let. (St. Petersburg: t-va E. Veierman i Ko., 1913).� 


� Uncredited student, as quoted in Cherepnin, 631. 


� To which he responded, by telegram: “Peredaite Imperatorskomu Vospitatelnomu Obshchestvu blagorodnykh devits moiu blagodarnost za vyrazhennyia Mne chuvstva vernopoddannicheskoi predannosti.” As quoted in Cherepnin, 630.


� Members of the royal family attended this celebration, which was held especially for them, as they would be in the Crimea during the time of the graduation celebrations in May. 


� Uncredited student, as quoted in Cherepnin, 610


� Uncredited student from the fourth class, as quoted in Cherepnin, 616.


� Kozlova 49.


� There is an interesting parallel here with 19th century slave narratives in the United States. Add remarks about the use of a ‘legitimizing’ frame.


� To a certain extent, this image still persists. Add more here about contemporary images of institutki – use of ‘institutka’ as slang word, use of trope of institutka in pornographic films, coopting of the schoolgirl image and reworking of sexuality by girl group t.A.t.U., etc.


� Charskaia, Zapiski institutki 10.


� Please see previous chapter for an overview of the demographics of Charskaia’s readership.


� Charskaia, Vtoraia Nina 119.


� Charskaia, Vtoraia Nina 120.


� Foucault, Discipline and Punish, ##.


� Add references to descriptions in memoir literature.


� A late 20th century critic even praises Charskaia for her portrayal of this lost world, claiming that, thanks to her, now we have a glimpse into the closed world of institute life. Of course, this glimpse is also available from memoir literature, but I accept his point that Charskaia’s stories are more readily accessible to readers of all ages. see Nikonenko.


� Charskaia, Vtoraia Nina 143.


� (Altough institutes existed in other cities, Charskaia always sets her stories in the capitol, and even does so when dealing with the much more widespread gymnazia. Clearly this choice is motivated in part by the types of adventures she wants to give her readers; provincial girls like to imagine the big city, and the burgeoing readership within Petersburg itself would be pleased to be able to recognize city landmarks. Of course, the choice of setting also feeds into tropes of what was considered ‘exciting’: Petersburg and the Caucasus are the late Imperial archetypes for ‘city’ and ‘frontier’ as much as New York and ‘the West’ were for American authors at the time.)


� Patrioticheskii 109 and 140.


� Charskaia,  Zapiski institutki 19.


� Charskaia,  Zapiski institutki 19.


� To borrow a term from L. M. Montgomery’s heroine, who was going through her own journey of romantic resistance and ultimate acceptance into society at around the same time that Charskaia’s heroines were finding their own paths between all out resistance and full capitulation to regulation.


� Charskaia, Vtoraia Nina 120.


� Charskaia, Liuda Vlassovskaia 42.


� This is, in and of itself, a trope of the institute story, and another interesting intersection between institutionally defined space and personally defined space.


� Charskaia, Liuda Vlassovskaia 43.


� Charskaia,  Zapiski institutki 21.


� Charskaia,  Zapiski institutki  31.


� Charskaia, Vtoraia Nina 131-32.


� Charskaia, “Ogonek” 130-132.


� Charskaia, “Ogonek” 150.


� Barthes. Please see the chapter’s concluding remarks for a further discussion of the Barthesian text of pleasure vs. text of bliss.


� Charskaia, “Nepriatnoe polozhenie” 28-29.


� For further discussion of the economy of food exchange within the institute stories, please see the section on food in my discussion of class representation, below.


� Driscoll notes the rise of hygiene manuals as instruments of regulation over the bodies of teenage girls; please see Driscoll 


� It is interesting to note that there is, in this scene, no mention of the ultimate physical control – the  corset, though, undoubtedly, the 17 year old Krasnushka would be wearing one. As so and so notes, girls began to be corseted at such and such an age. As with much girls’ literature across nations at this time, there is no mention of the emergence and control of the physical realities of adolescence, most notably menstruation and the development of secondary sexual characteristics. This does change slightly over time for Charskaia – by 1913, when she wrote “Vtoraia Nina,” Nina Bek-Izrael complains to herself about “the corset” (p. 28) and wishes she “didn’t have to wear it” (p. 29).


� Charskaia,  Zapiski institutki 22-23.


� Charskaia, Liuda Vlassovskaia 10.


� Charskaia, Kniazhna Dzhavaka 143.


� This is not, of course, unique to Russian schools at this time period. I’d like to add some references here to Western school literature/systems.


� Charskaia, Zapiski institutki 78.


� Charskaia,  Zapiski institutki 34.


� Charskaia, Vtoraia Nina 118.


