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Remizov’s works are usually
interpreted from one of two
critical perspectives: they are
discussed within the framework of
mimetic fiction or they are
subjected to a strictly stylistic
analysis. The shortcoming of the
first approach is its disregard of
certain stylistic and compositional
peculiarities that may be thematic.
The second, more strictly lin-
guistic approach can be faulted
for the opposite reason, since
critics of Remizov’s language have
often avoided drawing con-

“clusions about the thematic or

aesthetic significance of the
phenomena they examine. This
paper attempts to combine the
aims of the mimetic and stylistic
approaches by considering the
semantic value of literary
techniques per se.

The primary focus will be on
Remizov’s use of narrative mode
in several of his early novels.'
Narrative mode itself will be
defined as a function of a
narrating text (roughly, the
reporting text of the narrator),
and a narrated text (the reported
text of the characters).” The
present study describes how
Remizov manipulates a two-text
system in his pre-Revolutionary
prose fiction. It will show that his
fiction replaces referential
coherence with an emotional
unity and a marked, conscious
aestheticism. These features are
manifested on the level of nar-
rative mode in part because clear-
cut distinctions between the nar-
rating and narrated texts are
blurred. Part One of the paper



deals with types of narra‘tive mode and Remizov’s work is discussed here in
Igeneral ter.ms. Part TYvo is a close examination of passages from the novels
t ends with suggestions for an inclusive interpretation of these works.

The ’comple?i relationship between narrating and narrated texts in
Remizov’s prose is more easily understood if one first looks at distinctions
mgde between them in mimetic fiction, which consistently assigns certain
primary functions and features to one or the other form of text.’ In
Narratjve Modes in Czech Literature Lubomir Dolezhel writes tha't the
narrating t.ext has a representational function and a controlling function
The narrating text is representational insofar as it is “the verbal medium of
parrated events.” While fulfilling its representational function—that is, a
it controls the flow of the narration and projects the illusion of a ‘r’eai
wo.rld"—the narrating discourse necessarily interprets, as well, although in
objective narration the narrator’s interpretive aspects are };idden With
.regard Fo the controlling function of the narrating text, Dolezhel fin;is that
it manifests itself in the “incorporation of the narrated text into the
framework of the narrating text” by means of devices such as introductor
phrases, specification of the intonation, tone of the characters’ speechesy
apd so on. Dolezhel notes that “no such reference to the narrator’s’
discourse [the narrating text] can be found in the characters’ discourse.”
Characters, as dramatis personae, possess an action function that time
narrator sl}ares only in first-person narratives. Like the narrator, charac-
ters. algo interpret; however, character interpretation is mor;: direct
subjectlve, gnd limited, reflecting the characters’ internal and subjectivé
point of view with regard to the narrated situation.’ The narrator’s
language and other stylistic features of the narrating text approach literar
norms—for example, the presumed language of the author himself-—anc}il
are more.denotative than character language, which is generally more
conversational (individualizing), emotive, and connotative.’

. .In .other words, in mimetic fiction one finds a relatively clear-cut
distinction between the “objective” aspects of the text—those that give the
n:arrato.r’s viewpoint—and its “subjective” aspects—which concern the
ylewpf)mt(s) of the characters. The reader expects the former to be reliable
in thelr presentation and interpretation of character and event, while he
realizes that the characters bring a more limited understandin,g to their
utterances _and may be misleading or incomplete in what they say or think
The objective narrator’s methods of presentation and arrangement are noi
meant to draw the reader’s attention, and the reader is not usuall
conscious of a narrator manipulating the text. The relationship betweez
the two forms of text in objective fiction provides a basis for the -
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representational, mimetic qualities that are a hallmark of such works: the
reader’s attention is unambiguously oriented toward those narrated events
and characters that are the objects of the narrating text discourse.® Such
clear-cut distinctions between subject (an external or reliable point of
view—the narrating text) and object (an internal or unreliable point of
view—the narrated text) imply that the world as object may be com-
prehended and represented by a subject.

In his prose Remizov rejects both the narrative system of objective
fiction and the world view inherent in it. The features and functions that
distinguish the two texts in mimetic works are mixed in Remizov’s fiction,
with the result that interpretive and linguistic systems themselves become
objects of the narrator’s message to the reader. This dualfocus on narrated
event and on the narrating discourse itself interferes with the ability of
Remizov’s narratives to convey a message wholly “about” something or
someone, to transmit a denotative statement inan unobtrusive manner. To
the degree that the narrating discourse becomes its own object, the
narrating text control of the narrated text is weakened.

