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Ruski formalizem naj bi po splosnem prepricanju vzpostavil strogo teoret-
ski diskurz in s tem proizvedel ali poglobil disciplinarno locitev. Toda ze
1922/23 je Sklovski v pisemskem romanu Zoo povezal ta diskurz z literatu-
ro. Zoo metafikcijsko preoblikuje tradicionalni pisemski roman in ga pre-
navlja z zabrisovanjem mej med dokumentarnim in poetskim. Uveljavljeni
pogledi na Zoo kot na »poskus prakticne uresnicitve avtorjevih teoretskih
nacel« le ponavijajo delitev med diskurzoma in potrjujejo dvomljivo nad-
rejenost teorije literaturi. Ustreznejsa je koncepcija hibridnosti: v roma-
nu se stapljata predmetna raven in metaraven, literatura in kritistvo. Zoo
inovativno uporablja »uredniska« parabesedila, ki so sicer tradicionalno
vzpostavljala trdno delitev med urednikom in dopisovalci, tu pa hierarhije
dekonstruirajo. S svojo vizualno oblikovanostjo postajajo nekaksna »para-
pismaq in stopajo v epistolarni metadialog. Za pojem »dialoga« med teori-
Jjo in literaturo je pomenljivo, da je Sklovski za svoj »kritifikcijski« podvig
izbral zanr pisemskega romana.

Kljuéne besede: pisemski roman, dekonstrukcija pisemskega romana, po-
tujitev, kritifikcija, metafikcija, romanti¢na ironija, parabesedilo, eksil, po-
etika razseljenosti

1. Teorija in literatura: nekaj pojasnil o zgodovinskih
kontekstih (zgodovina teorije in zgodovina literature)

O ruskem formalizmu se obi¢ajno spomnimo, da je v analizo literature vpe-
ljal prve sistemati¢ne kategorije ter zasnoval literarno teorijo v strogem
pomenu besede. Zato se formalistom navadno pripisuje, da so razsirili vr-
zel med obema diskurzoma oziroma da so jo pravzaprav sami vpeljali (z
razlocitvijo disciplin), ker so — kar se jim na splo$no priznava — utemeljili
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moderno literarno kritiStvo. Formalisti¢na teorija je v bistvu res poudarjala
koncepcijo estetske avtonomije besedila in bila od svojega zacetka pro-
gramsko brezbrizna do druzbenih in prakti¢nih vlog umetnosti. Do o¢i-
tnega 'obrata k druzbi', ki se je dogajal v poznejSem razvoju formalizma
od sredine dvajsetih let, pa je v glavnem prislo zaradi vzpona stalinizma
in doktrine socialisticnega realizma, ki sta hitro zadusila vsakrsne avant-
gardne ideje v umetnosti in kriti§tvu. Toda obstajala je Se ena, zgodnejsa
in, kar je Se pomembnejSe, prostovoljna in notranja teznja k odmiku od
Ciste forme in stroge teorije — povzema jo pisemski roman Zoo Viktorja
Sklovskega, napisan in objavljen v Berlinu v letih 1922-1923.

Zoo je bil njegovo drugo veliko literarno delo in ko bi Sklovski Ze takrat ne
zaslovel kot teoretik, bi se njegovo ime zapisalo v literarno zgodovino prav
zaradi te radikalne inovacije romana v pismih. Zvrstnemu razvoju pisemske-
ga romana je Zoo vtisnil pe¢at modernosti. S sprevrnitvijo tradicionalnega
vzorca predstavlja nazorno improvizirano montazo heterogenega gradiva, ki
nima zgodbe. 1z logike prepovedi in Zelje sledi, da je ljubezenska tema za-
vrta, a to je obenem sredstvo, ki jo spodbuja. Najinovativnejse lastnosti eks-
perimenta Viktorja Sklovskega so metafikcijska samorefleksija, paradoks in
ironija. Na kratko povedano: »Zoo povzroca viden premik v zanru; po letu
1923 ta nikoli vec ne bo taksen kot prej.« (Kauffman xix) Z vidika zvrstne
inovacije Zoo ni ni¢ manj avantgarden od nekaterih drugih prelomnih del iz
istih let, kakrsna so Joyceov Ulikses (1922) ali Rilkejevi Soneti na Orfeja
(1923), ceprav so se ta v svetovni knjizevnosti bolj uveljavila. Za zgodo-
vinarje pisemskega Zanra je torej roman Sklovskega nepogresljiv mejnik.
Toda danasnji povprecni bralec ga ne pozna ve¢, povprecni literarni kritik
ustvarjanje formalistov sta po krivici utonila v pozabo — a to dejstvo pove
manj o literarni kakovosti teh zapostavljenih besedil (ceprav nobeno od njih
ni tako pomembno kot Zoo) kakor o danasnjem pojmovanju teorije.

Cas je, da ponovno odkrijemo tudi 'drugo’ stran formalizma: praktiéne
temelje formalisti¢ne teorije in literarne dosezke formalistov. Vse se je za-
¢elo z njihovo tesno in ustvarjalno povezanostjo s pred- in porevolucionar-
nimi avantgardami (ruskega futurizma si pravzaprav ne moremo zamisliti
brez formalizma), doseglo vrhunec v dvajsetih letih 20. stoletja z njihovimi
lastnimi literarnimi deli (ta obsegajo zgodovinske romane, novele, eseje in
spominsko prozo, pa tudi otrosko literaturo in scenarije) in seglo Se do nji-
hovega vpliva na sodobno literarno produkcijo, saj so predavali na raznih
literarnih tec¢ajih' (od tod je iz§la tudi prva zanimiva porevolucionarna lite-
rarna skupina Serapionovi bratje; prim. Greber, »The metafictional turn«).
Poleg omenjenih prakti¢nih dejavnosti, ki so spletle tesno vez med litera-
turo in teorijo, je treba poudariti, da njihov slog teoretiziranja ni bil prav
ni¢ akademski; ravno nasprotno, zgodnji formalizem se je zacel kot izziv
uveljavljeni akademski filologiji. Prva razprava Sklovskega, »Vstajenje
besede« (1914) — pozneje je postala manifest formalisticnega gibanja® —
bolj spominja na pisanje futuristicnega pesnika kakor na delo literarnega
kritika. Znacilno je, da poznejsi uradni povzetki zgodovine ruskega forma-
lizma prikazujejo, kako so Sklovskega grajali zlasti zaradi njegovega dokaj
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nesistemati¢nega, neakademskega nacina argumentacije. Toda tisto, kar se
z vidika Ciste teorije zdi kot hiba, lahko s perspektive transdisciplinarnega
misljenja postane vrlina. Pristop Sklovskega vsekakor ni bil samo premo-
crtna teorija; to naj velja kot pojasnilo, zakaj na konferenci, posveceni hi-
bridizaciji teorije in literature, omenjamo osrednji lik neke teoreticne Sole.

Zoo Sklovskega zagotovo sodi med dokazno gradivo za tezo, da »se
teorija in literatura razvijata po vzporednih zgodovinskih tirnicah vse od
takrat, ko sta zaceli obstajati kot samostojni disciplini« (kakor je bilo zapi-
sano v vabilu na ta kolokvij). Poetika romana Zoo se vraca k Sternovemu
Tristramu Shandyju pa tudi k nemski romantiki; je predhodnica postmoder-
ne ideje igrivega stapljanja kritiStva in fikcije.

Za Gasa Sklovskega $e niso poznali ¢udovitega izraza »kritifikcija«, saj
ga je izumil Sele Raymond Federman (francosko-ameriski pisatelj in lite-
rarni kritik)® — gre za duhovit jezikovni hibrid, ki poimenuje hibridizacijo
diskurzov. Zdi se, da je Sklovski uveljavljal neke vrste kritifikcijo' avant la
lettre. Vendar so bili predpogoji za hibridizacijo tedaj drugacni. Iz tega, kar
je bilo povedano o statusu formalizma kot utemeljitelja literarnega kritistva
v sodobnem smislu, sledi, da je bilo meSanje obeh diskurzov pred njuno
strogo locitvijo nekaj povsem drugega kakor isto pocetje po taksni loci-
tvi. Sele po formalizmu oziroma, natanéneje, po kanonizaciji formalizma
kot strogega in natancnega teoretskega diskurza ter po vzpostavitvi to¢no
doloc¢enih mej med disciplinami lahko ideja hibridne 'kritifikcije' kon¢no
postane zares privlacna in zahteva status programa. Toda formalizem je
imel tedaj drugaéne namene. Lahko re¢emo, da je roman Sklovskega po-
segel v Cistost razloCenih diskurzov, kar je za avtorja pomenilo, da se je
moral gibati naprej in nazaj. Pred casom je Se pomagal, da se je znanost
o umetnosti kon¢no razvila kot samostojna disciplina, kmalu za tem pa jo
je ze prepletal z umetnostjo. To transgresijo so ostro obcutili tudi njegovi
sodobniki formalisti, o ¢emer pri¢a kritika Jurija Tinjanova.*

Kakor koli ze, z vidika zgodovine odnosov med teorijo in literaturo je
trenutek Zooja resnicno zgodovinski.