� Charskaia, Vtoraia Nina 118.


� LV 27.


� LV 27.


� Charskaia, “Ogonek” 162.


� Charskaia, “Ogonek” 165-67.


� I would also like to add, at some point, a discussion of the system of nicknames within Charskaia’s school stories.


� It’s also important to note here that Ira is ultimately unsuccessful in the book as a whole because she dies of TB. Although her words to the inspector allow for her mother to actually be present at her death bed (following a, frankly,  rather amusingly melodramatic race against time to reach her before she dies), Ira also is very insistent about the idea that she has lived too fiercely (quote p. 227). Ira fails to balance personal expression with conformity to outside rules, and, like Nina Dzhavaka, proves to somehow simply be too much to be allowed to live in this world. Her excesses remain uncontained.  


� Charskaia, Zapiski malenkoi gimnazistki 36.


� Charskaia, “Popovna” 6.


� Charskaia, Kniazhna Dzhavaka 129. For more discussion of how this treatment of Nina’s name relates to the treatment of national identity, please see pp.  Another instance of this sort of judgment of a foreign language arises in “Ogonek”, where the Finnish heroine Irma, nicknamed, naturally, “Finka”, has an early morning conversation with a Finnish milkmaid. Her difficulties with Russian are here cast as endearing.  Charskaia, “Ogonek” 177.


� For a more detailed description of the friendship/obozhanie system, please see the upcoming discussion of sexuality in Charskaia’s school stories.


� One only need to look at Charskaia’s sales to confirm this (see previous chapter for detailed information on sales.) Even if the girl was not buying the books or magazines herself, her desires influenced the purchasing decisions of her parents, friends, etc. – even her public librarian. Publishing companies knew that they had a success in Charskaia, and that they could market her directly to young, female readers. See, for example, the advertisement for the magazine Zadushevnoe slovo, reproduced in appendix , which largely addresses young readers directly. Young women, as Charskaia’s main audience, would be most likely to respond to the teaser for Charskaia’s upcoming “Natashin dnevnik” by renewing their subscription or asking to have it renewed for them.


� Stonely 11.


� Gleason 19.


� Gleason 21.


� McReynolds 72.


� von Geldern and McReynolds xiii.


� Babushkina 444. 


� Chukovskii 157.


� Law code, as quoted in Belousov, 77.


� Hans, Nicholas. History of Russian Educational Policy 18-19.


� Hans 19.


� Hans 19.


� Bykova 35-36.


� Kovalevskaia 19.


� Sterligova  82-83.


� Sterligova 84.


� Vodovozova 220.


� Morozova 394.


� Morozova 395.


� Kulakova, Irina. “Ia tsarstvo ne imeiu, koronu ne noshu…” 


� Kovalevskaia 628.


� Charskaia, Kniazhna Dzhavaka 131.


� Charskaia, Zapiski institutki 17.


� Nina bek-Izrael, in fact, arrives years after the other girls, as she has been granted special permission to join the institute’s graduating form.


� Charskaia, Zapiski institutki 10.


� Indeed, after the untimely death of Nina Dzhavaka, the rightful ‘first girl,’ Liuda even finishes her first year at the head of her class. 


� To a certain extent, it can be argued that Charskaia is the ultimate in city writers; characters who live in the periphery (Ukraine, Georgia, Siberia, the Russina provinces, Finland, etc.) all ultimately come to St. Petersburg and experience a narrative of assimilation into the city. This is in contrast to Klavdiia Lukashevits, who rivaled Charskaia in popularity, but whose stories were largely set in provincial towns and villages, amongst the narod. 


� Charskaia, Zapiski institutki 11.


� Charskaia, Zapiski institutki 84.


� Charskaia, Kniazhna Dzhavaka 133. Nina also does not really win any extra points here through referring to herself in the third person, either.


� Charskaia, Kniazhna Dzhavaka 133. Note also the slur on her ethnicity; after she is accepted into her classmates’ circle, though, both the slurs against her nobility and her ethnicity drop away. Also, In Nina’s defense, when her classmates first ask who she is, she responds, simply, “Nina,” and is then met with as much laughter and scorn as she is later when she overidentifies herself as a “princess.” There is a certain amount of hazing of the new girl that would seem unavoidable here, though, also this is not always the case. When Nina bek-Izrael arrives at the institute, she receives a mixed reaction, but at least has a coterie of girls who cry out “Yes, yes, we’re all going to love you!” (Charskaia, Vtoraia Nina 123) to balance out the girls who mock and criticize her. 


� Charskaia, Zapiski institutki 142.


� Charskaia, Liuda Vlassovskaia 59.