Remizov’s play on relationships between the narrating and narrated
texts may be described in terms of three types of third-person discourse’ —
objective, rhetorical, and subjective—discussed by Dolezhel in an article
on point of view of fiction.'® Each of these discourse types involves a play
on linguistic and interpretive systems. Objective discourse is the least
ambiguous type, since both the language and the point of view clearly issue
from the narrating text. It should, however, be noted that Remizov’s
narrator often utilizes a conversational style. In rhetorical discourse or
«parrator’s rhetoric,” Remizov allows his narrator to express a more
emotional and eloquent response to the narrated situation than the
characters themselves. The elaborate, highly connotative language of the
narrator in these instances is clearly not character language, since only the
speech of Remizov’s narrator is marked by the extensive use of metaphor

and folk and religious imagery. At the same time, when the narrating
discourse is couched in narrator’s rhetoric, it does adopt the internal point
of view and, in general, the whole interpretive system of the character text.
The most problematic discourse type is that which Dolezhel terms the
“subjective Er-form,”' and which he subsequently calls “the most
conspicuous device of modern narrative text.”? Asin rhetorical discourse,
the narrator and the characters share a common interpretive system, sO
that both seem to occupy a stance internal to the narrated event. But in
subjective discourse the narrator also adopts character language. This
discourse type is based on an extensive use of quasi-direct discourse, a
form that is half narration and half reported speech and thus lies midway
between the poles of objective Er-narration and direct discourse. Quasi-
direct discourse has been referred to in various languages as “represented
discourse,” “reported monologue,” “Erlebte rede,” “le style indirect libre,”
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3pd “ngsobstvenno-priamaia rech’.” As Dorrit Cohn has written, quasi-
a:e;cgi (c)llllslio:lhr:f (;cr:z;leriv :’Shiﬁ “thg c.haiactelr’s consciousness is renéered in
. e original stylisti

sciousness, and yet “is presented ii the th}i,r:ist;(;r}s)gflu;f;lit:le:h:fcéhf maty
epic tense of narration, the preterite.””” In other words, one ofte Sf(')n(]lar'y
impossible to determine which text is dominant ir’l the u; _12_ -
utterapce, since third-person and past tense remain as siq nsSIZ)flrte}ft
narrating text, while the characters’idiom is utilized. Such ambgi uity i .
1nh§rent feature .of quasi-direct discourse, which represents %h(lt y1rllst:rn
:Z;?sog of the lexical and value systems of the narrating and the narrated
. Any. one of these discourse types, with their play on linguistic and
mte;rpretwe systems, will complicate a text. The fact that they ex 50
're01procal. effect on one another, that one may be sub)t/l erlClse 3
imperceptibly, transformed into another, renders Remizov’s rZ;ea lrlnohSt
more complex. In fact, in any actual context the boundaries bgtweerii tht :
discourse types are very often fluid and ambiguous. -

II

- In the foll.owmg pages passages from the novels are analyzed.
enever possible, longer passages exhibiting more than one of th
fgaturgs under examination have been selected. This approach lends the
dlscussmp a certain economy, but it does not imply the paucity of an ?
the techniques examined. The first example is the initial passa eyfrom g"ho
Clock. Sentences have been numbered for ease of referencf‘15 ‘

it t([)l}»llli(n(()istyatllflo:hkl:)v is the boy from the Klochkov clock shop. [2] Kostya had just
up the clock on the Cathedral bell-tower —one eveni
ing a week K i
the c[l;)]ck lgn the Cathedral bell-tower, and every evening he chgecks it sty wins
“Kostya, why is your nose crooked?,” . i
g Btys teotlis et ?,” was borne along, as by the wind, and

[4] Kostya bit his long, doleful lip from i
e it e nos,e. p rage and began trembling: really and truly,

thl-us[tSi]t szt]r;d thowever much Kostya drew himself in, however much he hid himself, it
at everyone’s eyes—his hood didn’t help, the wind w i ’
D £y es ould blow h
[6] Al;d passers-by didn’t miss a chance to bully and mock the deformedl:)l(;OOd .
Eg% ;’(Veli, that’s what.pass?rs-by are like. [8] Well, that’s what Kostya is )l]ike
o thos ya was making his way through the crowded streets of the flea mar'ket
rd the Cathedral, to the Cathedral bell-tower to wind up the clock (p. 15)

Narratlve ﬂgw is disrupted in this passage as the description of

single, specific action rapidly develops into more general comments ab 7
tl?e character and the represented reality as a whole. As the nar atogt
distance from the immediate narrated event changes, t.he reader berce:)r(:lrez
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aware of the narrative process itself. For example, the objective descrip-
tion of the first part of sentence [4] gives way, in the second part, to an
emotional insistence on the aptness of the character’s response (“really and
truly,” [vpravdu]). Here one finds a case of quasi-direct discourse, since it
is impossible to determine whether the narrating or the narrated text is the
source of the expression. The specific detail of the hood in sentence[ 5], for
which the reader has not been prepared, contrasts with the generality of the
observations in [7] -and [8]. Even within the latter sentences one finds a
tension, since the kind of omniscience that allows the conventional
objective narrator to offer such generalizations is qualified here by this
narrator’s use of the conversational particle, “Well” (uzh). Out of context,
sentence [9] could be considered a simple descriptive statement. However,
the near repetition between this sentence and sentence [2] tends to weaken
the narrator’s ability to denote something insofar as the repetition draws
the reader’s attention to his representational function per se. One feels the
narrator is himself aware that he has strayed from the immediate task of
describing Kostya’s progress toward the Cathedral bell-tower, and senses
the need to reestablish the narrated situation. Indeed, this self-conscious
attempt to unify the passage makes the reader even more aware of its lack
of coherence.

