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»Avtor: kdo ali kaj piSe literaturo?«

Vanesa Matajc

Sodobna literarna teorija raziskuje vlogo avtorja v ustvarjanju literar-
nega besedila kakor tudi v ustvarjanju (literarne) kulture. Reprezentacije
avtorja odgovarjajo na vprasanje njegove vloge na mnoge razlicne nacine,
odvisno od zgodovinske kulture in dojemanja literature. Ta situacija, ki se
nadaljuje v sodobni literarni teoriji, se seveda razlikuje od modernih pogle-
dov na literaturo, t. j. pogledov, ki so se oblikovali od renesanse napre;.

Sodobna literarna teorija je zacela prevprasevati vlogo avtorja v ustvar-
janju literature v ¢asu, ko se je zastavilo vprasanje o vlogi jezika v vzposta-
vljanju subjekta. Obdobje modernosti je termin (literarni) avtor dojemalo
v nedvoumno jasnem pomenu: ker je moderna tradicija obravnavala clo-
veka kot ustvarjalni subjekt s sposobnostjo iznajti ali odkriti nove objekte,
je iznasla tudi besedo avtor v smislu posameznika, ki ustvarja literarno (ali
metaliterarno) besedilo. To individualno literarno umetnisko delo se je ra-
zumelo kot neponovljiva (izvirna) sinteza forme in vsebine, v kateri bralec
prepoznava (odkriva) pomene in smisel, kakor jih je ustvarila avtorjeva
volja, namen in vescina.

Moderni koncept avtorja je v sodobnosti dozivel nekaj temeljnih spre-
memb zlasti od Sestdesetih let 20. stoletja naprej; te spremembe so pov-
zrodili t. 1. obrat k zgodovini, obrat h kulturi in — morda najvaznejsi za
vprasanje literarne ustvarjalnosti — obrat k jeziku. V humanistiki so (po-
gosto interdisciplinarno) sooblikovali tudi nove discipline ali nove teorije
(spremembe izpostavijo npr. epistemologijo, kulturne studije, antropolo-
gijo kulture, zenske $tudije, $tudije spola, postkolonialne studije in (preno-
vljeno) kulturno zgodovino).

Odgovor na vprasanje »kdo ali kaj pise literaturor« se je tako razcepil
v dve smeri.

Prvi¢, izhodisc¢na predpostavka, da realnost vzpostavlja jezik (kot kon-
vencija, ne individualna invencija), se je zjedrila v idejo Jezika, ki pise /
govori literarni tekst in doloc¢a njegovo recepcijo. Tako se je avtor kot
ustvarjalni subjekt literarnega umetniskega dela nadomestil s konceptom
intertekstualnosti oziroma z dialoskimi razmerji.

Drugic¢, izpostavljanje intertekstualnosti, predpostavke o »smrti avtor-
ja« in »vstajenju« teksta in bralca so pod vprasaj postavile poleg avtorja
tudi avtorjevo avtoriteto v literarni in kulturni tradiciji (reprezentirani kot
literarni ali kulturni kanon) ter v (kulturni) politiki. Avtorjeva politicna
avtoriteta je bila Se zlasti ocitna v literaturah, ki so rabile namenom naci-
onalnih ideologij ali politi¢nih totalitarizmov. Oba ideoloska pritiska sta
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znacilna izkusnja literatur in njihovih avtorjev v Evropi, nekdanji Sovjetski
zZvezi, itn.

Avtor se je dojemal kot konstitutivni dejavnik kulturnih tradicij, pogo-
sto kot sredstvo, s katerim so lahko razlicne politicne skupine legitimirale
svojo oblast. Literarni tekst, ki nastopa v pragmaticni (kulturno-)politicni
vlogi, potrebuje in zahteva interpreta. Tudi ¢e je avtor »mrtev, lahko av-
torja kot ustvarjalni subjekt nadomesti kulturno-politicni interpret besedi-
la. Interpret, ki nadomesca literarnega avtorja, zdruzuje obe vlogi: vlogo
avtoritete in vlogo inventivnega avtorja (inventivno interpretira literarno
besedilo v dolo¢enem kulturnem kontekstu).

S tem pa je interpretova praksa lahko tudi emancipacijsko dejanje.
Emancipacijsko za razliéne druzbene skupine, ki se prepoznajo kot za-
tirane in za poudarjanje svoje vrednosti uporabijo ustrezno interpretira-
no literarno besedilo; in emancipacijsko dejanje za avtonomijo literature.
»Vstajenje« avtorja (A. Nehamas) ali avtorjeve vloge — tudi Ce se ta nanasa
na interpreta — je lahko tudi nacin, ki vzpostavlja / ohranja avtonomijo,
literarnost, literarnega diskurza.

