Irina Erman
Autobiography of a ‘Living Plagiary’: Vasilii Roza-
nov’s Secret Dostoevskian Genealogy

This article examines Vasilii Rozanov’s autobiographical practices by analyzing
previously unnoticed aspects of his engagement with Fedor Dostoevsky’s
works. Rozanov’s fascination with Dostoevsky is hardly a secret, and his con-
temporaries found his tendency to embody characters, such as Fedor Karama-
zov or Smerdiakov so striking that he was even called a ‘living plagiary’ of Dos-
toevsky’s novels. And yet, a major aspect of this literary performance has yet to
be explored. The author posits that Rozanov’s excessive intertextuality and his
creative embodiment of certain Dostoevskian characters contribute to his cre-
ation of a hybrid autobiography, whose uniqueness emerges from its funda-
mental dependence on others’ texts and its thematization of relationality. Ul-
timately, this article argues that Rozanov wrote himself into a Dostoevskian
genealogy of his own making, while also developing an original authorial per-
sona that combined autobiographical referentiality with a subjectivity enacted
primarily through interaction with others’ texts.

PoszaHog 6pan omosciody, 8go-
dun soposckue dadxce caosa.
(Shklovskii 1921: 45)"

To call Vasilii Rozanov’s Dosto-
evskian genealogy a ‘secret’ may
raise a few eyebrows, although
certainly fewer than Rozanov’s
own literary performance. He
created a unique autobiograph-
ical persona via auto-projection
onto a number of Fedor Dosto-
evsky’s unsavory characters,
such as the Underground Man,
Smerdiakov and Fedor Karama-
zov, in addition to other un-
pleasant types drawn from con-

! “Rozanov borrowed from everyone; he
even used thieves’ jargon”. All transla-
tions in the article are by the author.
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temporary novels like Fedor So-
logub’s Petty Demon. Readers
regularly took note of his exhibi-
tionist imitativeness and Roza-
nov made sure to acknowledge it
and to reinforce the associa-
tions. For instance, referencing
the reviews of Solitaria, his 1911
collection of autobiographical
fragments, Rozanov writes, “Co
BpeMeHu «Ye[.» OKOHYATEIbHO
yTBEepAMIACh MBIC/Ib B II€YaTH,

yto s - llepemoHoB, wmu -
CmepgsakoB. Merci” (Rozanov
1990: 279)>.

While Rozanov’s self-exposure
as a “a pup out of the Dostoiev-

2 “From the time of ‘Sol.’ the press has
become completely convinced that I am
Peredonov, or — Smerdiakov. Merci”.
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skian kennel”, as D. H. Lawrence
pithily calls him (Lawrence 1965:
100), may be the most readily
observed aspect of his autobio-
graphical performance, his phil-
osophic and literary concerns
actually emerge from an alterna-
tive interaction with the famous
writer. Smerdiakov’s illegitima-
cy, which is so central to his
storyline, hints at Rozanov’s ‘se-
cret’ Dostoevskian lineage - this
is what will be explored in this
article. This will require us to
look past the autobiographical
‘trilogy’ of Solitaria and Fallen
Leaves Basketful I and Basketful
II to the less often studied works
of the early 1900’s, such as the
1903 The Family Question in
Russia, which is explicitly cen-
tered on the plight of illegiti-
mate children. This was a very
personal subject for Rozanov,
since his inability to obtain a di-
vorce after his short-lived mar-
riage to Dostoevsky’s former
lover Apollinaria Suslova meant
that the children he would later
have with Varvara Butiagina
were considered illegitimate by
law. Out of this personal tur-
moil, Rozanov emerges as the
passionate philosopher of pro-
creation, intimacy and sexuality.
He does this in part by exposing
the hidden seams in Dostoev-
sky’s texts by uncovering their
sexual, bodily subtext and by in-
serting his autobiographical per-
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sona into a Dostoevskian gene-
alogy he ultimately fashions for
himself.

Furthermore, Rozanov’s perfor-
mance of the autobiographer as
a ‘living plagiary’ exposes the au-
tobiographical tradition’s poorly
hidden secret - its uneasy nego-
tiation between claims of origi-
nality and its heavy dependence
on convention and intertextual
modeling. Thus, Jean Jacques
Rousseau protests a bit too
much when he opens the Con-
fessions with the words, “I am
resolved on an undertaking that
has no model and will have no
imitator” (Rousseau 2000: 5). For
all of his claims to autonomy
and originality, Rousseau has a
clear model in Augustine’s Con-
fessions, and also engenders
plenty of imitators himself. In
utilizing the first person confes-
sional mode, the autobiographer
joins a family tree whose roots
stretch back to Augustine and
Rousseau. In contrast, Rozanov’s
autobiographical project com-
bines his philosophic interest in
relationships and private family
life with a challenge to the con-
fessional autobiographical tradi-
tion, represented by figures,
such as Rousseau, who relate
their private affairs for different
narrative ends. “CoBepieHHO He
3aMeTH/IM, YTO €eCTh HOBOIO B
«Y.». CpaBuunu ¢ «HMcmos.» P,
TOTJA KaK s1 MpeXJe BCero He
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ucrnoBegawcy’, explains Roza-
nov in Fallen Leaves I (Rozanov
1990: 249)°.