The near repetition between sentences [7] and [8] also serves to
emphasize the narrator’s representational function, and not the object of
the description, but for another reason. Here similarity underscores the
schematic treatment of social and psychological elements that are
accorded much more narrative attention in conventional mimetic fiction.
When, as in this case, repetition is substituted for a full elaboration of the
represented reality, not only is the emotional impact of the repeated words,
phrases or passages strengthened, but also the presence of the narratorasa
controlling force is emphasized.

As has been pointed out, the narrator uses conversational words and
expressions several times in the passage and to this extent departs from the
norms for objective third-person narration. However, here these words
and expressions are not borrowed from the narrated text—they do not
originate in the mind of the character. Rather, this conversational style
belongs to Remizov’s narrator himself.!® Thus, throughout this passage,
the narrating text draws attention to itself in a number of ways with little or
no borrowing of functions or of features from the narrated text.

One of the best known passages from Remizov’s pre-Revolutionary
fiction is found in the first chapter of Sisters in the Cross, where the
narrator describes the hero’s transition from a state of joy and innocence to
the understanding that life is full of sorrow. The potential of this passage to
denote a specific referent, namely, the hero’s particular situation and his
response to it, is very strong. But Remizov reduces the emphasis on the
narrated event by increasing the aesthetic palpability of the narrating
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iilsco'urse (that is, b.y empbasizing speech event aspects of the utterances)
n this case, he achieves his goal through the use of repetition. A series of
repea.teq statements, each of which serves to summarize the preceding
descrlptlondof the character’s thoughts, has the effect of emphasizing the
narrator’s descriptive function. This iti

SIR(O pattern of repetition appears as

So, in this way, something struck Marakulin
! : then and for the first ti
dawned f)n h!m and plainly said: man is a board to man (pp. 18-19). me sty
So, in thfs way, something struck Marakulin then and plainly said: endure (p-20)
So, in this way, something struck Marakulin then and plainly said: forger (p.21).

So, in this w: i i i i
- ay, something struck Marakulin then and plainly said: don 't think (p.

As the reader begins to anticipate the repetition, the passage as a whol
acquires a rhythmic quality which vies with its denotative aspects as ae
object of reader attention. At the same time, repetition of this type does It1
detract from the intensely emotional intonations of the passage RathI::0
jrhe cfharacter’s more realistic emotion, directed toward the narrat;ed eveni,
;sbgfrgitct:fplrlggi (:Il'f narrating text where it receives a more formal and
Ir.lstances of narrator’s rhetoric, the discourse type in which th
narrating text adopts the subjective views and interpretive system of the
narrated text, while utilizing linguistic features that are clearly distin ‘:
from‘character speech, are plentiful in all of Remizov’s novels. Again tlfe
opfamr'xg pages of The Clock provide a striking example. Th‘e narra’to ’
objective description of the harassment Kostya endures as he makes hrisS

way to the Cathedral bell-tower is suddenlv ; i
nly interrupted i
narrator’s rhetoric: g piec s he shifts fnto

' “fhen' that kind of loathsome vermin, that kind of leech sticks to a person, watch
out!—it will show no mercy, will torment, suck out his whole heart (. 17) ’

In ad@ition to the narrator’s direct address to the reader, “watch out!”
(beregis’l), the origin of the utterance within the narrating téxt isalso clea;r
from the use of metaphor—Kostya’s nose is first compared to a vermi
(gadina) and then to a leech (piavka). e
Narrator’s rhetoric, though with a different coloration also appear
at. the end of Chapter One of Sisters in the Cross. The p’assa erl))i inc
W1th'a rel'fltively straightforward description of Marakulin’s degcisio gl’:l )
continue living in spite of all that he has come to understand about Il]ife(?

He did not fear people; they did not seem frightening to him. And it b
so.mehow unimportant to him whether or not he was a thief. Ar.nd he fe: efiame
misfortune whatsoever. And if, the thought came to him, misfortunes a thousa::;et' i
worse should befall him, he was ready for everything, he would agreeto everythinlgmlf:

9
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would accept everything and would endure through everything, and would live in any
imaginable shame and in any imaginable degradation, seeing everything, hearing
everything, feeling everything, and for what, he didn’t know himself, only he would live

(p- 29).

Only the final lines of this passage, after the phrase, “And if, the thought
came to him” seem ambiguous in terms of the text to which they belong,
and should probably be considered quasi-direct discourse.

Beginning with the next paragraph, the narrator starts to elaborate on

the situation being described:

Was it in defiance of misfortune—that One-Eyed Evil, because for that one-eye
where men sorrow and weep, there it feasts; it has harried forth its misfortune, loosed it,
hungry, to roam the earth, and, one-eyed, looks down from beyond the clouds in the
starry vault, squinting with its teary eye at how the earth is embroiled in sorrow, in
anguish, in poverty, in sadness, in grief, in malice and hatred and meows like Murka[a
cat whose death Marakulin witnesses—JB], and, perhaps, endures until the appointed
hour ... no, it is feasting its eyes: As / find you, so shall I judge you! Or to spite Sorrow-
Misfortune, emaciated, thin, squeezed out, belted up with bast, all entangled in bast,
dishevelled like old man Gvozdev [Marakulin’s neighbor —JB], to spite its mockeries,
to spite its tears, which are feigned, when, having been pushed into the pit, it cries forth:
this is aman!. .. Or would he just live, and not in defiance and not to spite and not from
an understanding and not thanks to any spiritual attribute of his, but just so—for no
reason, as for no reason before a holiday he would copy out the report for the director,
days and nights on end stubbornly drawing out letter after letter, stringing the letters,

like beads. Was this it?
So, in this way, something struck Marakulin then and plainly said for no reason—

for no reason, but he will live—only 0 see, only o hear, only to feel (pp. 29-30)."