2. Epistolarna konstelacija v Zooju

Zoo je nedvomno eden najbolj zanimivih in duhovitih romanov v pismih
vseh Casov, in sicer prav zaradi tega, ker uspesno prehaja med teorijo in
literaturo pa tudi med fikcijo in Zivljenjem, z medkulturnim dialogom med
Rusijo in Evropo vred. Besedilo je izjemno zaradi kombiniranja globo-
kih Custev z izostreno refleksijo. Ganljive evokacije bolecine izgnanstva in
neusliSane ljubezni spremlja duhovita metaliterarna igra. Zoo preoblikuje
tradicionalni roman v pismih v metafikcijskem slogu. Pozivlja ga tako, da
brise meje med dokumentarno in poeti¢no epistolarnostjo. Dobesedno se to
kaze v genezi besedila: v romanu naj bi bila fiktivna pisma pomesana z re-
sni¢nimi pismi ter s tak$nimi, ki so bila ali bi lahko bila izmenjana (v sicer
pretezno enosmerni korespondenci) med mladim kritikom in damo, ki ji je
dvoril, med romanesknim 'jazom' in njegovo ljubo Aljo, alias Viktorjem
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Sklovskim in Elso Triolet (prav tako rusko izseljenko, poznejso francosko
pisateljico); ona je bila stara sedemindvajset let, on jih je imel trideset.’
Sklovski je to knjiZico napisal v Berlinu, potem ko je pobegnil iz Sovjetske
zveze. Je dokument njegove lastne vmesne eksistence v vicah begunstva, pa
tudi nekaksna etnografija »ruskega« Berlina. Toda ko bi roman obravnavali
zgolj kot avtobiografsko delo, bi podcenili njegovo teoretsko stremljenje.
Roman je nasicen s teorijo, ne samo zaradi tematiziranja formalisti¢nih idej
(to sicer tu in tam pocne, kar je v besedilu, katerega glavni junak je teoretik,
mogoce priakovati), temve¢ tudi zato, ker je konstruiran po formalisti¢nih
nacelih oziroma jih udejanja.

Z3
Pisma ne o ljubezni
ali
Tretja Heloisa

Viktor Sklovski Z00
700 posvecam
) Elsi Triolet
ali in knjigi dajem naslov
Pisma ne o ljubezni »Tretja Heloisa«

Zelo zgovoren je natan¢nejsi pregled naslovnic in naslovnih strani (gl.
slike 1-3 v prilogi, str. 143). Dvojna igra z abecedami in jeziki poudarja
medkulturne in medbesedilne vidike romana. Nemska sestavina je natisnje-
na v latinici: ZOO, zivalski vrt v sredi$¢u Berlina in mestno prometno voz-
lis¢e. Berlinski zivalski vrt (Tiergarten) se je nahajal v ruskem delu mesta,
ki se ga je prijel vzdevek Charlottengrad; poleg teh dejstvenih razseznosti
pa zivalski vrt vseskozi dobiva Se simbolicne pomene ujetosti (emigrant
kot opica, ljubimec kot opica). Kljub tak$nim predvidljivim toposom je
tema menazerije razlozena na zanimiv nacin.® Ostale sestavine naslova pa
so neposredno pomembne za epistolarni diskurz. Formula Tretje Heloise
povlece vzporednico z Rousseaujevim romanom v pismih Julija ali Nova
Heloisa in njegovim virom, srednjeveskim predhodnikom pisemskih ro-
manc, Heloisinih pisem Abelardu. Prav od tod izvira tudi motiv »pisem ne o
ljubezni«. Poleg tega je nadliterarno ime napolnjeno z resni¢nim tivljenjem
prek besedne igre: Heloisa — Eloisa — El'za. Nakljuéna podobnost med raz-
licicami ruskega in francoskega imena ima mocan simbolen pomen za tisto
nit v knjigi, ki se povezuje s francoskim nac¢inom zivljenja, postavljenim v
nasprotje z ruskim, kar je ena od tem odtujenosti. Ljubljena dama namrec
v oc¢eh svojega potencialnega ljubimca postaja vse preve¢ Francozinja, on
sam pa se Cedalje bolj zaveda svoje ruske identitete in nezmoznosti ter
nepripravljenosti za prilagajanje se zahodnjastvu. Rusko-nemska tema pre-
vladuje Ze zaradi Berlina kot prizori$¢a emigrantskega zivljenja, toda tisto,
kar v resnici Steje, sta razlicni stopnji 'evropskosti', ki zarisujeta locnico
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znotraj 'nezaljubljenega’ para. Custvena razdalja in odtujenost med dopiso-
valcema se vseskozi interpretira s pojmi kulturnih razlik (francosko — rusko
ali evropsko — rusko; prim. Pismi §t. 16, 17). Z vidika akulturacije zgodba
Sklovskega vsekakor ni ljubezenska.

Ime Zzenske naslovljenke je sicer prosto prevedljivo in izmenljivo v ruski
in francoski kulturi in knjizevnosti, ime avtorja pa ima ocitno drugacen
polozaj. Kulturna dilema je simbolizirana ze v graficni podobi naslovnice
(oblikoval jo je El Lissitzky; gl. sliko 1), kjer je ime »Viktor Sklovski«
vpisano in skrito v ¢rko Z iz naslova Z8 in daje vtis, kot da bi bilo zaprto v
kletko berlinskega zivalskega vrta oziroma ujeto v past, za resetke latinske-
ga sloga pisanja. Beseda »Zoo« (za razliko od »Heloise«) ni precrkovana
v cirilico. Tudi navadno natisnjena naslovnica (slika 2) izraza abecedno
odtujenost Zooja.

Posvetilna stran (slika 3) je zanimiva, ker predstavlja parabesedilni pro-
stor, v katerem se dvoumno prepletata dve vlogi pisca (znotrajbesedilni
prvoosebni pisec in zunajbesedilni avtor).

V zvezi s problematiko fiktivnosti je pomenljiva asimetricnost med
zenskim in moskim dopisnim partnerjem. Za njene polozaje obstaja jasno
semiotsko razlikovanje s pomocjo imena: Elsa je resni¢na zunajbesedilna
resnicna oseba, Alja je znotrajbesedilni lik. Odnos med njima je seveda
zadosti jasno vzpostavljen, in sicer ne samo prek sovpadanj v zgodbi, am-
pak tudi z metaopombo: »Al, Al, El, kli¢ejo, ko poskusajo izgovoriti tvoje
ime« (13. pismo, Zoo, or, Letters 48). Obstaja vsaj fikcija, da obstaja ne-
kaksna fikcijska razlika. Ni pa nobenih uporabnih imenskih nalepk, ki bi
dolocale znotrajbesedilnega avtorja-zaljubljenca, ni nobenega imena, am-
pak le »jaz« (ki nikoli ne podpiSe svojih pisem); to je seveda obenem tudi
»jaz« in avtorski podpis, ki podpira avtobiografski pakt. (Naj mimogrede
omenim, da to nerazlikovanje analitikom precej oteZuje jasno govorjenje
o besedilu.)

Parabesedilna razmejitev avtorskih polozajev se nadaljuje v telesu be-
sedila, kjer je pescica Aljinih pisem okvirjena z avtorskimi uvodi, tako da
so videti bolj kot vrivki in ne kot samostojne ali enakopravne izjave. Ob
upostevanju celotnega dela lahko torej upraviceno govorimo o moskem
subjektu in Zenskem objektu. Dopisovanje si prilas¢a samo ena stran. Samo
pod takSnim pogojem je mogoce knjigo »posvetiti« tisti, ki naj bi bila iz-
vorno sama (domnevno) vpletena v pisanje posameznih delov iste knjige.

Sklovski ne prikriva umetelnosti zgradbe, temve¢ razgalja konstruira-
nost podob. V enem primeru je razruSena celo avtobiografska iluzija — ko
nakaze postopek urejanja besedil in uporabi relikt konvencionalnega ro-
mana v pismih, to je fiktivnega urednika (Herausgeberfiktion). Fiktivni
urednik rekonstruira vrzel v dopisovanju: »Kot se zdi, napisano kot od-
govor na komentar, o€itno sporocen po telefonu, saj v dosjeju ni nicesar,
kar bi ustrezalo tem vrsticam.« (Uredniska opomba k pismu §t. 12, Zoo, or;
Letters 44.) 1zrazi, kot sta »zdi se« in »oc€itno«, zaznamujeta odlomek kot
Cisto Spekuliranje.

Téko razkazovanje arbitrarnosti se ujema z nereprezentativnim koncep-
tom umetnosti; zanj je Sklovski predlozil podobo »narisanega oknac, in
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to ze davno pred Magrittom (22. pismo).” Skrivnost romana Zoo je nje-
gova podvojenost: v enem trenutku vidimo okno, v drugem pa le njegovo
risbo ali skiciranost — gre za nekaksen ucinek migotanja (Kauffmann 22,
po Sheldonu, Victor Shklovsky). Ze po definiciji ne moremo vedeti, ali so
Aljina fiktivna pisma res identi¢na z Elsinimi pravimi pismi (¢eprav so tako
sodobniki Sklovskega kakor poznejsi literarni zgodovinarji videz vzeli -
sto zares in zenska pisma pripisovali Elsi; to je storila celo Elsa Triolet v
svojih poznejsih avtobiografskih izjavah; prim. Triolet 15).%

Roman vsebuje nekaj pisem, namenjenih Se drugim naslovnikom v
Moskvi in Petersburgu/Petrogradu. Sklovski ne poskusa zapeljati le svoje
dame, ampak tudi druge bralce, celo drzavne in partijske veljake, ki so ga
pripravili do tega, da je zbezal iz Rusije, in so mu po 'prejemu'zadnjega
pisma iz romana dovolili, da se vine domov.” Pisma so torej namenjena
znotraj- in zunajbesedilnim bralcem, a ¢ez mero obiCajnega dvojnega na-
slavljanja iz pisemskih romanov (kjer vsa pisma preberejo tako osebe na
zgodbeni ravni kakor tudi bralci knjige, prim. Altman, Epistolarity)."® Na
neki nacin gre za podobnost z radikalno metalepso, 'nenavadno zanko', ki
vodi iz knjige v realnost. Besedilo ima zaradi svoje fakticno-fikcijske dvoj-
nosti zapleteno zgodovino izdaj, revizij, dodatkov in izrezov.