Twentieth century literary criti-
cism has been very interested
both in the philological search
for intertextual references and in
theorizing the uses of intertext
in literary fiction. It has, howev-
er, been somewhat dismayed to
discover the level of intertextu-
ality in autobiographical or
pseudo-autobiographical texts.
The following excerpt from an
article on St. Augustine’s Con-
fessions, which is generally con-
sidered to be the urtext of west-
ern autobiography, -effectively
conveys this critical anxiety:

At every point in a narra-
tive, which we would like
to believe is as unique as
the individual who pro-
duces it, we discover other
narratives lurking, like
children in a nearby
house. Augustine’s indi-
viduality turns out to be
no more than a variation
of a collection of textual
patterns. (Rothfield 1981:
210)

While it may be anachronistic to
expect Augustine to place as
high a value on individual ex-

? “They completely missed what was new
in ‘S’. They compared it to ‘Conf.” of R.
while I am first of all not confessing”.
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pression as writers have done
since the Romantic period,
Rothfield brings up an im-
portant issue. How do we ac-
count for excessive incidences of
textual patterning in works that
purport to be the stories of a
unique individual’s life?

The central concern of Roza-
nov's experimental autobio-
graphical texts lies in the theo-
retical issue of translating the
self into text, and the performa-
tive question of living, authoring
the self that is already constitut-
ed by texts. Rather than conceal
his intertextuality, —Rozanov
playfully indulges in it. His self-
conscious excess presents a chal-
lenge to autobiographical theo-
ry, as it leads Rozanov to devel-
op a hybrid autobiographical
genre, whose uniqueness emerg-
es from its fundamental de-
pendence on others’ texts and its
thematization of relationality.
His texts combine essayistic
fragments, records of his life and
thoughts, responses to other
thinkers and critics, and even
letters from his friends and
readers reproduced in their en-
tirety. Rozanov’s textual practic-
es led Viktor Shklovskii to theo-
rize the development of a new
type of modernist ‘plot’ based on
the interrelationship and con-
trast between textual fragments,
rather than causal or temporal
continuity. Shklovskii would ul-
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timately credit Rozanov with
founding a new literary genealo-
gy with his fragmentary autobi-
ographical genre that would
come to prominence in the
1910s-1920s. But in positing this
development of what he calls
the “writer's notebook” genre
(Shklovskii 1926: 35), Shklovskii
surprisingly ignores its most di-
rect provenance in Fedor Dosto-
evsky’s Diary of a Writer. Thus,
Rozanov’s innovation turns out
to be not strictly generic. Rather,
I would argue that he theorizes
textual interaction by material-
izing strategies of literary de-
scent and filiation through self-
inscription rather than the mere
appropriation of another’s text
or the creative overcoming of an
authoritative rival. In fact,
Rozanov emphatically lacks any
‘anxiety of influence’. He effec-
tively wrote himself into a Dos-
toevskian genealogy, while also
developing a unique authorial
persona that combines autobio-
graphical referentiality with a
subjectivity enacted primarily
through interaction with others’
texts, and especially with those
of Dostoevsky.

Shklovskii counts that there
were as many as 123 writers
mentioned in Rozanov’s famous
Solitaria and Fallen Leaves trilo-
gy (Shklovskii 1921: 42). Many of
these names were lesser known
authors, or even complete un-
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knowns, whose words were
gathered up in Rozanov’s ample
Basketfuls in an act of collection
and preservation. Rozanov even
went so far as to insert private
letters from his childhood
schoolmate into Fallen Leaves
Basketful II. This had been a
regular practice for him for a
number of years, even before the
publication of Fallen Leaves II
(1915). Rozanov’s earlier publicis-
tic and philosophical works were
also stitched together from his
own essays, extended quotations
from others texts, reviews and
letters, all of them copiously
footnoted with Rozanov’s dia-
logic commentary to the texts.
Rozanov was so infamous for
publishing private letters that
many  correspondents  who
wished to reveal personal infor-
mation (and often it was quite
personal, since Rozanov’s most
prominent philosophical theme
was that of sexuality and procre-
ative marriage) stopped identify-
ing themselves when writing to
him. One reader’s letter begins
with the words: “He pemiatoch ke
MO/MUCHIBATHCS, 3HAsI Bally IO-
4TH 60JIe3HEHHYI0 HAaKIOHHOCTb
nevyaTaTb  JaXe  HUHTUMHbIE
nucbMa” (Rozanov 1995: 333)*.
Rozanov, of course, published

* “I am unable to sign my name, knowing
full well of your almost unhealthy tenden-
cy to publish even the most intimate of let-
ters”.
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the entirety of this letter, to-
gether with many others, in his
1901 In the Land of the Unclear
and Undecided.