One finds in this passage all three types of discourse, although narrator’s
rhetoric dominates the first long paragraph. In fact, the narrator’s use of
such elaborate language and imagery temporarily overwhelms the specific
impulse for his discourse, i.e., Marakulin’s decision to continue living.
While the narrating discourse often draws from folk and religious
literature, e.g., “One-Eyed Evil” (Likho Odnoglazoe), “As 1 find you, so
shall I judge you! (V chem zastanu, suzhu tebia!), it has also made use of
conversational speech, e.g., “Was this it?” (Tak, chto [i?). Moreover, the
narrator may be very abstract one moment, e.g., “One-Eyed Evil,” and
very specific the next, e.g., “meows like Murka,” “like old man Gvozdev.”
Thus, the language and imagery employed here make the passage as a
whole self-reflexive. The narrating discourse itself draws almost all the
reader’s attention and so fails to project any coherent represented reality.
However, if Marakulin’s immediate situation—the ostensible object of the
narrating text—is undoubtedly blurred, it is also made more intense by the
wide-ranging eloquence of the narrating discourse. In this paragraph
Remizov combines aesthetic density with an intense, but peculiarly
abstract emotion, so that denotative coherence is replaced by an aesthetic
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ratlzd e:no,tlonall unity that is the result of his emphasis on speech event Th
rrator’s claim nhot to understand why Marakulin chooses to live. hi:

I ? i
e qur; Stlh(ei 'lastt pa::agraph harrator’s rhetoric slides into the ambiguity of
-direct utterance in the phrase “for
e e, no reason—forno reason, bu
reprvc\)/ijli Chve}; and then suddenly—insofar as the emphasis seems tot
€ character intonations—into a re 1
ported internal mono]
. : ogue th
hearrns tol belong Enamblguously to the character, i.e., “only 10 see gonl tat
> only 70 Jeel” (tol’ko vider’, tol’koslyshat’ tol’ko chuvstvovat:) At};h(;

;:ngone 'can live in Studenets, so long as he looks out for his money
. goar(t)l\: lf no lthVlce in Studenets; for nigh on to twenty years Bobro.v has been
§ the investigator. Twenty years isn’t one ea
b wietet o year, you can get used to anything in
A even so, of all the Studenets inhabitants it’ i
' s hard to find
one, why the very least Important, why, some Pashka—the O/ Man, once a pagee:r::i]

Tflfle tmm;la.rityhof stylistic features between the two forms of text has the
cliect of emphasizing the narrator’s re 1
. . presentational and controllin
?;III]CF;ODS tper se. T?ese functions are, in fact, highlighted in the pages unde%
Sideration partly because the narratoris o i
. verly scrupulous in observin
:he Jforms for Teporting character speech. In addition, he introduces somg
nv;/enty c}_laracters in the first two pages of the work. Although he gives the
ViCmes, lgckngmes,.and professions of these characters and describes their
attes an their qulrks, the presentation is so fast-paced that the most
entive reader is hard-pressed to distinguish among them. In order to
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maintain a minimal coherence within the narration, the narrator must
frequently repeat not only a character’s name and/or nickname, but his
profession as well, again emphasizing his functions as a narrator. Finally,
since these passages are devoted to a description of the chaotic life of the
Studenets townspeople, they are not tied to a story line. Rather, they
consist of a string of brief anecdotes related by the narrator. The two
passages that follow illustrate the ambiguous situation that arises when the
narrating text relinquishes its stylistic integrity while it continues to

exercise its other functions:

Aleksandr I'ich Antonoyv, the Studenets police chief, is cracked up to be tough, but

he’s all right.
“My master’s all right, he only gets you with his fingertips!,” Filipp the coachman

would say about his master.
And the old man, the policeman Luk’yanov, quite goodheartedly and not without

dignity would shake his grey bristle:
“I could take it because I fought at Shipka” (p. 11).

And who doesn’t drink in Studenets! The police doctor, Toroptsov Ivan
Nikanorych, is a person still not the least bit old, and during some happy little
times his legs, like posts, won’t bend. Petrusha Grokhotov—The Bird of Para-
dise, a veterinarian, well, whether he has three hundred or three rubles, it’s
all the same, he can acquire the most important thing, well and his patron is the
pharmacist Adolf Frantsevich Gleykher. Petrusha, playing up to him, calls the German
a luminary of erudition (p. 12).

In these passages one finds little or no distance between the
interpretive and verbal systems of the two forms of text. At the same time,
because representational and controlling functions are so prominent, one
feels that the verbal dominant also lies with the narrating text. This is the
type of quasi-direct discourse most commonly found in Remizov’s works:
an intersection of the two texts wherein the primary impulse lies with a
narrator who has made wholesale incursions into the narrated text. The
narrator’s conversational language, along with his uncritical acceptance of
the activities and judgments of the Studenets townspeople, imply an
internal point of view on so many levels that he almost becomes a
character. Occasionally one does find first-person pronouns within the
narrating text, as in the following excerpts [emphasis added]:

...Bobrov is as untainted as a baby’s kiss, so the police chief puts it, and Nakhabin
himself covets Bobrov’s canary, which chirps out our Russian national anthem (p. 16).
...and above everything else there resounded that choice, native swearing of ours,

which is helpful on all occasions (p. 60).