Celostno gledano je Zoo kompleksen, ve¢polaren in obenem monopo-
laren roman v pismih. 'Deznik’, ki ga razpenja avtorska funkcija, nikakor
ne vsiljuje homogenizacije ali monologizma. 'Jaz' je namre¢ ze sam na sebi
vecglasen: je zaljubljenec, »raztrgan« od ljubezni in melanholije; je avtor,
ki sodeluje v medbesedilnem dialogu; je znanstvenik, ki ga zanima meta-
fikcijska igra; vse te hipostaze pa zdruzuje globoka (romanti¢na) ironija.

3. Formalisticna teorija zavita v literaturo
ali kot literatura?

Glavna vzporednica med formalisti¢no teorijo in formalisti¢cnim romanom
je seveda koncept zanrske inovacije s potujitvijo in z razgaljanjem postop-
ka. V tem pogledu je Zoo podoben Tristramu Shandyju, projiciranem v
pisemsko obliko."?

Ze naslov pokaZe osnovno strategijo zanikanja: e tradicionalni romani
v pismih niso ni¢ drugega kot pisma o ljubezni, potem oznaka »ne o ljube-
zni« obeta nekaj novega. Motivacija za tak$no negacijo se izkaze za zelo
zabavno: zaljubljenec se mora izogibati te teme, ker se Alja upira njegovi
ljubezni in mu prepoveduje pisati o njej. Zaljubljenec si prizadeva ubogati
njeno zapoved in pise o vsem mogocem — o Berlinu, o literaturi, o pisanju
pisem, tudi o prepovedi pisanja o ljubezni; to pa po¢ne samo zato, da bi
naletel na metafore in vzorce, ki ga »neizprosno vracajo k prepovedani
temi« (Sheldon, »Introduction« xxviii; dobro je znano, da je vloga sleherne
prepovedi v literaturi ta, da se jo krs$i — gre za zakon sizeja).

Lahko bi tudi trdili, da je pri Sklovskem v progam potujitve (defamilia-
rizacije) pravzaprav vkljucena nekaksna familiarizacija: uporablja namre¢
ze znane topose in jih Se okrepi, tako da realizira metafore in doseze uc¢inek
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'prenovitve'. Znacilen primer tega je dvojni motiv 'raztrganosti' od ljubezni
in trganja pisem:

PiSem ti vsako no¢, potem pa pismo raztrgam in vrzem v kos. Pisma ozivlja-
jo, se popravljajo in znova jih piSem. Dobi$ vse, kar sem napisal.

V tvojem kosu za pokvarjene igrace [so moski, ki te obozujejo] [...]

Samo jaz, raztrgan in razcefran kot pismo, kar naprej plezam iz kosa po-
kvarjenih igra¢. Prezivel bom $e ducate tvojih minljivih muh; vsak dan me
raztrga$ in vsako noc ozivljam, tako kot pisma. (Odlomek iz 13. pisma, Zoo,
or Letters 48)

Radikalna novost je postopek precrtanega pisma (19. pismo, gl. sliko
4 v prilogi, str. 144). Bralcu je svetovano, naj ga ne bere — Ceprav naj bi
pismo, ki ga je napisala Alja, veljalo za najbolj$e v vsej knjigi —, pa¢ pa naj
ga raje presko¢i in prihrani za konec. »S &rtanjem pisma Sklovski poudari
materialnost besedila, zdruzi verbalno in vizualno, zasuka poloZaje ter se
mascuje Alji za prepoved, ki mu jo je nalozila« (Kauffman 20). Ironija je,
da je odlomek, ki bralcu zapoveduje, naj ne bere izbrisanega pisma, tudi
sam precrtan s pismom vred."® Kretnja ¢rtanja neéesa, kar $e vedno ostane
vidno in berljivo, oziroma ideja, da je besedilo hkrati prisotno in odsotno,
anticipira osrednjo figuro dekonstrukcije.!* S strukturnega vidika oblikova-
nje alternativnega konca po »zadnjem pismu« vodi k podobnemu ¢rtanju
zadnje besede v romanu — taksna knjiga nima zadnje besede.

Seveda je prenova zvrsti prek metafikcijske ironije nasla v pisemskem
romanu nadvse ustrezno gradivo. Pisemski zanr namre¢ ze v temeljih tezi
k samorefleksiji: v slehernem pisemskem romanu pisci pisem pisejo tudi o
pisanju pisem. Sklovski je samo nekoliko moéneje privil vijak in okrepil
metapisemski naboj, ga povezal s starimi sredstvi samorefleksije, znanimi
iz sternovske tradicije, in s svezimi formalistiénimi idejami.

Je Zoo torej nekaj takega kot formalisti¢na teorija, zapakirana v literatu-
ro? Kakrs$no koli mehani¢no razumevanje tega odnosa bi bilo neustrezno.
Uveljavljeni pogled na roman Sklovskega kot na »poskus prakti¢ne uresni-
¢itve nacel, ki jim je sledil kot kritik«' utrjuje razdelitev med diskurzoma
in potrjuje dvomljivo hierarhi¢no nadrejenost teorije literaturi. Ustreznejsi
pogled nam odpre koncept kolokvija: pojem hibridnosti, se pravi enako-
pravna ali celo nerazlocljiva interakcija med obema poloma. Objektna in
metaraven se raztapljata v eno literarno celoto; literatura in kritistvo se
stapljata (»critifiction«). Kot je bilo Ze pokazano, 'jaz' deluje kot urednik in
dopisovalec, kot kritik in pisatelj in zaljubljenec.

4. Dialogizacija dialoSkega zanra: Parabesedila
in parapisma

Glede na pojem dialoga med teorijo in literaturo bi bilo preve¢ preprosto
pri¢akovati kakr$no koli jasno razdelitev vlog ali besedilnih Zanrov — deli-
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tve na znanstvena pisma in belles lettres namre¢ ni. Dialog je dialogiziran
in hibridiziran globinsko (in to v bahtinovskem pomenu, éeprav bi kaj take-
ga ne pri¢akovali glede na zgodnja formalisti¢na stalis¢a Sklovskega).'®

Zato menim, da ni posebej plodno obravnavati tistih pisem, ki izrecno
tematizirajo formalisti¢ne ideje, kar so poceli predhodni interpreti. Gotovo
je branje teh pisem zabavno in poucno; v tem smislu je zanimivo zlasti
22. pismo z avtorefleksivnim mise en abyme, napisano v slogu romanti¢ne
ironije — v njem Sklovski omenja, da naértuje roman Zoo kot eksperiment
v formalisti¢ni poetiki. Z vidika dialoga se je od vsebine treba premakniti k
formi (kar je povsem v duhu Sklovskega) in pogledati, kako so ti koncepti
predstavljeni bralcu oziroma bralcem in kako je znanost okvirjena ali pa
uporabljena kot okvir.

Zato se zelim (Se enkrat) posvetiti parabesedilom,'” zlasti pasazam,
natisnjenim pred vsakim pismom. Gre za zelo zapleten pojav, o katerem
zelim postaviti novo tezo. V Zooju je vloga uvajalnih delov zasukana:
'uredniska'parabesedila, ki tradicionalno ustvarjajo trdno razmejitev med
urednikom (ali kritikom) in dopisovalci (pisci pisem), so v tem primeru
uporabljena za dekonstrukcijo hierarhi¢nih razmerij.

Pre¢rtano 19. pismo je uvedeno kar trikrat; ima predgovor (»predi-
slovie«), pri tem pa tak$na pasaza uvaja tako pismo kot tudi predgovor.
Te dele so navadno imenovali »epigrafi« (Sheldon, »Introduction« xxix;
Kauffman 22), a to je nedvomno zavajajo¢ izraz. Odnos med temi deli be-
sedila in pismi je bolj podoben komentarskemu ali drazljivemu predgovoru
ali napovedniku; imenujmo jih kar uvodniki. V ponatisnjenih in prevedenih
izdajah so ti odseki natisnjeni v leze€em tisku, v izvirni berlinski izdaji pa
so loceni v okvirih. Primerjave berlinske izdaje s poznejSimi sovjetskimi
izdajami ta vidik navadno zanemarjajo,'® Ceprav je za epistolarnost rele-
vanten. Slika 5 predstavlja nekaj primerov odlomkov, ki bodo $e citirani
(gl. prilogo, str. 144).