Rozanov’s contemporaries were
even more shocked by another
one of his intertextual tenden-
cies. Contemporary readers in-
terpreted Rozanov’s self-
presentation as an impersona-
tion of every unpleasant literary
character they could think of.
The list included Peredonov
from Sologub’s Petty Demon>,
Iudushka Golovlev from
Saltykov-Schedrin’s The Golovlev
Family, as well as an impressive
array of Dostoevsky’s deplora-
bles. His readers were so struck
by this aspect of his self-
presentation that he was able to
boast the questionable privilege
of having been called “a living
plagiary” of Dostoevsky. The fol-
lowing excerpt from a 1915 arti-
cle entitled Bobok (after Dosto-
evsky’s eponymous short story)
portrays an even higher level of
critical anxiety and incredulity
than Rothfield’s assessment of
the textual patterning in Augus-
tine’s Confessions:

* There was a history of personal enmity
between Rozanov and Sologub, and it was
widely believed that Rozanov actually
served as one of the prototypes for So-
logub’s nasty schoolteacher Peredonov in
Petty Demon. For more on this, see
Danilevskii 2006.
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batipon cospman wenymwo
apmuto Yaitng-I'aponzmos,
l'ere - Beptepos, Ilymkun
- Omnerunsix, /lepMOHTOB
- Ileyopunsix. Ho He 6bI-
JIO TIpUMepa, YTOObI muca-
Telb JO TaKOH CTeleHU
MOJIHO BOIUIOTHUJI YepThI
repoeB U3 TBOPEHUH [Ipy-
roro nucaremsi. B aTom
cmbiciie  PoszaHoB, peit-
CTBUTE/IPHO, BIIOJIHE OPH-
ru"aneH. [Ilo cmpanHol
owubke e2o counu 8006we
OpPUGUHANBHBIM,  Medcdy
mem, KaK e20 OpU2UHAJb-
HOCMb MOJbLKO 6 IMOM,
umo nopow pabcku 80c-
npousees uepmy 2epoes
Zlocmoesckoczo. Ecnu
pa3o6paThcsi B ITOM IIO-
npoGHeee ¢ HEOOXOLUMBI-
MM BBIIUCKaMHA U COIIO-
CTaBJIeHUSIMH — 3TO Oyner
nopasutenbHo. H3zeecm-
Hblll 6oabwoli nucamenb
0KaNCemcs KaKkum-mo i#u-
eébim  naazuamom. Okxa-
Xetcsi, yTo PosaHoBa Her,
a ecTb OOBIKHOBEHHBIN
PYCCKUI 4YesoBeK, LUHUY-
HBIM, HepSUUIUBBIA U Ta-
JIAaHT/IWBBIA, B CYLIHOCTHA
MPOCTOM M «JOOpPBIA Ma-
JIBIi», KOTOPBIMA TaK CXKUJI-
1 ¢ ¢daHTaCTUYECKHUMHU
penepryapamu  [locroes-
CKOro, 4YTO CaM CTajJ Ka-
KOH-TO (¢daHTacMaropuem.
PosaHoBa HeT, a eCTb TEHb,

175



najamwinass oOT  TakWHoOH
cTopoHbl  [locToeBcKOroO.
(RGALIa: 81) ©

The article’s pseudonymous au-
thor locates Rozanov’s originali-
ty precisely in how incredibly
unoriginal he seems when read
through the prism of Dostoev-
sky’s characters. This opinion
was not limited to anonymous
reviews and reader comments.
Nikolai Berdiaev writes in his
reminiscences that: “Mue Bcerga
Ka3a/I0Ch, YTO OH 3apPOJWIICS B
BooGOpaxeHMH JlOCTOEBCKOTO U
YTO B HEM OBLJIO YTO-TO ITOXOXKee
Ha Penpopa [laBnoBuua Kapama-

¢ “Byron created an entire army of Childe
Harolds, Goethe — Werthers, Pushkin —
Onegins, Lermontov — Pechorins. But there
has never been an example of a writer, who
to such an extent incarnated the character-
istics of the heroes from the works of an-
other writer. In this sense, Rozanov is in-
deed quite original. By some sort of
strange mistake he has been considered an
original writer, whereas, in reality, all his
originality consists in the fact that he has,
often slavishly, imitated the traits of some
of Dostoevsky’s heroes. But if we took a
close look at this and compared excerpts to
each other, we would be amazed. This fa-
mous, important writer would turn out to
be some sort of living plagiary. It will turn
out that there is no such thing as Rozanov,
but there is only this ordinary Russian man,
cynical, careless and talented, in essence a
simple and ‘a good sort’, who managed to
intertwine himself so closely with Dosto-
evsky’s fantastical repertoire that he in ef-
fect became some sort of phantasm. There
is no Rozanov; there is only the shadow
that falls from the dark side of Dostoev-
sky”. Emphasis added.
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30Ba, CTaBLIETO Te€HHAJIbHBIM
nucartenem . And yet, in the
same breath, Berdiaev confesses:
“B. B. Po3aHOB ofiiH M3 CaMbIX
HeOOBIKHOBEHHBIX, CaMBIX OPH-
ruHajabHBIX mogen’ that he had
ever met (Berdiaev 2003: 394)".
And Berdiaev was not alone in
this opinion. As much as he baf-
fled some of his contemporaries
by his autobiographical perfor-
mance, Rozanov was considered
by many others to be a fascinat-
ing thinker and possibly even
“the greatest writer of his gener-
ation” (Mirsky 1926: 171-2).