Constantly present as a reporting and describing agent, as the medium of
an extraordinary verbal exuberance, the narrator nevertheless fails to
become a character. Rather, he is ultimately felt as an organizing force.
These two factors account both for the liveliness and the abstraction that
mark much of the narration in The Fifth Pestilence.
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The following passage from The Clock, which appears immediately
after the initial passage cited in this paper, is notable for Remizov’s rapid
shifts from one type of discourse to another, so that the relationship
between the narrating and narrated texts is extremely fluid. (Again,
sentences have been numbered for ease of reference):

[1] The keys to the clock were clanking in his pocket. [2] With these terrible keys he
could split the most stubborn skull of any one of the passers-by who bullied him; but
that accursed stamp—his nose which stuck out to one side gave him no peace.[3] Like a
wound the accursed stamp was spreading out, and not jusz on his face, but somewhere
in his heart, and like a heavy burden grew heavier from one day to the next, became
more oppressive, bent his backbone.

[4] And he would lose heart.

[5] More than once at home in front of the mirror, Kostya would squeeze his
crooked nose with his fingers. [6] He wanted to have a straight nose, a picture-book

nose! [7] And he would squeeze it until it seemed to him that his nose had straightened
itself up.

[8] But it only seemed that way to him, everything was the same as always, like
before, worse—they would catch Kostya in front of the mirror, make him a laughing-
stock, and often, falling into a rage, he would rush over and bite his tormentors, and
then he would catch it for that. [9] And he would lose heart (pp. 15-16).

This passage contains the three types of discourse, objective, rheto-
rical, and subjective, that are common in Remizov’s fiction. Sentences|[ 1],
[4], [5], [7], the first phrase of [8], and [9] represent relatively objective
narration; however, repetition between [4] and [ 9] does draw the reader’s
attention. Although objective discourse is primarily oriented toward the
narrated event or character, so that it preserves the linguistic and
interpretive integrity of the narrating text, in a passage that mixes
discourse types even objective discourse can draw the reader’s attention. In
the last half of [2] and in all of [ 3] Remizov uses narrator’s rhetoric. This
discourse type can be identified by the narrator’s use of metaphoric
phrases. Kostya’s nose, for example, is an “accursed stamp,” a “wound,”
and a “heavy burden.” The connotations of the first image, which is
reminiscent of the Biblical “mark of Cain,” is especially characteristic of
narrator’s rhetoric in Remizov’s work. Even though the narrator has
adopted the character’s internal and subjective point of view with regard to
the narrated situation, the marked eloquence of these lines is not a form of
expression accessible to the character. Thus, both the narrator’s elaborate
and emotional response and the narrated event itself are objects of the
reader’s attention. Remizov uses quasi-direct discourse in the first part of

[2],in[6], and in the second phrase of [ 8]. The emotive expression in[2],
“terrible keys,” could belong either to the narrator or to the character. The
expressive intonation in [6], “picture-book nose!,” also represents the
wholly ambiguous intersection of the narrating and narrated texts. In[8]
the breathless phrasing, “everything was the same as always, like before,
worse—,” clearly carries the marks of direct character speech, so that only
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the use of third-person and past tense_re'minds. one of_the nl?rra?o'rt’s
presence. In these instances both the linguistic and mterpretwe su Jt;gthltZ
of the narrated text is so strongly felt, thgt the narrator’s ro}e ;s ;1 tlm?he
authority and guide of events is compromlsed. The lgst part of[8], ;?frfr;cuu
phrase, “they would catch Kostya in front qf the mirror,” 18 r;xlorc‘:j diffieut
than any other segment in the passage to assign to one or ar;lqt er Sle e
type. It could be considered an example of quasi-direct discour o one
finds that only the most basic features—tense and pferson——mah'mS€lf
distinct from direct discourse, that Kostya could very we}l explress i oot
and evaluate his situation in these terms. H,owever, one might also co(r)lrsl; e
it objective discourse because Rgmlzovs narrator also.uses ahcas o
sational style in objective descriptions. Thus, an expressmn slui1 d, e
would catch it for that,” is not unusual for .the.narratmg t,ext. ndeed, e
conversational style is evidenced in[ 3], wh;sh 1fs nar”rator s rhetoric, In
icle. uzh, “and not just on his 1ace. .

e o(flltges:igiai:zftl 1’1tterances represent a maximal loss of nar,rat.mg .te).(t
control over the narrated discourse, s.ince both the narrgtor; lmguflsttﬁz
features and his representational functions are collapsed with t ofse o e
character. Narrator’s rhetoric represents a less extreme lofssho texalled
integrity. Although the narrator adopts the'mte.rnal s.tance 01 . t he 1nari e
text vis-a-vis the narrated event, his controlisevidentina sty 1stic e\;(ed '
cannot be confused with that of the characters. The followm_%l 1bre;; ?Z\z/)v
of this passage into discourse types helps one see how rapidly Rem
shifts the relationship between the two texts:

[1] The keys to the clock were clan- (OBJECTIVE DISCOURSE)
king in his pocket.