Nekateri uvodniki so vestno strnjeni povzetki tega, kar sledi v pismu,
nekateri so ironi¢ne nasprotne izjave (sicer pa v njih nasploh prevladuje
ironi¢na modalnost). V uvodniku zgoraj omenjenega pisma gre na primer
za posmehovanje samemu teoreticnemu vlozku:

Dvaindvajseto pismo,

nepricakovano in, po mojem mnenju, do skrajnosti odvecno. Vsebina tega
pisma je ocitno pobegnila iz neke druge knjige istega avtorja, vendar se je
sestavljavcu knjige morebiti zdelo, da je pismo neobhodno potrebno zaradi
raznolikosti. Pismo se je med posto krizalo s pismom [Alje] o Tahitiju.
(Zoo, or, Letters 79)

Ironijo spremljata namerna pomesanost in pomnozitev subjektnih polo-
zajev: kdo je 'jaz', ki se postavlja za razsodnika nad avtorja-znanstvenika in
sestavljavca-urednika?

V naratoloskem smislu ta parabesedila nedvomno sodijo na raven ure-
dniskega procesa. 1z tega so kritiki sklepali, da je delitev vlog med epi-
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stolarnimi in uredniskimi besedili oziroma vlogami jasna, meja med za-
ljubljen¢evim in urednikovim glasom pa razlo¢na," tako da so »ironi¢no
vzvisenost« pripisovali uredniku (Kauffman 22). Vendar pa ob natan¢nej-
Sem pregledu postane jasno, da je urednikov glas globoko vpleten v ljube-
zenski konflikt in nikakor ne predstavlja odmaknjenega polozaja, kaj Sele
znanstvenega metapoloZzaja.

Trinajsto pismo,

napisano med Sesto in deseto uro zjutraj. Zaradi taksnega obilja casa je
pismo dolgo. Ima tri dele. Edino pomembno je opazanje, da zenske v dolo-
cenem berlinskem Nachtlokalu znajo drzati vilice.

Petindvajseto pismo,

O pomladi, Prager Diele, Ehrenburgu in pipah. O casu, ki mineva, in ustni-
cah, ki se obnavljajo — o srcu, ki je popolnoma izcérpano, medtem ko omenje-
ne ustnice samo izgubljajo barvo. O mojem srcu. (47, 90)

To je zelo ambivalenten glas, ki pripada ve¢ kot le enemu diskurzu.
Pravzaprav uvodniki razkrivajo Se en dialog, s katerim se urednik odziva
na pisce pisem, tudi nase, in naslavlja bralce ter jim poSilja pisemska spo-
roc¢ila.?

Celotna knjiga je na podoben nacin opremljena z uvodniki in $e s serijo
predgovorov k vsaki izdaji. Ta besedila niso naslovljena le na dejanske
bralce knjig (med njimi na sovjetske politike); Sklovski namre¢ vodi dialog
— v drugi osebi — s svojo lastno preteklostjo, svojo prej$njo knjigo in z Elso
— v pismu, poslanem iz Rusije v Francijo.

Uvodniki sicer spominjajo na ironi¢éne opombe v Rousseaujevem roma-
nu v pismih, toda tak$na parabesedila izvirajo Ze iz zgodnjih romanesknih
konvencij, ko so sluzila kot uvodi v poglavja in/ali sestavljala vsebinska
kazala. Njihove parodi¢ne razli¢ice so nastale precej pred Tristramom
Shandyjem, najdemo jih celo Ze v Don Kihotu, kjer je kar nekaj povzetkov
vsebine poglavij, ki ne vsebujejo to¢nih informacij o vsebini, ampak delu-
jejo kot metafikcijski triki.?!

Zoo predstavlja novo kombinacijo: Sklovski kombinira postopek pov-
zemanja iz klasi¢nega romana s fiktivnim urednikom iz romana v pismih
(Herausgeberfiktion). Nastalo hibridno vrsto parabesedil v pisemski obliki
bi lahko imenovali 'parapismo'. To zamisel podpira vizualna predstavitev
uvodnikov: postavitev, ki je bila izbrana za prvo izdajo (ni pa bila repro-
ducirana v nobeni od poznejsih izdaj), je tem 'parapismom' dejansko dala
izgled pisem v majhnih ovojnicah. Ta pisma so torej zapleten dvoglasni
element v pisemskem metadialogu.

Glede na 'dialog' med teorijo in literaturo je zelo pomenljivo, da je
Sklovski za svoj kritifikcijski podvig izbral ravno dialoski Zanr romana v
pismih.

Iz angles¢ine prevedel Marko Juvan

139



TEORETSKO-LITERARNI HIBRIDI

OPOMBE

!'Ti tecaji, ki so v letu 1920/21 potekali na peterburSkem (tedaj petrogradskem)
Institutu za umetnostno zgodovino, so bili tako reko¢ tecaji »ustvarjalnega pisanja«
avant la lettre.

2 Richard Sheldon in Victor Erlich sta sicer polemizirala o vlogi Sklovskega pri
ustanavljanju formalizma. Z danasnje perspektive pa je » Vstajenje besede« nedvo-
mno kanonizirano kot njegov zacetek.

3 Prim. njegovo zbirko ¢lankov z istim naslovom (1993).

4 Za citat v angleskem prevodu prim. Sheldon (»Introduction« xxxi) in Kauf-
fman (17).

5 Elsa Triolet (1896-1970), poznej$a zena Louisa Aragona, je napisala nad 30
knjig, zvecine v francoscini. Po nakljucju je bila prva zenska, ki je prejela Gon-
courtovo nagrado. Poetiko eksila pri Sklovskem in Trioletovi je nedavno odli¢no
primerjala Tippner (»Aller et retour«).

¢ Prim. Eisen, pogl. »The Menagerie« (60—65).

7 »Obstajata dve razmerji do umetnosti. / Eno gleda na umetnino kot na okno
v svet. / Ti umetniki skuSajo z besedami in podobami izraziti tisto, kar je onstran
besed in podob. Umetnike te vrste lahko upravi¢eno imenujemo prevajalce. / Druga
vrsta razmerja gleda na umetnost kot na neodvisno obstojece reci. / Vsebina ume-
tnosti so besede, razmerja med besedami, misli in ironija misli, njihova razhajanja.
Ce umetnost sploh lahko primerjamo z oknom, je to samo narisano okno.« (Pismo
22, 80)

8 Redka izjema je Wolffheim, ki ima Zenska pisma za ponaredke (»fingierte Ge-
genbriefe«, 341). A. Tippner vprasanje o (ne)pristnosti razglasi za manj pomembno,
ker naj bi vsa zenska pisma tako ali tako obstajala samo prek avtorizacije moskega
pisatelja. To sicer drzi, vendar pa omenjena ideja o nacelni neodlocljivosti poudar-
ja dekonstrukcijsko in metafikcijsko igro s subjektivnostjo (Tippner, » Adressat«
237).

° S tem zelo na kratko povzemam zapletene politi¢ne implikacije, o katerih raz-
prave Se vedno potekajo. Izraziteje polemicni pogled na zadevo najdemo pri Shel-
donu (»Surrender«).

10 Kljuéno je, prvi¢, da roman Sklovskega nima konsistentne zgodbene ravnine,
in drugi¢, da ima zadnje pismo drugacen status. Da bi ga lahko brali kot peticijo,
ga je treba brati kot del celotne zgradbe — kot »odprto pismo«, za katerega je kon-
stitutiven literarni kontekst. Poleg tega pa lahko deluje tudi kot »retori¢no pismo«
(tako ga lahko oznac¢imo po analogiji s terminom 'retori¢no vprasanje'), se pravi,
kot pismo, na katerega je bilo Zze odgovorjeno.

1 Najboljsi pregled zgodovine teksta najdemo v angleskem prevodu Richarda
Sheldona; zajema tudi vse razli¢ice v poznejsih sovjetskih izdajah Zooja.

12 Eno leto pred Zoojem je Sklovski napisal svoj slavni ¢lanek o Sternovem Tri-
stramu Shandyju.

13 To potezo strukturne ironije Steiner v svoji sicer prodorni analizi ironije in
metaironije v Zoo spregleda.

14 Linda Kauffman je prva poudarila dekonstrukcijske vidike Zooja (prim. zlasti
str. 19, 20, 29). O derridajevskem pogledu na potujitev pri Sklovskem prim. Craw-
ford.

15 Prim. geslo Thompsonove v standardnem Handbook of Russian Literature.

16 Poudarjeno bahtinovsko branje drugih vidikov Zooja ponuja Linda Kauffman.

17 Parabesedilnost se je pomaknila v Zari§¢e pozornosti sodobne literarne vede
(prim. Greber, »Paratext als Paartext«). A. Tippner razlaga »razsirjeno perigrafi-
jo« Zooja kot scenografijo intenzivne avtorske samorefleksije in sredstvo distan-
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cirane komunikacije, ki v razmerju med bralcem in avtorjem proizvaja pisemsko
intimnost.

18 Prim. zlasti Sheldonov uvod in komentar k angleski izdaji.

1 »V ironi¢nih epigrafih, s katerimi uvaja vsako pismo [...] ni ve¢ frustrirani
ljubimec, saj se spreminja v pisatelja-tehnika, sedecega za mizo kakor navaden Ce-
vljar, ki oblikuje surovo gradivo svojih dozivetij s priljubljenimi orodji« (Sheldon,
»Introduction« xxx). »Urednikov ironicni glas je vseskozi v kontrastu s tesnobnim
glasom ljubimca« (Kauffman 22).