Rozanov’s unique achievement
lay in the way he activated the
interstitial spaces between texts
and within his own pages as
sites for creative dialogue by po-
sitioning his authorial persona
as a sort of incarnated imitation,
a breathing, whispering cita-
tion®. In contemporary reviews

Tt always seemed that [Rozanov] was
conceived in Dostoevsky’s imagination
and that in him there was something re-
sembling Fedor Pavlovich Karamazov,
who had become a brilliant writer (...)
V.V. Rozanov was one of the most fasci-
nating and original people”.

8 Zinaida Gippius is one of many memoir-
ists, who describe Rozanov’s performative
intimacy and his emphasis on the whisper
and the téte-a-téte. This is how she de-
scribes the first impression Rozanov made:
“I'oBopHII GBICTPO, CKOJIB3AIIE, HE TPOMKO,
¢ 0COOeHHOW MaHepoi, KoTopas BceMy,
4yero ObI OH HU Kacaics, NpHUIaBala UH-
mumHocmy. Jlenana KakUM-TO... IIEHOT-
HeIM” (“He spoke quickly, in a slippery
way, quietly and with this particular man-
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the Dostoevsky cord was primar-
ily struck by Rozanov’s per-
formative self-exposure of an au-
tobiographical self that was not
just explicitly imitative, but also
always in flux - shifting themes,
addressees, and seeming to
change his opinion with every
page, if not with every line. The
style of this over-exposure,
combined with Rozanov’s pen-
chant for contextualizing his
fragments in the material details
of his everyday life, contributed
to the motif of the incarnated
Dostoevskian text. “C xuTpeHb-
KO CMepASKOBCKOM Y/IbIOKOM
Ha jMIe”’, moans a reviewer, “oH
BBICBITIaeT BeCh CBOM ceMelHBIN
COp Ha TrOJIOBY YMTATENI0 U NpHU
3TOM CTapaTe/lbHO OTMedvaer,
rge, TPU KaKUX OOCTOSTEsb-
CTBAaX ¥ IO KAaKOMy IIOBOZAY
IpHUIIA €My B TOJIOBY Ta WIH
Apyrasi MBIC/Ib U I/le OH eé 3aIu-
can” (RGALIb: 28)°.

Rozanov cultivates an embodied
poetics that seeks to let the
reader into the scene of the
text’s composition and the au-
thor’s sensations. His fragments

ner that gave everything he touched on in
conversation a feeling of intimacy. It made
everything somehow... whispery”. Gippius
1995: 145).

? “With a sly Smerdiakovian smile on his
face he pours all of his private rubbish onto
the reader’s head, and each time makes
sure to carefully note where, in what cir-
cumstances, and from what cause one or
another of his thoughts came into his head,
and on what material he wrote it down”.
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are often accompanied by a no-
tation indicating the location
where they had been written
(train, W.C., funeral procession),
his activity at the time (numis-
matics, dusting his book-
shelves), or even the material on
which they had been written
(“nHa mogourBe Tydpu” (Rozanov
1990: 106))". The contextualiza-
tion of Rozanov’s fragments il-
luminates the text’s construct-
edness rather than its confes-
sional authenticity”. According
to Shklovskii, the context that
prompts each fragment serves as
an additional level of contrast to
the differences between the con-
tradictory sentiments expressed
within the span of a page. The
thoughts that struck Rozanov in
the W.C. very often tended to be
of a profounder nature than
those he documented at his edi-
tor’s office. And the long excur-
sion on prostitution, which oc-
curred to him at a stately funeral
(or the hilarious description of
his own imaginary funeral,
which features Rozanov in the
carnival guise of the unruly un-
dead, who refuses to lie still and
begs his pallbearers for a ciga-
rette), seems to be more of a

1% «On the sole of my slipper”.

' Anna Lisa Crone approaches this issue
of Rozanov’s ‘inauthenticity’ or construct-
edness differently by focusing on his per-
formative fictions, which break with what
Lejeune has famously termed the autobio-
graphical ‘pact’ (Crone 1990: 36-51).
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provocative homage to Dostoev-
sky’s Bobok than a sincere
chronicle of his shifting sensa-
tions. Indeed, Dostoevsky was
such a major reference point for
Rozanov that “upon reading Di-
ary of a Writer” should have
been the most commonly occur-
ring contextual marker in the
fragments.

Rozanov’s friend Erikh Goller-
bakh reports:

MHoro pa3 B medaTvl U B
Gecene c apysssimu B. B.
PosanoB rosopun o cBoeit
TeCHOM, MHTHUMHOM, IICH-
XOJIOTUYEeCKON CBSI3U  C
TBopuectBoM P. M. Jlo-
croeBckoro. IlomHio, opn-
HOKIbI, TIOOOBHO TOT/Ia-
XuBast ToM /JHesnuxa Ilu-
camena, B. B. cka3zan:
«HAy4YUTeCh ILeHUTh OTYy
KHUTY. Sl ¢ Hell HUKoOrzga
He paccraiock». JlocTroes-
CKHW BCerja Jjiexaa y Hero
Ha crone. (Gollerbakh
1922:56)"

Although the intertextual rela-
tionship between Rozanov’s
works and the Diary of a Writer