[2] With these terrible keys he (QUASI-DIRECT DISCOURSE)

could split the most stubborn skull. of
any one of the passers-by who bullied
him;

but that accursed stamp—his (NARRATOR RHETORIC)

nose which stuck out to one side gave
him no peace. [3] Like a wound the
accursed stamp was spreading out,
and not just on his face, but some-
where in his heart, and like a heavy
burden grew heavier from one day to
the next, became more Oppressive,
bent his backbone.
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[4] And he would lose heart.

[5] More than once at home in front
of the mirror, Kostya would squeeze
his crooked nose with his fingers.

(OBJECTIVE DISCOURSE)

[6] He wanted to have a straight (QUASI-DIRECT DISCOURSE)

nose, a picture-book nose!

[7] And he would squeeze it until it (OBJECTIVE DISCOURSE)
seemed to him that his nose had

straightened itself up. [8] But it only
seemed that way to him,

everything was the same as al- (QUASI-DIRECT DISCOURSE)

ways, like before, worse—

they would catch Kostya in (OBJECTIVE DISCOURSE)

front of the mirror, make him a (QUASI-DIRECT DISCOURSE)

laughingstock,and often, falling into
a rage, he would rush over and bite
his tormentors, and then he would
catch it for that.

[9] And he would lose heart. (OBJECTIVE DISCOURSE)

The assumption of subjective points of view by the narrating text
often results in a context wherein various interpretations of character or
event seem to be equally valid. Because the narrator only rarely imposes a
point of view that is even momentarily more inclusive and objective than
that of the characters, conflicting points of view may be left unresolved, or
may be resolved by the narrating text only toward the end of a work. One
instance of unresolved interpretation occurs between the second and third
chapters of Sisters in the Cross. Chapter Two begins with the narrator’s
describing the various inhabitants of the huge Burkov house in which the
hero lives. Among these people is the general’s widow, Kholmogorova,

whom the narrator characterizes briefly and humorously by reporting
what “everyone” knows about her:'®

Above the Oshurkovs and Vittenstaube is the general’s widow, Kholmogorova, or the
louse, as the general’s widow was commonly called.

Everyone saw Kholmogorova...and they all knew very well that just the interest
algne would last her until her death, and she would hang on another fifty years—strong
and sound, she would outlive everyone or, in the words of the palmist, her end was not
in sight; and it was likewise known about the general’s widow that on Tuesdays she went
to the bathhouse and took steam baths and in this way tempered herself, so that she
wouldn’t age, but would stay in the same condition; and they also knew, and God knows
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h that it was as if there were nothing whatsoever in her heart for h;r to r:gent to:'t Z:le
i uld no 3
i 1d not murder and WO
dered and had not stolen and wou ;
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Zagorognoe church and coming from the church (pp. 32—33).
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the narrated texts. Even thosg : ' g -
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’s Wi as commonly called,” or
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i cial superiors. Une
n speaking to or about their so . ( ’
‘fNES suf:)h ausageina narrator’s speech. Herellts. spurce is undoubte’dlyotvkvln
riarrated text. In addition to these pecqllarltles, the r}a'rrat;)r :n -
reporting phrases are themselves quite rudimentary, suspicious yer ne
to_nous as if he wished to efface himself, €.g., tl:eg/ all k}rllew \lzsoyknew
that " » «and it was likewise known.. .that...,” “and they a
.“,9“ 1 that....”
t...,” “and finally, they knew . -
" But mostimportantly, the above passage prO\(/lldes a? exgrx;ilzc(;f ;J:// -
jzati hen both narrated event and s
can occur to characterization w . . . e
i s ostensibly devote
:shlighted. Although the passage 15 O3t ( |
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directly both the subjective values of the narrated tex.t an \ blisﬁ .
textured prose that conveys them. Since the narrator fails to eﬁ a whan
authoritative perspective with regard .to Kholmogorova, stﬁe:ethan °
somewhat incomplete, unstable; she is in fact a car{cature rak o an
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ical reinterpretation. . .
o The humorous presentation of Kholmogorova 13 hCha:pte; ;‘r\;v: (}?ﬁs
i interpretation in Chapier .
ectedly undergo a different 1 ati ter
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Kho,.;&nnd suddenly. for some reason [Marakulin] recalled th
: 0gorova, going along so satiated and healthy, satisfj

/gzl;v.e‘, wh}? need repent of nothing, who takes walks
olding chair strolls along the F

ors Bl g ontanka or comes
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¢ general’s widow,
ed and triumphant—a
for the exercise—who with a /itt/e
back through Zagorodnoe from

“she goes
to set the

’ lvspomnil . . | kak
aracter’s thoughts and feelings are also beir]lﬁ

mention of Kholmogorova’s regular visits to the bathhouse and the idea

that she is perhaps eternal will reappear later in Marakulin’s internal mono-
logue. The reader is all the more tempted to make these associations because
another, and even more direct, allusion to Crime and Punishment occurs al-
most immediately after the paragraph cited above from Chapter Three.
Marakulin, tormented by the very idea of Kholmogorova’s “louse-like” life,
reads in the paper that a doctor has been accused of poisoning just this kind
of woman. Marakulin has already toyed with the idea of murdering Kholmo-
gorova, and he calls the doctor a “benefactor of humanity” because he is rid-
ding the world of a “sisterhood of lice” (p. 62). The parallel with Raskol-
nikov’s murder of the moneylender, Alyona, becomes very clear.