Ta vprasanja so se oblikovala v naslednje tematske sklope:

1) Avtor kot individualni ustvarjalec in avtor v razmerju s kulturo: vloga
avtorja v zgodovinskih invencijah tradicije, avtor kot diskurzivni konstrukt
v vzpostavljanju socialno-politicnih identitet, avtor v proizvodnih meha-
nizmih kulture. Te teme sta obravnavala Andrej Blatnik in Jiri Talvet.

2) Osebna izkusnja literarnega ustvarjalca, avtor kot subjekt literarnosti
in literarnega dela, koncepti avtorja v 20. stoletju: virtualni avtor v novih
medijih in medbesedilnosti. To temo so obravnavali Mojca Kumerdej,
Boris A. Novak in Florian Hartling.

3) Anticna Grdija in vprasanje »kdo ali kaj ustvarja literarni tekst« (ali:
literarno umetnisko delo); renesansa in iznajdba avtorja v moderni zahodni
literarni teoriji; avtorska performativnost in avtobiografija v 20. stoletju.
To temo so obravnavali Jera Marusic. Marijan Dovi¢ in Gasper Troha.

4) Avtor med jazom in drugostjo, avtobiografijo in heterobiografijo,
avtorska integriteta in avtoriteta od lirike prek romanopisja do postkolo-
nialnih $tudij. To temo so obravnavali Lucia Boldrini, Jonathan L. Hart,
Varja Balzalorsky in Julia A. Sozina. Sledi te spremenjene konceptualizaci-
je avtorja v polju literarnega vpliva je opisala Lucka Urbanija.
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Od avre umetniskega dela do

(psevdo)avre avtorja
Andrej Blatnik

Univerza na Primorskem
Andrej.blatnik2@guest.arnes.si

Ceprav je posistrukturalisticna teorija oznanjala smrt aviorja, se zdi, da je dejansko
stanje prav nasprotno. Véasu, ko se avra v proizvodih kulturne industrije izgublja,
njeno izginevanje kompenzira avratizacija umetniskega akia oziroma kar umeinika
samega. Fascinacijo s sakralno avro tradicionalne umetnosti nadomesti profanesi
blisc umetnostne prezentacije.

Kljuéne besede: literatura in mnozi¢ni mediji / kulturna industtija / avtor / avtorstvo /

mnozi¢na kultura / popularna kultura
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Ceprav je poststrukturalisticna teorija oznanjala smrt avtorja (naj-
eksplicitneje Roland Barthes), ¢eprav je npr. ameriska metafikcija uspesno
razstolicila avtorja kot odlocilni dejavnik besedila, ¢eprav teorija bralceve-
ga odziva prenasa tezisce z avtorja na bralca in ¢eprav so to stalisce priceli
tematizirati ze avtorji sami v svojih literarnih delih, se zdi, da je dejansko
stanje, vsaj kar zadeva zunajliterarnega in ne znotrajliterarnega avtorja (v
tega pa je bila umerjena poststrukturalisticna ost) prav nasprotno. Avtor je
dandanes vecji dejavnik literarnega polja kot morda kadarkoli v zgodovini.
Preveriti pa velja, koliko k njegovi velicini prispeva tisto, kar ga vzpostavi
kot avtorja — samo dejstvo avtorskega dejanja.