12 “Many times both in print as well as in
conversation with friends, V.V. Rozanov
spoke of his close, intimate, psychological
connection with F. M. Dostoevsky’s art. I
remember once V.V. said, ‘learn to appre-
ciate this book. I never part with it’, while
lovingly patting the volume of Diary of a
Writer. Dostoevsky never left his desk”.
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is regularly mentioned, there
have been remarkably few in-
depth examinations of the paral-
lels®. In particular, readers have
missed perhaps the most direct
mediator, who helps Rozanov
inscribe himself into an unend-
ing dialogue with Dostoevsky,
and whose entry serves as a
model for Rozanov’s penchant
for paradox and insistence on
recording ever altering, and of-
ten contradictory opinions with-
in the space of a single page.
Even Andrei Siniavskii, who pos-
its the model of the Under-
ground Man and of the “iuro-
divyi’ or ‘holy fool’ as the touch-
stones for Rozanov’s paradoxi-
calism, misses the character that
strolls into the Diary of a Writer
in April of 1876 and appears
again in the July-August issue of
the same year. Dostoevsky calls
this man the Paradoxicalist. He
appears in the Diary solely in the
context of a dialogue with the
author. The readers are present-
ed with a series of fascinating
conversations, one of which in
particular supports his review-
er’s charge that Rozanov was ‘a
living plagiary’ of Dostoevsky.

In the July-August 1876 issue,
which is entirely taken up by
their conversation, the Paradox-
icalist espouses views on mar-
riage and procreation, which are

1 The only extended comparison I have
seen so far has been Fokin 2000: 191-202.

Autoliognafcs] - Number 7/2018



quite reminiscent of the only ar-
gument that Rozanov never
fundamentally altered. In Chap-
ter 4 of the July-August issue, in
a section entitled Children’s Se-
crets, the Paradoxicalist argues
that endless childbirth should be
woman'’s primary task in life and
only in its pursuit will she really
know true happiness and con-
nect “c »xuBow xusHpw’ (Dos-
toevsky 1972: XXIII: 92)*. Alt-
hough Rozanov is rarely so uno-
riginally misogynist, he shares
the ‘Paradoxicalist’s’ emphasis
on physical reproduction. It is
not, however, an argument that
Dostoevsky himself would make
elsewhere. In point of fact, his
private diary reveals that he may
have occasionally leaned toward
the exactly opposite opinion®.
He did, however, impart some
similar statements on another
memorable character who re-
jects asceticism and favors
bawdy, grotesque self-
presentation. Fedor Karamazov
is another regular point of com-
parison for Rozanov. In fact,
Danilevskii has suggested that
Rozanov’s philosophy of ‘reli-

1 «With living life”.

1% See, for example, his moving entry as he
sits up with the dead body of his first wife.
In this entry, Dostoevsky sounds almost
Augustinian in his ascetic rejection of the
value of marriage and sexuality in favor of
the heavenly, desire-free bodies that are to
be granted to men at the Resurrection
(Proffer 1973: 39-41).
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gion and sex’ is really just a sort
of upside-down, ‘theorized’
Karamazovschina. He also puts
forth the idea that Rozanov’s at-
tacks against ascetic monasti-
cism are modeled directly - both
in style and in content - on Fe-
dor Karamazov's  outbursts
(Danilevskii 2006).

Paul de Man has pointed out
that autobiography tends to look
a bit “self-indulgent” and “dis-
reputable” when placed side by
side with more established gen-
res, such as the novel (de Man
1979: 919). And yet, Rozanov
emphatically lowers, or debases
his autobiographical persona,
precisely by constructing it out
of traits borrowed from famous
novelistic characters. Rozanov
goes even further than Dostoev-
sky in Diary of a Writer in frag-
menting the 19™ century text
and probing its fertile secrets.
For instance, he exposes the is-
sue of illegitimacy as a major
driver of the 19™ century plot. In
doing so, he prefaces fascinating
scholarly examinations into Dos-
toevsky’s works, such as Fusso’s
Discovering Sexuality in Dosto-
evsky and Apollonio’s Dostoev-
sky’s Secrets, which find a rich
dynamic of “secrecy and sexuali-
ty” at play in Dostoevsky’s nov-
els (Apollonio 2009: 79).

In his autobiographical perfor-
mance, Rozanov frequently fig-
ures as both the disgraceful fa-
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ther and the illegitimate child -
Fedor Karamazov and Pavel
Smerdiakov in one. One of his
pseudonyms, Elizaveta Sladkaia,
even references Smerdiakov’s
mother, Elizaveta Smerdi-
aschaia. The physical descrip-
tions he offers of himself are
grotesque and clearly recall the
emphasis on Fedor’s semi-
contrived coarseness and semi-
spontaneous lewdness. In Roza-
nov’s autobiographical texts, the
aged nudity of an unattractive
gentleman in his late fifties is
frequently alternated with em-
bryonic and infantile self-
descriptions®. For instance, Fall-
en Leaves Basketful II begins
with the provocative declara-
tion: “C BbIlyuyeHHBIMU Ta3aMU
U OOJM3BIBAIOLIUICA — BOT 4.
Hexpacuo? Yro nenarp”
(Rozanov 1990: 332)”. The book
concludes with an extended im-
age of “manenpkoit Pozanos”
(“little Rozanov”), embracing the
entire world as if it were a
mother’s breast and suckling on
its nipple. “U m06110 5 3TOT CO-

' In fact, his early experimental fragments,
which would pave the way for Solitaria
and Fallen Leaves, was called Embryos.
Some of these were published in «Gra-
zhdanin» in 1900 under the pseudonym
Orion. There is evidence he intended the
sketches to comprise a longer, fragmentary
work. Several Embryos can be seen in
Rozanov 2009.