Another allusion to Dostoevsky appears in Marakulin’s formally
marked internal monologue in which he considers various ways people
have decided to live (pp. 63-64). Once more Marakulin recalls the general’s
widow, but here he decides suddenly that her easy life makes her a “chosen
vessel,” with a “divine right” to such an existence (p. 64). The reader is
reminded of Dostoevsky’s Underground Man as Marakulin imagines a
world in which a “New Zion” would be created, in which everyone would
gladly cast aside old ideas of what is proper or improper, along with the old
ideas of salvation, and would begin a “new louse-like life—carefree,
sinless, immortal,” in which “rational and good” people would eat, digest
their food and temper themselves (p. 65). Marakulin begs God for even a
few moments of such a life, but finally realizes that for him it is
unattainable. The extensive use of literary allusion in these passages
ultimately establishes a bond between the reader and the author himself
that supercedes the narrating/narrated text distinction.

The emotional and intellectual intensity that marks the presentation
of Marakulin through such a long section of the novel might have resulted
in the creation of a realistic, coherent narrated situation had not Remizov
destroyed or compromised much of the potential for mimetic illusion by
using the techniques described above. However, it is the intricate
interweaving of discourse types, that is, a constant shift of linguistic and
interpretive systems, that provides the basis for all the other peculiarities.
Not only is Remizov able to allude to Dostoevsky’s works, he can also
bring in a previous section of his own text (i.e., the original description of
Kholmogorova from Chapter Two). To the extent that they are expressed
aesthetically, Marakulin’s emotional responses are deflected from the

immediate narrated situation. In one sense, his inner state is more
powerfully expressed because it recalls the intensity of the Dostoevskian
originals. Nevertheless, as illusion gives way to allusion, Marakulin’s
responses are displaced from any concrete referent. The increase in textual
complexity when the potential for denotative stability increases is a
common feature of Remizov’s work. In this way he is able to maintain the
dual focus on narrated event and on the narrative discourse itself.
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Kholmogorova finally does appear firmly within the control of the
narrating text, but only in the novel’s last chapter (Chapter Six). While
wandering through the streets of Petersburg, Marakulin notices a gray-
haired woman:

And when Marakulin wanted to overtake her, she suddenly bent down and in a stupid
sort of way started to run, and at that very moment from a bar came shots, one after
another, and 4elp, police! And there on the sidewalk with a broken back, hunched over
to the pavement, lay a lady—a healthy, strong old woman, and alongside lay a little
Jolding chair.

“There’s an immortal one for you!,” thought Marakulin, having recognized the
slain old woman as his unfortunate general’s widow—the chosen vessel (pp. 146-147).

Internal monologue is common in Remizov’s fiction; however, one
rarely encounters an interna] monologue that belongs wholly within the
narrated text. With its inherent orientation toward half-conscious thought
and intense emotion, internal monologue provides Remizoy with the
perfect context for quasi-direct discourse and narrator’s rhetoric. But
dialogue is relatively infrequent in Remizov’s prose. Along with objective
third-person narration, dialogue is problematic for writers who, like
Remizov, wish to neutralize distinctions between the two forms of text. In
the first place, as Voloshinov has noted, there are no syntactic forms with
which tobuild a unity of dialogue.?! Moreover, as the Czech structuralist,
Jiri Veltrusky, has written, dialogue, unlike monologue, “unfolds not only
in time, but also in Space”:

Every single unit of dialogue is situated...in a specific “here and now”. .. This
constantly changing “here and now” may be called the extralinguistic situation of the
dialogue.”

Clearly, one of the major aims of Remizov’s techniques is to obscure or
erase the kind of specificity dialogue serves to establish. Veltrusky goes on
to describe yet another feature of dialogue that conflicts with Remizov’s
abstract and aesthetically oriented fiction. As he writes,

...unlike monologue, dialogue is always integrated in the extralinguistic situation.
This comprises not only the material situation, that s, the set of things that surround
the speakers, but also the speakers themselves, their mentality, intentions, knowledge
pertinent to the dialogue, their mutual relations, the tensions between them, and so
on—in short, what may be called the psychological situation. >

Remizov’s protagonists do not share such an extralinguistic or psycho-
logical situation. This kind of isolation helps to account for the paucity of
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dialogue in the novel. When dialogues do occur, Remi'zov blun.ts. their
Vabtat cts by making them inconclusive, brief, pomtedly trivial, or
denOtatl‘;e aszfiition characters will occasionally express ideas whose
g e jd eness o,r seriousness belies information that the narrator ha}s
c9mprehen51v der about that character’s knowledge of events or his
B e ing of himself and of other characters. Even though' the
i maintain a formally objective reporting stance, direct
njclrl‘atOY maystill fail to project coherent ideas about characters orevents,
dlsgotl}lli:serg:(riler may still find it difficult or impossible to enter into any
an
mlmglnceﬂcl)?sllioel;izov’s most successful absurd dialogues }:)CC\(_II'S 123 Z:)e
a Klochkov and his father (pp. 33-34),
o l'n 2; SCse 2?1 Efgzlvlf:rrllcffoosrt}:vhich the narrator has not prepared the
Kofitya (\j;/slll)eiyhis father asks him if he has read the newsgaper, Kostya
f;ae:;éctedly responds that he is “not that kind of person™