Novi svet

Vsako leto je v ZDA objavljenih na tiso¢e novih proznih knjig.! Le redki
avtotji (med njimi Cormac McCarthy in Don DelLillo), ki imajo moznost
izbire, se izogibajo medijem in pustijo knjigam, naj govorijo same zase.
Nekateri, najopazneje Thomas Pynchon (pred njim pa J. D. Salinger), so iz
izogibanja ne le medijem, temvec¢ sploh kakrsnikoli javni pojavnosti, nare-
dili privla¢no medijsko zgodbo. Vsi drugi jo skusajo narediti na obicajnejsi
nacin — s pojavljanjem v medijih. Avtorjevo ime pooseblja zanr ali vsaj
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njegovo specificno podzvrst in zagotavlja ustrezno raven proizvoda — na-
stopa kot blagovna namka. Ta ucinek je zlasti znacilen za izdelke popularne
kulture: kar 63 naslovov z ameriSkega seznama stotih najbolj prodajanih
leposlovnih knjig v letth od 1986 do 1996 je napisalo le Sest avtorjev: Tom
Clancy, Michael Crichton, John Grisham, Stephen King, Dean Koontz in
Danielle Steel (Epstein 34). Homogenizacija kanona (seznam najbolj pro-
dajanih knjig je zelo razviden kanon popularne kulture) pa se dogaja tudi
v »visoki« kulturi, kjer sicer (Se) niso tako pomembni prodajni rezultati kot
prisotnost v kulturnem obtoku, ki jo avtorju zagotavljajo uc¢ni programi li-
terature in prevodi, pri katerih deluje ucinek snezne kepe: prevodi v velike
jezike sprozajo prevode v majhne, Ze prevedeni avtotji pa imajo prednost
pred se neprevedenimi, saj so delno ze uveljavljeni v ciljni kulturi.

V casu, ko se, po Walterju Benjaminu, avra v proizvodih kulturne in-
dustrije izgublja, njeno izginevanje kompenzira avratizacija umetniskega
akta (z njo gre povezati tudi siloviti vznik programov kreativnega pisanja
v ZDA sredi Sestdesetih) oziroma kar umetnika samega. V pop artu ume-
tnostna proizvodnja predstavlja samo vsebino umetnosti. Fascinacijo s
sakralno avro tradicionalne umetnosti nadomesti profanejsi blis¢ umetno-
stne prezentacije, kar je pojav, ki vpliva tudi na druge umetnostne panoge,
v ¢asu vsesplosne medializacije vseh dejavnosti in umetnosti — »mediji so
kolonizirali kulturo, so primarna oblika za njeno distribucijo in Sitjenje,«
ugotavlja Douglas Kellner (35) — precej tudi na literaturo in njenega izho-
dis¢nega predstavnika, pisatelja. Ta si benjaminovski »kultni status«, ki ga
je njegovo delo v obdobju tehni¢ne reprodukcije izgubilo, pridobi sam, ¢e
je le v hierarhiji uvrscen dovolj visoko, in ga varuje tudi s svojo nedosto-
pnostjo, zelo velikokrat tudi fizicno. Ne govorimo le o backstage passes za
garderobe rokovskih zvezd. Tudi do pisateljev pot ni preprosta. Na spletu
je mogoce najti zelo natan¢na navodila, kako priti do osamljene hise J.
D. Salingerja, hkrati pa opozorila, do kod je se varno hoditi, saj vas sicer
lahko kdo pricaka z nabito pusko. Don DeLillo se v javnosti ne pojavlja.
Thomas Pynchon se ne pojavlja nikjer. V slovenskem merilu je stvar pre-
stiza izjava ali prisotnost Svetlane Makarovic.