20 Mestoma uporablja nacin Zive izvedbe, kakor da bi nastopal na odru (npr. »po-
slusajte« v 1. pismu), in sicer na odru varieteja, kjer je on sam mojster ceremonije
(prim. 22. pismo).

2 Samo nekaj ¢asa pred Zoojem je Sklovski napisal &lanke o obeh omenjenih kla-
sikih, Ceprav se je v njih ukvarjal bolj s sizejsko kakor pa s formalno kompozicijo.
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The Russian Formalists are generally perceived as having established a
rigid theory discourse, thereby producing or extending the disciplinary di-
vision. However, as early as 1922/23 Viktor Shklovsky wrote his remarkable
epistolary novel Zoo, which unites both discourses. Zoo reshapes the tra-
ditional epistolary novel in metafictional style and revitalizes it by blurring
the borders between documentary and poetic epistolarity. The established
view of Shklovsky s novel as an “attempt to put into practice the principles
to which he adhered as a critic” repeats the division between the discours-
es and reconfirms the dubitable hierchy of theory over literature. A more
adequate view is gained by the idea of hybridity. Object level and meta
level, literature and criticism are being merged. One of the most intriguing
aspects of Z0o is its new use of the “editing” paratexts that traditionally
established the stable division between editor and correspondence and that
are now used to deconstruct hierarchies. These paratexts form, also by
means of their visual design, some kind of “paraletters” and are part of
an epistolary meta-dialogue. With regard to the notion of a “dialogue”
between theory and literature, it is highly significant that Shklovsky chose
the dialogic genre of the epistolary novel for his critifictional enterprise.

Keywords: epistolary novel, deconstruction of the epistolary novel, de-
familiarization, critifiction, metafiction, irony, Romantic irony, paratext,
exile, poetics of displacement

1. Theory and Literature: Some Remarks on Historical
Contexts (History of Theory and History of Literature)

Russian Formalism is usually remembered for introducing the first system-

atic categories into the analysis of literature, as well as for setting up a theo-
ry of literature in the strict sense of the word. This is why the Formalists are
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generally perceived as having extended the gap between the two discours-
es, or even as having produced it in the first place (in terms of disciplinary
division), because they are widely considered to be the founders of modern
literary criticism. Essentially, Formalist theory emphasized the notion of
the esthetic autonomy of the text. From its outset it was programmatically
disinterested in the social and practical functions of the arts. As to the later
development of Russian Formalism from the mid 1920s, its unmistakable
“social turn” was largely due to the rise of Stalinism and the doctrine of
Socialist Realism that soon led to the extinction of all avant-garde ideas in
the arts and in criticism. Yet there was another earlier — and, more impor-
tantly, voluntary and intrinsic — tendency away from pure form and away
from rigid theory: something that is epitomized in Viktor Shklovsky’s epis-
tolary novel Zoo, written and published in Berlin in 1922-1923.

Zoo was his second great literary book and, if he had not already earned a
reputation as a theorist by that time, Shklovsky’s name would have entered
literary history for this radical innovation of the epistolary novel. Within
the generic development of the epistolary novel, Zoo is the hallmark of
modernity. In a reversal of the traditional pattern, it presents a demonstra-
tively improvised plotless montage of heterogeneous materials. Following
the logic of prohibition and desire, the amatory theme is inhibited and by
that very device reinforced. The most innovative features in Shklovsky’s
experiment are metafictional self-reflection, paradox, and irony. In short,
“Zoo effects a perceptible displacement on the genre; after 1923, it will
never again be quite the same” (as stated in a major study on the genre;
Kauffman xix). As regards genre innovation, Zoo is no less avant-garde
than other groundbreaking texts of the same years, such as Joyce’s Ulysses
(1922) or Rilke’s Sonette an Orpheus (1923), which, however, gained more
prominence in world literature. Thus, for historiographers of the epistolary
genre, Shklovsky’s novel is an indispensable landmark. At the same time,
today’s average reader will not know the book any more, and the average
literary critic will not suspect that it exists at all. The poetic practice and
imaginative literary work of the Formalists has unjustly fallen into oblivion
— something that tells us less about the literary quality of those neglected
texts (even if none can claim the same importance as Zoo) and more about
today’s conception of theory or theoreticity.

It is time to rediscover the “other” side of Formalism: the practical
foundation of Formalist theory and the literary outcome generated by the
Formalists. This begins with their close and creative connection to the pre-
and post-revolutionary avant-gardes (in particular, Russian Futurism is
unthinkable without Formalism); it culminates in the 1920s in their own
literary works (ranging from historical novels, short stories, essays, and
memoirs to children’s literature and screenplays), and it extends to their
impact on contemporary literary production due to their engagement as
teachers of literature courses' (from which emerged the first interesting
post-revolutionary literary group, the Serapion Brothers; cf. Greber, “The
metafictional turn”). Beyond all these practical activities that resulted in
close relations between literature and theory, it should be emphasized that
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the style of theorizing itself had nothing academic at all; on the contrary,
early Formalism had begun as a challenge to established academic phi-
lology. Shklovsky’s first paper, “The Resurrection of the Word” (1914)
— the manifesto of the Formalist movement to come,?> has more in com-
mon with the writings of a Futurist poet than with those of a literary crit-
ic. Characteristically, later official summaries of the history of Russian
Formalism show that Shklovsky’s work was particularly criticized for his
rather unsystematic, nonacademic style of argumentation. However, what
seems a fault in terms of pure theory may be a virtue from the perspective
of transdisciplinary thought. At any rate, Shklovsky’s approach was not
streamlined theory alone, which explains why the figurehead of a school of
theory can be brought up at a conference dedicated to the hybridization of
theory and literature.

Shklovsky’s Zoo is certainly evidence for the thesis that “theory and
literature have evolved on the same historic trajectory ever since the very
emergence of their disciplinary existence” (as outlined in the invitation
to our colloquium). The poetics of Zoo harkens back to Sterne’s Tristram
Shandy as well as German Romanticism and anticipates postmodern ideas
of playful mergings of criticism and fiction.

Shklovsky’s era still lacks the wonderful term “critifiction” (coined by
the French-American writer and literary critic Raymond Federman)® — an
ingenious linguistic hybrid for naming the hybridization of discourses. One
could argue that Shklovsky practices a kind of “critifiction” avant la lettre.
Yet the preconditions for hybridization are quite different in the two cases.
It follows from what has been said about the status of Formalism as the
founder of literary criticism in today’s sense that mixing the discourses be-
fore their strict separation is a different matter from doing the same thereaf-
ter. Only after Formalism — or more correctly, only after the canonization of
Formalism as a strict and rigid discourse of theory, and after the formation
of definite disciplinary borders — can the idea of hybrid “critifiction” devel-
op its ultimate attraction and claim programmatic status. For Formalism,
the agenda was different yet. Shklovsky’s novel, we might say, interfered
with the purity of separate discourses, which meant that the author had to
go both backwards and forwards. Just recently he had helped to finally
establish scholarship on art as a discipline in its own right, and now he was
about to intertwine scholarship and art. This transgression was also sharply
felt by his fellow formalists, as a review by Yuri Tynyanov shows.*

All in all, viewed within the history of the interrelation of theory and
literature, the moment of Zoo is truly historic.

2. The epistolary constellation in Zoo
Zoo is undoubtedly one of the most remarkable and ingenuous epistolary
novels ever written, for the very reason that it manages a crossover be-

tween theory and literature as well as between fiction and life, including
a cross-cultural dialogue about Russia and Europe. The text is rare in its
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combination of deep emotion and sharp reflection: a moving evocation of
the pain of exile and unrequited love and, at the same time, a witty metalit-
erary play. Zoo reshapes the traditional epistolary novel in a metafictional
style. It revitalizes it by blurring the borders between documentary and
poetic epistolarity. This can be taken quite literally in view of the textual
genesis: the novel is said to mix fictional letters with real ones, letters that
were or might have been exchanged (in a rather one-sided correspondence)
between the young critic and the lady he courted, between the novelistic “I”
and his beloved Alya, alias Viktor Shklovsky and Elsa Triolet (a Russian
emigrant like himself and a future French writer; she was 27, and he was
30).° Shklovsky composed this little book in Berlin after fleeing the Soviet
Union, and it is a document of his own intermediary existence in the limbo
of exile, as well as a kind of ethnography of “Russian Berlin.” Ultimately,
the text is structured by a poetics of displacement. To take the work simply
as an autobiography would be to underestimate its theoretical drive. It is
saturated with theory, not just in the sense that it discusses Formalist ideas
(which it does occasionally, as could be expected in a text whose protago-
nist is a theorist), but in the sense that it is constructed on such principles
or, more precisely, that it performs them.