“Animals, Daddy lawyers’ speeches, savage peoples, in general,Tsomeel:h:lllli
i o i i rav
i i ture, actually, is everything ... :

i hic, that is my passion, because na ) e
phlllle(;si;’ ‘(;f lm’illions of creatures of all kinds and whence they ivolved a;lld v;::;iz:)l:ldi:vnm
s h reading is food enough for me. My

ir duty and purpose are—suc re' i b i
;lll)eout ch war, that’s a passion for little children” (pp. 33-34).

Kostya’s father responds to this outburst by calling his son “stt.up1ds,inatll11(ei:
i i ines. Kostya, however, continue

helping himself to a can of sardines . 000
zl;rer?i serIi)ouE vein of his earlier remarks. He ask:)lf ﬁhe;etﬁn t :ubtcl)l(;kwthhiall;

. i ’s life” (p. 34). His father,

“how to live and to manage one’s life” : .
teﬂ;chiong on sardines and letting fish oil run down his dressmidgotﬁz;
::mwers that there was such a book, but that it has sold out. He i Ks that
the book was the “laughingstock of the world” (kuram na smex). osty

responds as follows:

N ive, if I shall die, and I shall certainly di(?, an(! thereis no joy to
be ha: flll:nv: :lii"es,l:())ull‘:xlnl;u:; living for nothing.” Kostya ther aside his lt;lotvvz:;‘ w:tntb l:l;:
d stared at his father. “Dad, I feel like learning to play the r’ l;: ,
to the ’tatblec’:el: says that I am weak and mustn’t study the trumpet. B'ut that’s w er3e4r)n3'
:f:t‘:l{z ii::; I'd like to master it in secret, Daddy, so that no one will know (p. 34).

The old man doesn’t answer Kostya, because at that moment he sees cow
sticking out from his tea cup. . ]
- As in gany absurd conversation, the notion that peoptlﬁ }:anf ci;)lzr;
S . 1 ather.
i i is discredited in Kostya’s dialogue with his .
municate meaningfully is discre : . o father
i i i ch cited above, aswellasea
Moreover, in the first line of the spee . : he
dialogue, Kostya displays a seriousness that is ou}t1 of hkfﬁgllrllagrr\;v::) X
i i i bout him. Even thoug
information the narrator has given a ! " rasor
intai jecti rting stance, as he does
maintain a formally objective reporting . :
IIila?s/ages above, direct discourse may still fail to project coherent ideas
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account for inconsistencie
: s between the two text i
lack I(;f an objective, coherent narrating text P ARSwIn meral, of hg
Oth . " . )
the description of actions and dialogues are forms oriented
e

that is internally consistent such as a f;
correlates with one’s sense,of external ama'sy World" v e !
comels / 'S s Sxtert reality. Remizov em i
s re(;rj:iizt;g-stlljleb .2(1:1:511(-)11.1 o'f a “real wor.ld that can become o%?:élt?ggg
oo er extemil 1 r. 1.15 1mag§ qf reality is deliberately generalized
o beculinngy oo 1.ea. 1ty only in its l?road outlines. At the same time,
o e a ll(stuf: 1mages e’xermse astrong appeal to the reader’;
cottbination opm }?r <0 Remxzqv s longer fiction as a whole is that same
boen Sho etlf: ab§tractlon and emotional immediacy that h

O Ccharacterize his use of narrative mode. The readerydrawn ?(j
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commiserate with the characters, cannot wholly enter into any specific set
of events, since he must constantly maintain his sensitivity to the intricacies
of Remizov’s aesthetic structures. But these aesthetic structures are
themselves thematic. In essence, Remizov has substituted aesthetic
complexity for the intricacies of real life, so that artistic structures become
metaphors for relationships in external reality. When Remizov breaks
down the dichotomy between subject and object (the narrating and the
narrated texts), for example, he may be understood to urge his readers to
practice in their own lives more accepting and compassionate relationships
with others. The dissolution of narrating text/narrated text distinctions
through an emphasis on their participation within the same aesthetic
structures suggests, again analogically, that differences which divide
people in the real world can be bridged through an emphasis on our
common participation in the human condition.

One might protest that such relatively simple notions fail to justify the
complexity of Remizov’s prose. The answer to such an objection must be
that difficulties in these works arise not from their ideological complexity,
but from Remizov’s desire that one exercise on an aesthetic level the kinds
of perception he would have one exercise in life. Remizov’s work cannot
be understood as direct comment on the world. Rather he constructs an
abstract model of reality in which the overriding theme is that of

perception itself.
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reader interpretation.

17. In this and all passages, spaced dots indicate my ellipses, unspaced dots are
Remizov’s ellipses. Likewise, underlining, when not in the original, is noted as having been
added.

18. See also Remizov’s novel, “The Irrepressible Tambourine” (Neuemnyi buben), 1909,
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