� With the exception, of course, of Liuda Vlassovskaia’s occasional dark thoughts towards Ira, which arise not from any sense of Ira’s richness or nobility, but rather from the way Ira had captured the heart of Nina Dzhavaka. For more on this, please see the following section of this chapter, which addresses issues of sexuality and emotion/devotion amongst the institute girls. 


� see, for example, the presentation of her and her actions in  Charskaia, Zapiski institutki, pp.  28-29; 37; 72.


� Charskaia, Liuda Vlassovskaia 28-29. 


� Charskaia, Kniazhna Dzhavaka 170.


� Charskaia, Kniazhna Dzhavaka 170.


� Interestingly, once Nina has proven herself to be a willing and ready participant in the girls’ society, she is not begrudged her noble title, either within third-person narration nor within the speech and/or thoughts of the girls themselves. Nina is freely allowed the rank of princess once she has proven that she will not use it as a way to hold herself above the other girls. Future displays of pride are attributed to her being Caucasian rather than being noble-born. The servants, too, allow her more deference based on her rank, but, again, because she has shown herself to be kind; in Zapiski institutki, old Gavrilich, whose job Nina defends, addresses her unironically as “your highness.”  This all happens, too, with the marvelous, miraculous speed of children’s literature; immediately after Nina’s classmates admit her into their fellowship, Nina meets Liuda Vlassovskaia, and the two novels – Kniazhna Dzhavaka and Zapiski Institutki – dovetail, and the first chapters of Zapiski institutki show Nina as nothing but respected, loved, and central to her class. Although this is likely a factor arising from the fact that Kniazhna Dzhavaka, though chronologically an earlier story, was written after Zapiski institutki, it is interesting to note that Charskaia did not pad the end of Kniazhna Dzhavaka with extra time before Nina’s arrival. There is no sense of a transitional stage from Nina-as-scorned to Nina-as-worshipped; in Charskaia’s worlds, once you have proven yourself, the change in your reception is both immediate and complete.


� Holmgren 98.


� Even Russia did not seem to be immune to the immediate pairing of red hair with a fiery temper or passionate personality. 


� Charskaia, Liuda Vlassovskaia 68. In delightfully melodramatic fashion, Terpimov, who, thankfully had put his hand on the chair first in order to move it, develops blood poisoning from being pricked, and almost dies. 


� Charskaia, Liuda Vlassovskaia 79.


� Charskaia, Liuda Vlassovskaia 79.


� A girl’s success within the interpersonal system of girls guaranteed her a certain degree of success at the institute regardless of her academic performance. In Zapiski institutki, Liuda Vlassovskaia explains the various merits of the other girls who are spending the winter holidays at the institute, and even the “moveshki” are marked by endearing qualities such as a “goodness of character” or a good singing voice. Charskaia, Zapiski institutki 79.


� Charskaia, Liuda Vlassovskaia 71.


� Charskaia, Liuda Vlassovskaia 72.


� Charskaia, Liuda Vlassovskaia 72.


� Charskaia, Liuda Vlassovskaia 76.


� Charskaia, Liuda Vlassovskaia 76.


� Charskaia, Liuda Vlassovskaia 76.


� Charskaia, Liuda Vlassovskaia 75.


� Charskaia, Liuda Vlassovskaia 73, 75.


� Charskaia, Zapiski institutki 96.


� Charskaia, Zapiski institutki 96.


� Charskaia, Zapiski institutki 97-98.


� Charskaia, Zapiski institutki 99. 


� Charskaia, Zapiski institutki 100.


� Charskaia, Zapiski institutki 100. 


� Charskaia, Vtoraia Nina 150-51.


� Charskaia, Vtoraia Nina 151-52.


� Charskaia, Vtoraia Nina 152.


� Charskaia, Vtoraia Nina 165.


� Charskaia, Vtoraia Nina 166-67.


� Charskaia, Zapiski institutki 69-70.


� Charskaia, Kniazhna Dzhavaka 157.


� For more on her adventures, please see the following chapter.


� Charskaia, “Volshebnaia Skazka” ##.


� Charskaia, “Volshebnaia Skazka” ##.


� Charskaia, “Volshebnaia Skazka” ##.


� Charskaia, “Volshebnaia Skazka” ##.


� Johanson 29.


� Ministertsvo 568.


� Dneprov 23.


� see Charskaia, “Nepriatnoe Polozhenie,” 23-24.


� see Charskaia, “Popovna,” 3-7.