Tisto, kar je umetniskemu delu avro vzelo, namre¢ mnozi¢na repro-
dukcija, jo je umetniku navidezno dodalo: ker je njegovo delo (vsaj te-
oreti¢no) prislo v vsak dom, mu umetnik fizicno ni mogel slediti in biti
z njim nelocljivo povezan, kakor je bil lahko povezan minstrel iz raziskav
Raymonda Williamsa. Ta avratizacija pa je navidezna, je psevdoavratizacija,
saj, po benjaminovsko, edinstveni pojav odmika in privzdignjeni polozaj ume-
tnika ne izhajata iz njegove osebnostne avtohtonosti, temvec¢ iz totalitete
njegove medijsko proizvedene in uveljavljene blagovne znamke, v kateri
je sam najmanj odlocilen in najbolj zamenljiv sestavni del. Kar medij da,
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lahko medij tudi vzame,? saj je pomembnejsa od avtotja njegova medijska
reprezentacija. V ameriskih medijih je ta v osemdesetih letih krepko na-
rasla, Evropa pa je temu sledila z obi¢ajnim zamikom, ki v Sloveniji traja
kakih dvajset let. Mediji so se bolj kot literarnim delom posvecali avtorjem.
Trendovski casopisi so objavljali ¢clanke o njihovem zivljenjskem slogu,
porocali, v katere klube in na katere zabave so zahajali, katere obleke so
nosili, kaksne predujme so dobili za svoje knjige, itd. Medijsko najbol;
izpostavljena avtorica nove izgubljene generacije Tama Janowitz je gosto-
vala v Stevilnih gledanih televizijskih oddajah, recimo na Late Night with
David 1 etterman, Good Morning America in The Today Show. Pojavljala se je na
naslovnicah trendovskih revij, nastopala v reklamah za potrosne izdelke,
se za ovitek svoje prve knjige slikala v svileni pizami, leze na postelji, in
posnela literarni videospot za MTV. Kot ljubiteljica reklam, ki je premi-
8ljevala, da bi se zaposlila v oglasni agenciji (in se za nekaj mesecev tudi je,
kot pomoc¢nica umetniskega vodje, vendar je bila odpuscena), je bila nad
taksno promocijo navdusena. »Zaloznistvo |[...| je petdeset let za ¢casom.
Zdaj ze banke reklamirajo svoje storitve — vsi to poc¢no, zalozniki pa go-
votijo: 'Mi tega ne pocnemo.' Danes ¢lovek v samopostrezni ne kupi niti
nove macje hrane, ¢e ni prej kje videl reklame zanjo.« (Schumacher 218)
Pisatelji so torej dobili status celebrities, zvezdnikov oziroma »slavnezevy,
kakrsni so pred njimi postali $portne, filmske in glasbene zvezde, kar je se-
veda odlocilno pomagalo knjizni prodaji. Za Breta Eastona Ellisa je njego-
va agentka ugotavljala, da ima »slabe ocene, vendar dobro publicititeto«. Ni le na-
stopal na televizijskih Zalk-showih, temvec je bil v medijih prisoten celo brez
uporabe pisateljskega medija, besede — revije kot anity Fair in Interview so
ga uporabljale kot fotomodel, ki mu ni bilo treba govoriti ali pisati. Vendar
sta stalna izpostavljenost medijem in stalna prisotnost v javni pozornosti
jemali moznost za splendid isolation, zlahtno osamo, ki je vsaj pri pisanju Se
zmeraj conditio sine qua non, nujni pogoj ustvarjalnosti, in vecina avtorjev
nove izgubljene generacije je ustvarjalno potonila ali pa sploh nehala pisati,
deloma morda tudi zato, ker je bil medijski uspeh te generacije precej po-
vezan s kultom mladosti: David Leavitt je prvo zgodbo v The New Yorkerju
objavil pri dvajsetih, njegov knjizni prvenec Family Dancing (1984) pa je izsel
dve leti pozneje, kar je bilo neobicajno v ameriski knjizevni kulturi, v kateri
je knjizni natis pred tridesetim letom redka izjema, ne pa pravilo.
Podobno zgodaj so zaceli drugi avtorji, recimo Bret Easton Ellis, ki je
objavil prvenec Manj kot ni¢ (1985) pri enaindvajsetih. Knjiga sicer ni dobila
prav veliko pozitivnih ocen, nekaj pa le, med njimi zapisa v pomembnih
oblikovalcih javnega mnenja, ¢asopisih Iz/lage V'vice in The New York Times.
Penguin je za 99.000 dolarjev kupil pravice za mehko vezano izdajo, filmske
pravice pa je odkupil Twentieth Century-Fox; s prodajo nadaljnjih pravic se
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je torej Manyj kot nic selil v najmogoc¢nejse obrate ameriske in mednarodne
kulturne industrije. Ta poslovni uspeh pa je pisatelju prinesel tudi kreativne
tezave, saj mu je Twentieth Century-Fox hotel prepreciti, da bi Claya, ju-
naka Manj kot nit, uporabil tudi v naslednjem romanu Pravila privlacnosti
(Rules of Attraction), in posest nad svojim literarnim likom si je Ellis zagotovil
sele v pravnem postopku, konc¢anem tik pred izidom romana.