73
Letters Not About Love
or
The Third Héloise

I dedicate
Z00
to Elsa Triolet
and give to the book the name
“The Third Héloise”

Viktor Shklovsky
Z.00
or
Letters Not About Love

A closer look at the cover and the title pages (Fig. 1-3, see Appendix,
p- 321) is very informative. Double play with alphabets and languages high-
lights the intercultural and intertextual aspects of the novel. The German
component is printed in Latin letters: ZOO, the zoological garden in the midst
of Berlin and a central interchange for urban transport. The Berlin Tiergarten
was located in the Russian section of the city nicknamed Charlottengrad,
but beyond such factual aspects it is recurrently used in its symbolic mean-
ing of captivity (the emigrant as an ape, the lover as an ape). Despite such
foreseeable topoi, the theme of the menagerie is expounded in an interest-
ing way.® The other components of the title are of direct relevance to the
epistolary discourse. The formula of the Third Héloise establishes a parallel
to Rousseau’s epistolary novel Julie ou La Nouvelle Héloise and its respec-
tive source, the medieval forerunner of all epistolary romances, the letters
by Héloise to Abelard. Here, too, originates the motif of “letters not about
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love.” In addition, the archliterary name is charged with real life by means
of a pun: Héloise — Eloiza — EI’za. The accidental similarity between the
Russian and the French name varieties is highly symbolic for the strand in
the book that is connected to the French lifestyle as opposed to the Russian,
one of the topics of estrangement. In the eyes of her would-be lover, the
beloved lady is becoming too much of a Frenchwoman, whereas he himself
is becoming increasingly aware of his Russianness and his inability and
unwillingness to adapt to Western (“European”) ways. Shklovsky discusses
the old dichotomy of Russia vs. the West in terms of several oppositions that
run through the émigré community. The Russian-German theme dominates
because of Berlin as the place of émigré life, but what really counts is the
different measure of “Europeanness” that forms the dividing line between
the couple “not in love.” The emotional distance and estrangement between
the correspondents is continually interpreted in terms of cultural difference
(French vs. Russian or European vs. Russian; cf. Letters 16, 17). With re-
spect to acculturation, Shklovsky’s story is definitively not a love story.

While the name of the female addressee is freely translatable and ex-
changeable between Russian and French cultures and literatures, the name
of the author evidently has a different status. The cultural dilemma is al-
ready symbolized in the cover graphics (designed by El Lissitzky, Fig. 1),
in which the name Viktor Shklovsky is inscribed and hidden in the letter Z
of Z8, as if encaged in the grids of the Berlin Zoo and entrapped behind
the bars of Latinity. The word Zoo is (unlike Héloise) not transcribed into
Cyrillic. The printed normal title page (Fig. 2) also displays the alphabeti-
cal alienness of ZOO.

The dedication page (Fig. 3) is interesting because it is the paratextual
space where the two writer roles overlap ambiguously (intratextual first
person writer and extratextual author).

With reference to the problem of fictionality, there is a notable asymme-
try between the female and male correspondence partner. For her positions,
there exists a neat semiotic differentiation by name: Elsa is the extratextual
real person, and Alya the intratextual personage. Of course, their interrela-
tion is well enough established, not only by plot coincidences, but also by
a meta-remark: “Al, Al, El, they shout — trying to pronounce your name”
(Letter 13, Zoo, or, Letters 48). At least there is the fiction that there is some
fictional difference. However, no such useful name label denotes the intra-
textual author-lover, no name but the “I”” (he never signs his letters), and of
course this is simultaneously the “I” and the authorial signature underlying
the autobiographical pact. (This non-differentiation makes it difficult, by
the way, for the analyst to speak clearly about the text.)

The paratextual demarcation of authorial positions is continued in the
body of the text, where the few letters by Alya are framed by authorial
introductions so that they look like insertions rather than autonomous or
equal enunciations. With respect to the entire work, it is therefore justified
to speak of a male subject and female object. The correspondence is ap-
propriated by one side. Only on such a condition is it possible to “dedicate”
the book to somebody who was originally involved herself (allegedly) in
writing parts of it.
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Shklovsky does not hide the artificiality of the composition. On the
contrary, he displays the constructedness of images. In one instance, even
the autobiographical illusion is destroyed — by a reference to the editing
process, that is, by using a relict of the conventional epistolary novel, the
Herausgeberfiktion. The fictional editor reconstructs a gap in the correspon-
dence: “Written, it would seem, in response to a comment apparently made
by telephone, since the dossier contains nothing in writing along these lines”
(Editorial to Letter 12, Zoo, or, Letters 44). Formulations such as “appar-
ently” or “it would seem” mark the passage as pure speculation.

Such an exhibition of arbitrariness corresponds to the nonrepresentation-
al concept of art for which Shklovsky proposed the image of the “sketched
window” — well before Magritte (Letter 22).” The secret of Zoo is its du-
plicity: in one moment one sees the window, in the next moment the sketch
or the sketchedness — a kind of flicker effect (Kauffman 22, after Sheldon,
Victor Shklovsky). By definition, one can never know whether Alya’s fic-
tional letters were identical to Elsa’s real ones (though Shklovsky’s con-
temporaries as well as later critics took the appearance at face value and
ascribed the female letters to Elsa, as did Elsa Triolet herself in later auto-
biographical statements; cf. Triolet 15).8

The novel includes a few letters to further addressees in Moscow and
Petersburg/Petrograd. Shklovsky tries to seduce not only his lady but other
readers, including the state and party leaders that caused him to flee Russia
and who, after “receiving” the novel’s last letter, allowed him to return
home.’ Thus, the letters are aimed towards intra- and extratextual readers
— exceeding the usual double addressedness of epistolary novels (by which
all letters are read by the personages at the plot level and by the book read-
ers; cf. Altman, Epistolarity).'° In a way, this resembles radical metalepsis,
a “strange loop” that leads out of the book into reality. Because of its real-
fictitious duplicity, the text has a complicated history of editions, revisions,
additions, and cuts."!

Altogether, this is a very complex multipolar and at the same time mo-
nopolar epistolary novel. By no means, however, does the “umbrella” or-
ganized by the authorial function impose homogenization or monologism
because the “I” itself is multivoiced: a lover “torn” by love and melan-
choly, an author engaged in intertextual dialogue, and a scholar interested
in metafictional play, whereby all of these hypostases are united by a deep
(Romantic) irony.

3. Formalist Theory Wrapped up in/as Literature?

The main parallel between Formalist theory and the Formalist novel is, of
course, the concept of genre innovation by defamiliarization (or enstrange-
ment, to use the newly coined translation of Shklovsky’s term ostranenie)'
and by laying bare the device. In this respect, Zoo appears like a Tristram
Shandy projected into epistolarity.'?

The title exhibits the basic strategy of negation: if traditional epistolary
novels are nothing other than letters about love, the label “not about love”
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promises something new. The motivation for this negation proves to be
very entertaining: the lover must avoid the topic because Alya resists his
love and forbids him to write about love. He seeks to obey her verdict by
writing about anything — about Berlin, about literature, about letter writing,
including, of course, the verdict not to write about love — only to come
across metaphors and patterns “which return him inexorably to the forbid-
den theme” (Sheldon, “Introduction” xxviii; the function of any inhibition
in literature is, as is well known, its violation — the law of sjuzher).

One could also argue that part of Shklovsky’s defamiliarization program
is something like familiarization, in the sense that he takes up familiar topoi
and makes them even more intense, through realization of the metaphor
— with a similar effect of “making it new.” A case in point is the twin motif
of “being torn” by love and the tearing of letters:

I write you every night, then I tear up the letter and throw it in the wastebas-
ket. The letters revive, mend, and I write them again. You receive everything
I’ve written.

In your wastebasket for broken toys [are the men who adore you] ...

Only I, torn and shredded like a letter, keep climbing out of the wastebasket
for your broken toys. I will survive dozens more of your passing fancies;
every day you tear me up and every night I revive, like the letters. (excerpt
from Letter 13, Zoo, or, Letters 48)

A radically new device is the crossed-out letter (Fig. 4, see App., p. 322).
The reader is advised not to read this letter — which is said to be the best let-
ter of the whole book, written by Alya — but to skip it and read it at the end.
“By crossing out her letter, Shklovsky highlights the materiality of the text,
combines the verbal and visual, and turns the tables by taking revenge on
Alya for the injunction she took on him” (Kauftman 20). Ironically, the very
passage that tells the reader not to read the extinguished letter is itself crossed
out together with the letter.'* The gesture of crossing out something that still
remains visible and readable, the idea of making a text simultaneously pres-
ent and absent, anticipates a central figure of deconstruction.'® Structurally,
the creation of an alternative ending after the “last letter” results in a similar
crossing out the last word of the novel — such a book has no last word.

Of course, generic revitalization through metafictional irony has found
a perfectly suitable object in the epistolary novel. The epistolary genre has
a constitutive tendency towards self-reflection: in any epistolary novel, let-
ter writers write about letter writing. Shklovsky simply turned the screw
and intensified the meta-epistolary drive, combining it with the old self-
reflexive devices known from the Sternian tradition as well as with recent
Formalist ideas.

Is Zoo something like Formalist theory in a literary package? Any me-
chanical concept of that relationship would be inappropriate. The estab-
lished view of Shklovsky’s novel as an “attempt to put into practice the
principles to which he adhered as a critic”'® repeats the division between
the discourses and reconfirms the dubitable hierarchy of theory over litera-
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ture. A more adequate view is gained by reference to the key concept of the
colloquium: the idea of hybridity, that is, an equal or even indistinguish-
able interaction between the two poles. Object level and meta level are
dissolved into one literary whole, and literature and criticism are merged
(“critifiction”). As has been demonstrated, the “I”” acts as editor and cor-
respondent, as critic and writer and lover.