17 «“With bulging eyes and licking my lips —
here 7 am. Not too pretty, eh? What is to be
done?”.
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cox mupa”, he adds, “/cmyrnsrit
¥ OJaroBOHHBIN, C YyTh-4yTbh
Boocamu  BKpyr’  (Rozanov
1990: 576)*°. Fallen Leaves II thus
reverses the autobiographical
order and instead of begininng
with the words “I was born...”
concludes with the image of the
author as a newborn.

Rozanov’s self-presentation as
simultaneously paterfamilias
and child, together with his
thematization (and spirited re-
jection of 19th century views) of
illegitimacy  underscores his
concern with patrimony in the
form of literary inheritance. But
while Fedor Karamazov and
Smerdiakov are perhaps the
most commonly identified
points of origin for Rozanov, he
averred the closest kinship with
a very different - and rather sur-
prising - Dostoevskian charac-
ter. When he was asked to name
the literary character for whom
he felt the greatest affinity,

Rozanov replied, “koneuno -
[ITaToB” (“Shatov, of course”)
without a moment’s pause

(Gollerbakh 1922: 57). Needless
to say this led to a rather puz-
zled reaction, for how indeed
can one explain the gulf between
the perverse paterfamilias, or
the parricide, and the student
sacrificed at the end of The Dev-

18 «And I love this nipple of the world [...]
so tawny and aromatic, with just a little bit
of hair around it”.
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ils? Rozanov’s problematic an-
swer was thus interpreted as ei-
ther one of his characteristic
paradoxes, or as a statement of
an ideological affinity to Sha-
tov’s messianic nationalism. This
confusion persisted due to the
fact that from Rozanov’s death
in 1919 until quite recently, the
experimental trilogy of Solitaria
and Fallen Leaves I and II has
been almost exclusively privi-
leged by scholars over the earlier
philosophic and publicistic texts.
In fact, Rozanov enacts one of
his most fascinating intertextual
performances in The Family
Question in Russia, which was
published in 1903, a full ten
years before the first Basketful of
Fallen Leaves. In The Family
Question, Rozanov expresses his
personal anguish over the status
of his illegitimate family with
Butiagina and proposes to make
the family as such the subject of
religious-philosophical investi-
gation. He passionately argues
against the ascetic strivings of
the church fathers, who margin-
alized the sanctity of marriage
and procreative sexuality. In this
context, we will remember that
in The Confessions, Augustine
models more than a conversion
to Christianity. He ultimately
seeks the most stringent form of
the profession of faith: complete
abstinence and withdrawal from
social bonds, particularly that of
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marriage. To illustrate his argu-
ment against this ascetic model
of conversion, Rozanov presents
an extended five-page quotation
from Dostoevsky’s The Devils.
The scene is that of the birth of
Stavrogin’s child to Shatov’s es-
tranged wife Marie, and Shatov’s
subsequent rebirth through the
sacred experience of fatherhood.
Rozanov’s reading of Shatov’s
simultaneous fatherhood and
rebirth conflates the distinction
between father and child and re-
calls Oedipus’ scrambled gene-
alogy, as well as his own altered
autobiographical chronology.
Rozanov rewrites the tragic par-
ody (for in the novel the child,
the mother, and Shatov all die
soon thereafter) of the scene in
Bethlehem into a prophetic
apotheosis of the sanctity of re-
production. Rozanov writes:

Yurarenp Ja IpOCTUT HacC
3a JAJIMHHYIO LUTaTy. MBI
Bce paccymdanu (o OGpake
U 0 ero dyxe), HO BeJb Hy-
JKeH M MarTepbsil, K KOTO-
pPOMy KOHKPETHO MBI MOT-
1 GBI OTHOCHUTH CBOH pac-
cyxgeHus. Msl ot cebGs
BBICKA3aJIH, UTO poxcdeHue
Y 8ce 0KOJ0 poxcdeHUst —
pe/uruo3Ho; W  Teleph
MPUBOAYIM HJUIIOCTPALIMIO,
YTO OHO 80cCKpewdem, U
JaXe BOCKpellaeT U3 Ta-
KOM IyCTBIHHOCTU OTPH-
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OaHHWA KaK Halll HWAI"-
nu3M. (Rozanov 2004: 59)"

I hope I may also be forgiven for
this long quotation, but I think
it is essential to reproduce at
least a part of this performance.
The text below is a part of the
excerpt from Dostoevsky’s Devils
as it was printed by Rozanov;
the italics are all Rozanov’s, as is
the explanatory footnote he
plants on the bottom of the

page:

... Marie ne)xana Kak
6e3 4yBCTB, HO Yepe3 MHU-
HYTY OTKpBbLIA I'/Ia3a U
CTPaHHO, CTPAHHO MOT IS~
nena Ha lllaToBa: coscem
Kakoti-mo Ho8blll 6bin
amom 832150, kakou
UMEHHO OH euje NOHAMb
6bL71 He 8 cunax, HoO HUKO-
2da npexcde OH He 3HAA U
He NOMHUJ 'y Hell mMakoz2o
@32n1a0a.