Ob izdaji tega romana se pojavi kar nekaj posebnosti, znacilnih za iztek
20. stoletja, ki vplivajo na obstoj literarnega dela in prihajajo iz obmocja
popularne kulture. Prva je serializacija, pojav, ko liki oziroma obcasno celo
zgodba prehajajo iz romana v roman.’ Vendar je serializacija vsaj znotraj
kanonicne literature zvecine obroben pojav: iz romana v roman pri Ellisu,
Thomasu Pynchonu, Marku Leynerju in drugih prehajajo posamezni bol
ali manj obstranski liki, ne pa klju¢ne strukturne sestavine. Pomembnejse
je narascanje vzajemne povezanosti oziroma kar soodvisnosti zalogniske in
[filmske industrije — na tem mestu moramo strukturo znotrajliterarnih vpli-
vov pustiti ob strani in se osredotociti na socialne vplive. Filmska indu-
strija je tradicionalno kupovala pravice za ekranizacijo knjiznih uspesnic in
v nekaterih primerih (najbolj nemara s Puzovim in pozneje Coppolovim
Botrom) uspesnost ponovila ali celo presegla se v drugem mediju ali pa je
v literaturi iskala vsaj primerne narativne podlage, v danasnjem casu pa
se pravice za snemanje filmov po romanu, zlasti pri preverjenih avtorjih
uspesnic, kakrs$na sta John Grisham in Michael Crichton, prodajo za veéje
vsote kot pravice za knjizno izdajo — in to obicajno $e pred objavo knjizne
izdaje, nemalokdaj na osnovi nekajstranskega sinopsisa knjizevnega dela.*

Deloma je pisce nove izgubljene generacije bolj enovito kot prejsnje
generacije oblikovala tudi posebna veja kulturne industrije, industrija uni-
verze, prek svojih oddelkov za kreativno pisanje, ki so jih univerze zacele
mnozi¢no ustanavljati od zacetka Sestdesetih let dalje in so postali ne le
izjemno privlacna studijska ponudba, temvec tudi poglavitni vir prezive-
tja za pisatelje, ki so se v tedanjem casu uveljavili na ameriskem literarnem
prizoriscu. Tako je oddelek za kreativno pisanje na Univerzi v lowi v lowa
Cityju, poimenovan Iowa Writers' Workshop, od ustanovitve leta 1936 v
vlogi uciteljev, uc¢encev in nemalokrat obojega gostil vrsto uglednih pisa-
teljev druge polovice 20. stoletja. Omeniti je treba nekaj imen: Flannery
O'Connor, Philip Roth, Nelson Algren, Raymond Carver, Andre Dubus,
Wallace Stegner, Kurt Vonnegut, John Irving, Robert Penn Warren ...
Vecina piscev nove izgubljene generacije pa prihaja z ameriske Vzhodne
obale in $tevilni so Studirali kreativno pisanje na Univerzi Columbia v New
Yorku. Na to skupino je imel precejsen vpliv pisatelj in urednik Gordon
Lish, ki je nekatere ucil na univerzi (pri njem so Studirali Amy Hempel,
Nancy Lemann, Anderson Ferrell, David Leavitt ...) in pozneje tudi ured-
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nik. Lish je deloval v vrsti razlicic kulturnega posrednistva, zaposlen je bil
kot urednik ucbenikov, nato pricel urejati prozo za revijo Esquire. Tam je
objavil tudi zgodbo Raymonda Carverja Neighbors, prvo zgodbo, ki je bila
objavljena v vseameriski reviji, kar je preobrnilo Carverjevo pisateljsko in
zivljenjsko usodo — kot kulturni posrednik je torej Lish bistveno vplival
na oblikovanje ameriskega in posledicno svetovnega proznega prizorisca,
saj bi bilo to brez Carverja, torej morebiti brez objave Neighbors v Esquire,
bistveno drugacno. Od tod se je preselil k zalozbi Knopf, kjer je izdal
vrsto pomembnih knjig sodobne ameriske proze, med njimi Carverjevo
knjigo O ¢em govorimo, kadar govorimo o ljubezni (What We Talk About
When We Talk About 1ove) (1981).

V nasprotju s pisci te generacije, zlasti metafikcionalisti, ki so skorajda
brez izjeme vse svoje (tudi) poklicno Zivljenje preziveli v varstvu Univerze,
pa so mlajsi avtorji, rojeni v Sestdesetih letih, pogosteje spoznavali kolesje
kulturne industrije od znotraj. Amy Hempel je skrbela za stike z mediji
pri zalozbi Putnam, organizirala je pisateljske turneje in skusala zalozbi-
nim avtorjem zagotoviti televizijsko promocijo, pozneje pa je pri zalozbi
Crown delala kot urednica na nizji ravni. Jay Mclnerney je delal pri eni
najvecjih ameriskih literarnih institucij, reviji The New Yorker, s katero so
povezane kariere pisateljev, kakr$ni so Salinger, Thurber, Updike in E.
B. White. Vendar z New Yorkerjez ni sodeloval kot pisec, niti tako kot
junak njegovega romana Bright Lights, Big City, ki uredniku za prozo posilja
kratke zgodbe in od njega prejema brezosebne obrazce zavracila. Delal je
kot »fact checker, raziskoval, ali so podatki, ki so jih navajala v objavo
sprejeta besedila, toc¢ni. Nato je (podobno kot pred njim E. L. Doctorow)
v hierarhiji kulturne industrije napredoval, postal bralec/recenzent za za-
lozbo Random House in vrednotil poslane rokopise. 1z »vratarskega asi-
stenta« pri New Yorkerju se je spremenil v »vratarja« samega, cakal pa ga
je Se vstop skozi vrata. Zaposlitve v medijskem svetu, ki so nadomescale
zaposlovanje v akademskem svetu, spet govorijo o spremembi kulturne
paradigme oziroma tudi o premestitvi psevdoavre: Ce je bil prej privilegirani
prostor predajanja vrednotenja kulturnih vsebin doma na univerzah, se je
zdaj preselil v svet kulturne industrije, zlasti njenega kapitalsko in vplivho
najmocnejsega polja, industrije oglasevanja.