� In a reverse of this, though, Natasha, the rich heroine of “Nepriatnoe polozhenie”, actively rejects this label. Her mother often to Natasha, the youngest of her three daughters,  as “Cendrillion”, there is even a scene wherein Natasha’s two sisters leave for a ball without her. Natasha, however, thinks very pointedly to herself that “I am not Cinderella,” rejecting, of course, her parents’ terms of endearment for her (she also claims that she is not the “little kitty” her father says she is), but also rejecting that role for herself. She is rich, pampered, and not at all a Cinderella in terms of her class.


� Charskaia, “Neliubimaia,” 49.


� Charskaia, “Neliubimaia,” 49.


� Charskaia, “Popovna,” 9-10.





� Such as A World of Girls (1886) and other book, both of which had been translated into Russian, and were widely read, at the same time that Charskaia’s works were enjoying great success.


� Cadogan and Craig 245


� Cadogan and Craig 122.


� Cadogan and Craig 122.


� Faderman’s voice is not alone in addressing the topic of the romantic friendship. See Janice Radway’s much more strongly feminist reading of the romantic friendship, which she refers to as Gyn/affection, as a means of resisting and even rewriting “Hetero-reality, the world view that woman exists always in relation to man.” Radway 3.  The concept of Victorian or romantic friendship between men (e.g. Watson and Holmes in British literature, Huck and Jim in American literature), though beyond the scope of this discussion, has also been subject to much critical attention. 


� Faderman 16.


� Faderman 16.


� Faderman 17. By contrast, women who dressed in drag were considered much more threatening, as it was assumed that “if a woman dressed like a man…she behaved as a man sexually.” Faderman 17.


� Faderman 411.


� Faderman 17.


� Faderman 17.


� Auchmuty 139.


� Gosling. Of course, a distinction must be raised here between doing a queer reading of these stories and insisting, like many a contemporary slash fan might, that these girls were actually involved in 


� Charskaia’s own sexuality has been subject to debate; this will be discussed in the forthcoming chapter on self-representation in her works.


� McClelland, as quoted in Gosling, 93.


� The M.O. Vol’f company, Charskaia’s publishers, if not Charskaia herself, certainly reacted to Russian girls’ reading preferences, as expressed primarily through their purchases; the continual appearance of books with these types of heroines helps to show exactly what the girl-readership was demanding. For more on this, please refer to the upcoming chapter on representation of self and readership in Charskaia.


� Charskaia, Liuda Vlassovskaia 6.


� Charskaia, “Popovna” 3-4.


� Charskaia, “Urok” 112.


� Charskaia, “The Lesson” 114.


� Charskaia, Vtoraia Nina 121.


� Charskaia, Liuda Vlassovskaia 69.


� Charskaia, “The Cat” 60.


� Charskaia, “The Cat” 62.


� Note here how the principles of the girls’ own system are described as the principles of the institute itself; again, the girls’ personal social system is weighted more heavily than the official systems of the institute.


� Charskaia, Vtoraia Nina 143.


� Charskaia, Liuda Vlassovskaia 34-35 for a more detailed description of this system. 


� Charskaia, Vtoraia Nina 35.


� Lurie 9.


� Charskaia, “Ogonek” 182.


� Charskaia, “Ogonek” 182.


�Charskaia, Liuda Vlassovskaia 17.


� Charskaia, Zapiski institutki 29-30.


� Who, as punishment for not seeming to follow the interpersonal code of her classmates, is actually bodily removed from the classroom by them, and dragged to the library. This in itself is an interesting example of how the girls themselves viewed the importance of all girls subscribing to their personal code.


� Charskaia, Zapiski Malenkoi Gimnazistki 60.


� Chukovskii 162.


� Chukovskii 162. 


� Sviashch. K. Zn-skago, in Bykova, 33n.


� Bykova 33.


� Bykova 70-71.


� Bykova 85.


� This is not to say, however, that homosexual desire was never in evidence in the actual schools. In her memoirs, T. G. Morozova mentions being invited to join another girl in bed, and mentions that girls often shared beds, but understood that if they were caught out “in bed together” that they would be expelled.  I would like, though, to examine what actually appears in Charskaia’s works. 


� Frith 121.


� Meade was a British writer of school stories whose major works, translated into Russian, were advertised alongside Charskaia’s; see advertising pages from Charskaia,  Gimnazistki (1911). 


� Avery 212.


� Faderman 413.


� For more on the significance of the girl’s body as body in peril, please see the following chapter, which addresses images of girls in Charskaia’s adventure stories.


� Larsen, “Girl Talk.”


� I will be discussing girls’ cross dressing in the following chapter, which, in part, examines Charskaia’s retelling of Nadezhda Durova’s life. 


� Charskaia, Vtoraia Nina 141.


� Barthes 14.