- Manpuuk? Manpuuk?
- 00JIe3HEHHBIM Ir'0JIOCOM
CIpocusia oHa ApUHY
IIpoxopoBHy.

1 “The reader will have to forgive us for
this long quotation. We were reasoning
(about marriage and about its spirit), but
we also need material to which we could
concretely direct our thoughts. We put
forward the idea that birth and everything
around birth is religious; and now we give
you this illustration, which demonstrates
that it resurrects, and resurrects even from
such a desert of negation that is our nihil-

2

ism”.
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- Manpyumka! — Kpuk-
HyJ/Ia Ta B OTBET, YBEPTHI-
Bast peOeHKa.

[...]

- Becenurecs, AprHa
IIpoxopoBHa... Imo seau-
kas padocms... - C UAUOT-
CKH-0/Ta)KeHHBIM BUOM
nposenetan llaTos, mpo-
CUSIBLLINI ITOC/IE ABYX CJIOB
Marie o pebenke.

- Kakas rakas y Bac Tam
Be/IMKasl paJloCcTh? — gece-
aunacs Apuna Ilpoxopos-
Ha, cyemsics, npubupas u
pabomasn Kak KamopxcHas.

- TaliHa nosieaeHus HO-
8020 cywjecmea, 8euKkasn
matiHa u HeoGvsiICHUMASR, -
Apnna [TpoxopoBHa, 1 Kak
YKaJb, YTO BBI 3TOTO He
NnoHuMaere!

[llaToB 6opMmoTan 6ec-
CBSI3HO, T'JIYIIO U BOCTOP-
xeHHO. Kak 6yATO 4TO-TO
K0/1e6a/10Ch B €0 TOJI0Be
Y camo co6oro 6e3 Bou
ero BbUIMBAJIOCh U3 AYyILIH.

- Bwino deoe u gdpye -
mpemull uesnoeek, HO8blll
dyX, YyenbHblll, 3aKOHYeH-
Hbll, Kak He 6blgaem om
DYK Henogeveckux; HO8as
MbICIIb U HO8AS N110608b,
daxce cmpawHo... 1 Hem
evluwe Ha ceeme!

- Ok Hanopo! IIpocro
JanbpHelllee pa3BUTHE
OpraHM3Ma, U HUYero TyT
HeT, HUKaKOM TalHBI, -
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HCKPEHHO 1 Becesio X0XO0-
Tana ApuHa [IpoxopoBHa,
- amak eakas myxa mat-
Ha.*

*Bor oH, mpocBeT K ApeBHUM
penurusiM, k ®PuBam erumner-
ckuM, BaBuiony xangelickomy, K

obOpe3anuto - Aspaama. Ecau
poyxcdeHue U B OCHOBe 060t0do-
nosiocme - MHUCTHKO-

penuruosuel, To «Bor Besueckas
U BO BCEM», W B TpaBKe, U B
3Be3/lo4Ke; B 4YeJoBeKe KaK B
myxe. Torga xpaMm HamoJHUTCA
TpPaBaMM, U 3BE3[aMH, U IMKAMH
YKUBOTHO-TIOKJIOHsIeMbIMHU.  TyT
Ke paspellaeTcs U BOIMpPOC, eCTh
JIM U BO3MOXHBI JIM <«JAUWHUE
IeTh», «HE3aKOHHOPOX/IE€H-
HbIe». DTO MECTO CJIeLyeT UMETh
B BU/Y NPH M3JIaraeMoOM Jajiblie
MoJieMUKe O HE3aKOHHOPOX-
nennbix. (Rozanov 2004: 58)*°

20« Marie lay as if unconscious, but in

another minute she opened her eyes, and
strangely, strangely looked at Shatov: this
look was something entirely new, in what
way — he couldn’t yet understand, but he
could not remember seeing such a look
from her ever before.

- A boy? A boy? — with a sickly
voice she asked Arina Prokhorovna.

- Yep, a boy! — she yelled back,
swaddling the child.

[...]
- Be happy, Arina Prokhorovna...
This is a great happiness... - babbled Sha-
tov with an idiotically blissful look, beam-
ing after Marie’s two words about the
child.

- What are you talking about, great
happiness? — laughed Arina Prokhorovna,
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This passage demonstrates a
number of Rozanov’s favorite
textual practices. For instance,
he locates his central philosoph-
ic concern - the recuperation of
the sanctity of procreation and
the body - in his favorite spot at
the bottom of the page. This

as she bustled about, working like a con-
vict.

- The mystery of the appearance of
a new being, a great mystery, unexplaina-
ble, Arina Prokhorovna, and it’s too bad
that you don’t understand this!

Shatov babbled incoherently, stupidly and
ecstatically. As if something was tottering
in his head and came pouring out of his
soul against his will.

- There were two and suddenly — a
third person, a new spirit, whole, complete,
in a way that’s not possible from men’s
hands alone; a new idea and a new love;
it’s almost frightening... And there is noth-
ing more lofty in the world!