4. Dialogization of a Dialogic Genre:
Paratexts as Paraletters

Regarding the notion of a “dialogue” between theory and literature, any ex-
pectation of neatly distributed roles or textual genres would be too simple.
There is no dichotomy of scholarly letters and belles-lettres. The dialogue
is deeply dialogized and hybridized (in a Bakhtinian sense, even if this may
appear unexpected in view of Shklovsky’s early Formalist positions).!’

This is why I think it is less fruitful to focus, as previous critics did, on
those letters that explicitly thematize Formalist ideas. Naturally it is amus-
ing and very instructive to read those letters, especially the 22nd letter with
its self-reflective mise en abyme in the manner of Romantic irony, in which
Shklovsky mentions his projected novel Zoo as an experiment in Formalist
poetics. However, from the perspective of dialogue, it is necessary to shift
from content to form — quite in the spirit of Shklovsky himself — and to see
how those concepts are presented to the reader(s) and how scholarship is
framed or is used as a frame.

Therefore I would like to focus once more on the paratexts,'® especially
on the passages preceding each letter. This is a very intricate phenomenon,
and I would like to propose a new thesis. In Zoo, the function of these
introductory passages is reversed: the “editing” paratexts that traditionally
establish a stable division between editor (or critic) and correspondents
(letter writers) are now used for the deconstruction of hierarchies.

The crossed-out Letter 19 is even triply preceded: it has a preface (pred-
islovie), and both the letter and the preface are introduced by such a pas-
sage. It is common practice to call these passages “epigraphs” (Sheldon,
“Introduction” xxix; Kauffmann 22), but this is certainly a misleading
term. The relationship of these pieces to the letters is more like a com-
menting or even teasing foreword, or like a trailer; one might call them
editorials. In reprints and translations, these texts are printed in italics; in
the original Berlin edition, they were set apart and framed by squares. In
comparisons between the Berlin edition and the later Soviet editions, this
aspect is usually neglected, although it is relevant in terms of epistolarity.
Fig. 5 presents some examples (the passages to be quoted below, see App.,
p. 322).

Some of the editorials are dutiful synopses of what follows in the let-
ter, and some are ironic anti-statements (on the whole, the ironic mode is
predominant). For example, in the editorial to the aforementioned letter, the
very theoretical input is mocked:
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Letter Twenty-Two

Unexpected and, in my opinion, utterly superfluous. The content of this let-
ter obviously escaped from some other book by the same author, but perhaps
the compiler of the book deemed the letter indispensable for reasons of va-
riety. The letter crossed in the mail with the letter [from Alya] about Tahiti.
(Zoo, or, Letters 79)

The irony is accompanied by a deliberate obfuscation and proliferation
of subject positions: who is the “I” that places itself as judge above the
author-scholar and the compiler-editor?

In narratological terms, these paratexts clearly belong to the level of the
editing process. This led critics to assume a clear role distribution between
epistolary and editorial texts and functions and a distinct demarcation of
lover’s voice and editor's voice,® whereby the “ironic detachment” was
ascribed to the editor (Kauffman 22). But on closer examination it becomes
clear that the editor’s voice is deeply entangled in the amorous conflict and
represents by no means a detached position, let alone a scholarly meta-
position.

Letter Thirteen

Written between six and ten a.m. That excess time made the letter long. It
has three parts. The only important thing in it is the observation that the
women in a certain Berlin Nachtlokal know how to hold a fork. (47)

Letter Twenty-Five

About spring, the Prager Diele, Ehrenburg, and pipes. About time, which
passes, and lips, which renew themselves — about a certain heart that is be-
ing worn to a frazzle while the lips in question are merely losing their paint.
About my heart. (90)

It is a highly ambivalent voice, belonging to more than one discourse. In
fact, the editorials display a second dialogue in which the editor reacts to
the letter writers, including himself, and addresses the reader, sending him
or her an epistolary message.”!

In a similar fashion, the entire book was provided with editorials, with
a series of prefaces to each edition. These texts are not only addressed to
the actual book readers (among them, the Soviet politicians); Shklovsky
conducts a dialogue — in the second person! — with his own past, with his
former book, and with Elsa — a letter sent from Russia to France.

The editorials are reminiscent of the ironic footnotes in Rousseau’s epis-
tolary novel. Basically, however, such paratexts stem from early novelistic
conventions in which they precede the chapters and/or form the table of
contents. Mock versions begin long before Tristram Shandy; they can be
found as early as in Don Quijote, in which several chapter summaries do
not give correct information about the contents, but are metafictional gim-
micks.”? Zoo presents a new combination: Shklovsky combines the device
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of the summary from the classic novel with the construction of a fictional
editor (Herausgeberfiktion) from the epistolary novel. The resulting hybrid
type of epistolarized paratexts could be called the “paraletter.” This idea is
reinforced by the visual presentation of the editorials: The layout chosen
for the first edition (not reproduced in any later edition) made these “para-
letters” indeed look like letters in small envelopes. These paraletters are an
intricate double-voiced element in the epistolary meta-dialogue.

With regard to the notion of a “dialogue” between theory and literature,
it is highly significant that Shklovsky chose the dialogic genre of the epis-
tolary novel for his critifictional enterprise.

NOTES

! Taking place at the Petersburg (or, at that time, Petrograd) Institute of Art His-
tory 1920/21, these were, so to speak, “creative writing” courses avant la lettre.

2 Regarding Shklovsky’s contribution to the founding of Formalism, there was
a controversy between Richard Sheldon and Victor Erlich. However, in today's
perspective, “The Resurrection of the Word” is clearly canonized as the starting
point.

3 Cf. his eponymous collection of articles (1993).

* For a quote in English translation cf. Sheldon (“Introduction” xxxi) and Kauff-
man (17).

5 Elsa Triolet (1896-1970), later the wife of Louis Aragon, wrote more than 30
books, mostly in French. Incidentally, she was the first woman to receive the Prix
Goncourt. A good recent article (Tippner, “Aller et retour”) compares Shklovsky’s
and Triolet’s poetics of exile.

¢ Cf. Eisen, ch. “The Menagerie” (60-65).

7 “There are two attitudes toward art. / One is to view the work of art as a win-
dow on the world. / Through words and images, these artists want to express what
lies beyond words and images. Artists of this type deserve to be called translators. /
The other type of attitude is to view art as a world of independently existing things.
/ Words, and the relationships between words, thoughts and the irony of thoughts,
their divergence — these are the content of art. Art, if it can be compared to a win-
dow at all, is only a sketched window” (Letter 22, 80).

8 As a rare exception, Wolffheim considers the female letters to be faked (“fingi-
erte Gegenbriefe,” 341). Tippner declares the question of (in)authenticity second-
ary because all of the female letters exist only by authorization through the male
writer anyway. Although this is true, the above idea of principal undecidability
would stress the deconstructive and metafictional play with subjectivity (Tippner,
“Adressat” 237).

° This is a much-abbreviated summary of the complicated political implications,
which are still being discussed. For a more polemic view on the case, cf. Sheldon,
“Surrender.”

10 The crucial points are, first, that Shklovsky’s novel does not have a consistent
plot level and, second, that the last letter has a different status. In order to function
as a petition, it must be read as part of the entire construction —an “Open Letter” for
which the literary context is constitutive. In addition, it may function as a “rhetori-
cal letter” (as we may call it by analogy with the term “rhetorical question”); that is,
a letter that has already been answered.

318



ERIKA GREBER: LOVE LETTERS BETWEEN THEORY AND LITERATURE

' The best survey of the textual history is given in the English translation by
Richard Sheldon, who includes and comments on all the variations in the later So-
viet editions of Zoo.

12 Cf. Benjamin Sher’s new translation of Shklovsky's Theory of Prose (viii—ix
and 149).

13 The year before, Shklovsky had written his famous article on Sterne’s 7ris-
tram Shandy.

14 This trait of structural irony is neglected in Steiner’s otherwise sharp analysis
of irony and meta-irony in Zoo.

15 Linda Kauffman was the first to emphasize the deconstructive aspects of Zoo
(cf. especially pp. 19, 20, 29). For a Derridian view on Shklovsky’s defamiliariza-
tion, cf. Crawford.

16 Cf. Thompson’s entry in the standard Handbook of Russian Literature.

17 An emphatic Bakhtinian reading of other aspects of Zoo was offered by Linda
Kauffman.

18 Paratextuality has moved into center focus of current scholarship (cf. Greber,
“Paratext als Paartext”). Tippner explains the “extended perigraphy” of Zoo as a
scenery of heightened authorial self reflection and a means of distant communica-
tion producing epistolary intimacy in the reader-author relationship.

1 Cf. especially Sheldon’s introduction and commentary to the English edition.

20 “In the ironic epigraphs which preface each letter ... he ceases to be the frus-
trated lover and becomes the writer-technician, sitting at his table like a cobbler
and shaping the raw material of his experience with a number of favorite tools”
(Sheldon, “Introduction” xxx). “The edito’s ironic voice is constantly at odds with
the anguished lover's voice” (Kauffman 22).