- Hah, what a bunch of nonsense!
It’s just the further development of the or-
ganism, and there is nothing more here, no
mystery, - sincerely and joyously laughed
Arina Prokhorovna, - according to you
every fly would be a mystery.*

[Footnote:]

*Here it is, the window to the ancient reli-
gions: to Egyptian Phoebes, Chaldean
Babylon, Abraham’s - circumcision. If
both birth and the sphere of sexual rela-
tions are fundamentally mystical-religious
phenomena, then ‘God is everything and in
everything’, in the grass, and in the little
star; in man same as in the fly. Then the
temple will fill up with grass, and stars,
and with venerated images of animals. The
question as to whether there are ‘superflu-
ous children’ or ‘illegitimate’, and whether
they are even possible, is also resolved
here. This excerpt should be kept in mind
for the following polemic about illegiti-
mate children”.
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marginal space of the footnote is
also where we find Rozanov’s in-
credibly personal, anguished re-
jection of the legal concept of
illegitimate children. This sub-
jective interpretation overflows
into the quoted passage in the
form of Rozanov’s italicized
highlights that fragment Dosto-
evsky’s text and generate new
synaptic interactions between its
parts. This move parallels Roza-
nov’s deconstruction of the inte-
riority of the self in Fallen Leaves
through his unique ‘internaliza-
tion’ of others’ texts. He materi-
alizes the metaphor of his textu-
al consumption: “..nHOrZa Ka-
YKETCsI, YTO BO MHE MPOUCXOJUT
pasjioKeHue JIATEPATYPhI”
(Rozanov 1990: 332)". And yet
the inside is the outside, since
his commentary originates from
the marginal space at the edges
of the page and moves inward.
Thus, his citational interiority is
re-performed in the page’s lay-
out itself. This excessive margi-
nalia attempts to stage the en-
counter with the other’s text as a
self-inscription ~ between its
lines, rather than merely its ap-
propriation or rewriting.

The motif of Shatov’s resurrec-
tion (or religious conversion)
through his participation in this
accidental family calls to mind

2L« sometimes it seems that the decom-

position of literature is taking place inside
me”.
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Rozanov’s frequent claims that
his union with Varvara Butiagina
fundamentally transformed him
and gave birth to his philosophic
project. In this context, I have
no doubt that Rozanov’s surpris-
ing assertion that out of all of
Dostoevsky’s heroes he feels the
greatest affinity for Shatov refers
his readers back to this particu-
lar scene of spiritual rebirth
through the miracle of child-
birth**. Thus, by claiming to un-
cover a sacralized procreative
structure deep in the heart of
Dostoevsky’s text, Rozanov does
not merely excerpt an authorita-
tive reference to support his ar-
gument. He generates his own
literary genealogy by performa-
tively inscribing his rebirth in
the form of a footnote to one of
his ‘originary’ texts.

Dmitry Khanin has argued that
“Rozanov’s trilogy imitates the
great Russian moralistic novel in
which a troubled male protago-
nist experiences rebirth at the
hands of a simple-minded beau-
ty with a flawless moral instinct”
(Khanin 1998: 86). But, in Roza-
nov’s case, morality tends to
have very little to do with it, es-
pecially when we consider his
avowal that he is “He Takoi1 ewie
nmozsiern, Ytobbl  gymMaTh O

2 Rozanov also claimed that he had also
been awakened from a youthful infatuation
with positivism and materialism by his en-
counter with Dostoevsky’s works.
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mopanu” (Rozanov 1990: 86)%.
In analyzing his inscribed re-
birth, we need to consider what
Rozanov had to be saved from
and, to echo the title of a famous
19™ century novel, who is to
blame? The answer to the ques-
tion is once again rather surpris-
ing - for it is Dostoevsky. Or ra-
ther, it is Rozanov’s youthful at-
tempt to materialize a kind of
relationship with his predeces-
sor that could have been con-
ceived on the pages of Dostoev-
sky’s novels (for instance, we can
note Fedor and Dmitry Karama-
Zov’s competition for
Grushen’ka in the Brothers
Karamazov). We hardly need a
reminder that Rozanov married
Apollinaria Suslova in 1880, a
year before Dostoevsky’s death.
Rozanov’s marriage to the signif-
icantly older Suslova material-
ized his desire for a Dostoev-
skian genealogy by literally en-
acting Sedgwick’s theory of lit-
erary descent and homosocial
desire via a female mediator
(Sedgwick 1985). However, as
this attempt to ‘marry into’ Dos-
toevsky’s ‘family’ disintegrated
in spectacular fashion, Rozanov
found himself theorizing other
modes of literary interrelations,
while also, interestingly enough,
declaring himself the philoso-
pher of the body and procreative

2 «“Not such a scoundrel as to think about
morality”.
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marriage. He ultimately converts
this troubled bodily exchange
into an embodied citation of
Dostoevsky’s characters, reject-
ing models of textual appropria-
tion in favor of intertextual self-
inscription into his literary fami-
ly tree. In combination with his
philosophic thematization of
birth and family life, Rozanov’s
self-conscious intertextual mod-
eling anticipates theories that
describe literary exchange as fil-
iation, patrimony and genera-
tional change. However, Roza-
nov's performance rejects the
kind of adversarial structure that
Bloom depicts in Anxiety of In-
fluence and also foregrounds au-
tobiography’s secret affinities. In
the end, Rozanov forgoes killing
the father in favor of writing the
scene of his own literary birth.
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