2 In places, he uses the manner of a performance, such as presenting a program
on stage (e.g. “slushaite...”/ “listen...” in Letter 1); namely, the stage of a varieté
theater with himself as the master of ceremonies (cf. letter 22).

2 Shortly before Zoo, Shklovsky had written articles about both classics, though
dealing more with plot composition than formal composition.

WORKS CITED
Primary Literature

Sklovskij, Viktor [Shklovsky, Victor]. Zoo: Pis'ma ne o ljubvi ili Tret'ja Eloiza.
Berlin: Gelikon, 1923.

———.Zoo, or, Letters Not about Love. Trans. with an introduction by Richard
Sheldon, Ann Arbor 1971. Repr. by Dalchey Archive Press, 2001.

———. “A Parodying Novel: Sterne’s Tristram Shandy.” Trans. W. George Isaak.
Laurence Sterne: A Collection of Critical Essays. Ed. John Traugott. Englewood
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1968. 66—89.

———. “The Parody Novel: Sterne’s Tristram Shandy.” Trans. Richard Sheldon. The
Review of Contemporary Fiction 1 (1981): 190-211.

———. Theory of Prose. Trans. Benjamin Sher. Elmwood Park, IL: Dalkey Archive,
1990.

Secondary Literature

Altman, Janet Gurkin. Epistolarity: Approaches to a Form. Columbus: Ohio State
University Press, 1982.

319



HYBRIDIZING THEORY AND LITERATURE

Crawford, Lawrence. “Viktor Shklovskij: Différance in Defamiliarization.” Compa-
rative Literature 36 (1984): 209-19.

Eisen, Samuel David. Politics, Poetics and Profession. Viktor Shklovsky, Boris
Eikhenbaum and the Understanding of Literature (1919—1936). Diss. Stanford
University. 1994.

Erlich, Victor. Russian Formalism. The Hague, 1955. Repr. Paris: Mouton, 1980.

Federman, Raymond, ed. Surfiction. Fiction Now... and Tomorrow. Chicago:
Swallow Press, 1975.

Greber, Erika. “The Metafictional Turn in Russian Hoffmannism.” Essays in Poetics
17.1 (1992): 1-34.

— —— “Metafikcija — slepoe pjatno formalizma? Nacala teorii metafikcii u formali-
stov.” Russkij tekst: Russian-American Journal of Russian Philology 4 (1996):
7-34.

— ——. “Metafiktion — ein ‘blinder Fleck’ des Formalismus? Ansétze zu einer for-
malistischen Theorie der metafiction (Ejchenbaum und O. Henry, Sklovskij
und Sterne).” Strukturalismus: Zur Geschichte und Aktualitdt eines kultur-
wissenschaftlichen Paradigmas. Eds. R. Kloepfer and J. S. Koch. Heidelberg:
Synchron, 2006. 85-107.

———. “Paratext als Paartext. Sibylle Schwarz und ihr Verleger.” Paper for the
Munich Conference Pluralisierung des Paratextes. 5—8 April 2006.

Kauffman, Linda S. Special Delivery: Epistolary Modes in Modern Fiction. Chicago
and London: University of Chicago Press, 1992.

Tippner, Anja. “Adressat (un)bekannt: Intimitdt, Perigraphie und Selbstreflexion
in Viktor Sklovskijs Briefroman Zoo, ili pis'ma ne o ljubvi.” Néhe schaffen,
Abstand halten: Zur Geschichte der Intimitdt in der russischen Kultur. Ed.
Nadezda Grigor'eva, Schamma Schahadat, Igor’ Smirnov. Munich, 2005
(Wiener Slawistischer Almanach, Sonderband 62). 22744,

———. ““Aller et retour, ou aller seulement, sans retour’: Exil als Lebensform und
Metapher bei Elisa Triolet und Viktor Sklovskij”. Ent-Grenzen/Za predel-
ami: Intellektuelle Emigration in der russischen Kultur des 20. Jahrhunderts.
Intellektual’naja emigracija v russkoj kul’ture XX veka. Ed. Lyubov Bugaeva,
Eva Hausbacher. Frankfurt/M. etc., 2006. 105-129.

Sheldon, Richard R. Victor Shklovsky: Literary Theory and Practice. Diss. Univ. of
Michigan 1966. Ann Arbor: Univ. Microfilms, 1966.

———. “Introduction.” V. Shklovsky. Zoo, or, Letters Not about Love. Ann Arbor
1971. Repr. by Dalchey Archive Press, 2001. xiii—xxxiii.

———. “Viktor Shklovsky and the Device of Ostensible Surrender.” Slavic Review
34 (1975): 86-101.

Thompson, Ewa M. “Shklovsky, Viktor Borisovich.” Handbook of Russian Lite-
rature. Ed. V. Terras. New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1985.
407-08.

Triolet, Elsa. “Ouverture.” Euvres romanesques croisées d’Elsa Triolet et Aragon.
Vol. 1. Paris: Robert Laffont, 1964. 13-47.

Wolffheim, Elisabeth. “Fragmentierung der Lebensgeschichte: Zu den autobiogra-
phischen Aufzeichnungen von Achmatova, Mandel’stam, Cvetaeva, Sklovskij
und Nabokov.” Literaturwissenschaftliches Jahrbuch 34 (1993): 327-46.

320



ERIKA GREBER: LOVE LETTERS BETWEEN THEORY AND LITERATURE

Appendix

BUKTOP WKNOBCRKMUIW

NMUCbMA HE O JIlOEBH

NMUCbMA HE G N10BBH
nnwn

TPETbS! D/1I0U3A

B EP N M H

FEAUWKOH

1923

Fig. 1 Fig. 2

Moecsamwaswn

Z 0O
davse Tpuoae

W Aal xuure HuMs

LJJPETbA 9AO0OH3A"

Fig. 3

321



HYBRIDIZING THEORY AND LITERATURE

mictsa). Heymean saboncio?

‘Taxolt xopoumit anrauuanus ® Tauyop (asa pasmoyemm:
NI HCbMO AEBATHAALATOE, ‘axolt xorox, Mo mymus Gommn wax ,.,o.?z:.
k)xpfgu nado uumams. Owo nanucano Anefi, koda Baromyrs Ayuty “MAY? Moxer 6nitb 1 He Xyao B e?

onaqabanena, Gyuama Bas nucsua nonaaacs aunodanas, Buedy yeantt aenb aymara o woelt xopunanye, Creme. 51
a nuclyo cawoe ayuwce 80 scedl knue, Ko ewfe nado
wmiams, nosmoxy oxo nepeuepknymal

noTon nAauy)
1 6oabme\oxomaria Cremy; wew. wa:nauy! Crema Geaas
O e uomhp mcars m woﬂyﬂcunqec&{ﬁﬁyﬂare?'fon- W pO3OBAN,” (OANX, :IVXOTYHBA,  COBEpIEHO. HearoGHBa K
V4 Ao6iT Myexoff nox, Orroro ne pas 6bipd KopmaHicH.
o we cawmail omiGok 1 me crany Saaxop! Cmemans TpR ao- 5
IUpHIa, DHTMAR YATIMIEASHOS KOATECTHO PRINIX TOPRIHX Be- Kamauit pas, wiy = Bocmirmaveavunyl urmw, npuxosina x
Sefl, ryanra mo xpapTipe SockKow ©/imyGe, pasromapipEA: © mane — Aewer er.
Xem-To KO TereQomy, eAn ceseaxy & xapromwoll, AoATe HHTe- Mana ce pyraer, uto\oua c Torg Heroann He sasra?
Fo me Aeasas, 3 Temepp miwy Toe. — Bor ¢ uuu, Gapuul
K wroft mewutume, korsa‘osh TeSe TossowEAR, T HpuGe- Meun ona mobira, xax\ggv posmyo. Asyxuecnunyio
man poicgoll. Koker uaim razpdtng wan 10 6 Apyroc mmecte! KOPMHAA MEHA LIAMH K KaK-TO GTPABHA3, CAMa HACBUIHCH KOCTO-
Ecar 6t 750 Gua M)rﬁu::% To Mofi, Tax asbiBacwnll, ek or BHmHeBOro Bapeiss,/xotopoe Bapan Ha Aate. Koraa
Beprxoti onasarca 6w yéaounoft Xagowrolt praos © ToowK
npeanpuarsen. Ho Tobn AoSonias Muepuux Memx zieuoro
nyraer. Tlgaso wyrsd. T npwumass, phaspaxaemben ax cob-

cruemust roroc /oo me xpnwmin NA wy, X3 v, 5O
wnepgun of'scupfines B AOGEN Tery- AGYAN, COBCPUICHIO e~

% moApocAa, mpHxoauAa Ko Mie _FOCTHHYAMH, CTORAR K
roopiaa — ,Bu“, Kopda Hapoa yxOguA, caamnach co wiokk
alt nuTn U roBoprAa yfei®, Koraa & codcem Gobimas Brpoca,
crana 5 nowwwats o€ Becensilt Hpas. ,Y WugH Gaphink noApyra
muBeT, He motimy A — posxo kax Momamku!{ A cama xoxouer
u Taxas, Bos Tgiaan, Crewedt o mee maxwer,\xax B ee Aepe-

Fig. 4.1 Fig. 4.2

OTHCBHBMO ABAJLATh BTOPOE,}
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