Stari dom
Ceprav tudi v Sloveniji lahko izsledimo kakega avtoria, ki se preZivlja

z oglasevalskimi besedili, kulturna industrija e ni (in za tiste, ki deluje-
jo v jeziku z zelo omejenim dosegom, najbrz tudi nikoli ne bo) pricela
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diktirati pogojev prezivetja za avtorje, hkrati pa jim tudi ne nudi dovolj
moznosti za uveljavitev blagovne znamke znotrajtestualno, temvec Sele, z
nekaj ironije receno, znterdisciplinarno. Slovenski avtor se lahko nasloni na
podporo drugega medija (tako je najbolj brana slovenska pisateljica po po-
datkih knjizni¢ne izposoje vse od zacetka merjenja Desa Muck, kar najbrz
ni samo posledica njene berljivosti, ampak tudi dolgoletnega nastopanja v
zelo gledanih vecernih nedeljskih televizijskih oddajah) ali pa na podpo-
ro slovenskega pisateljskega arhetipa, ki lahko individnalini psevdoavri doda
kar nekaj kolektivne psevdoavre, kakrsna se prilega narodu, ki se je, vsaj po
prepricanju vecine samih literatov in tudi po usmeritvah Solskega sistema,
uveljavil, ¢e Ze ne vzpostavil, prek kulturne paradigme, ki jo najbolje pov-
zema sintagma Alesa Debeljaka o rojstvu naroda iz duha pesmi, zapisana v
naslovu spremne besede k antologiji Ujetniki svobode: Sodobna slovenska
poezija (Prisoners of Freedom: Contemporary Slovenian Poetry) (Santa Fe, ZDA:
Pedernal Press, 1994). Avtor ima tudi v Sloveniji lahko $e izventekstualni
pomen, je lahko vec¢ kot »samo« avtor, in slovensko literarno izrocilo, v
katerem je literatura vseskozi opravljala tudi izvenliterarne funkcije, temu
dodobra pritrjuje. Tako so bile izrazite literarne uspesnice v osemdese-
tth romani Levitan (1982) Vitomila Zupana, ki demistificira narodnoo-
svobodilno vojno, Uwmiranje na obroke (1984) Igorja Torkarja, ki prica o
dachauskih procesih, in No¢ do jutra (1984) Branka Hofmana, ki govori o
golootoskih kaznovanjih. Izjemno zanimanje, ki so ga te knjige pozele, ni
samo pomagalo osvobajati potlacenih nacionalnih tematik, temvec¢ je tudi
nadaljevalo konflikt med pisateljem in druzbo, ki je stalnica (ne le sloven-
ske) literarne zgodovine.

Nadaljevanje tega konflikta lahko spremljamo $e dandanes. Tako me-
dijsko kot strokovno odmevna odlocitev slovenskih sodis¢, ki so obrav-
navale knjigi Matjaza Pikala Modri E (1998) in Brede Smolnikar Ko se tam
gori olistajo breze (1998), je bila seveda bolj odlocilna za ponatis teh dveh
knjig kot pa njuna literarna odli¢nost ali bralna privlaénost. Ceprav sta bila
avtorja predmet civilnega sodnega procesa, se je s temi spori (reflektiral jih
je tudi komparativisticni simpozij na Vilenici 2007) nadaljevala specifi¢cna
vloga slovenskega pisatelja: pisatelj kot $rtev. Kot politicna zrtev (dolg niz,
na katerega se $e dandanes sklicujejo Stevilni slovenski avtorji, vklju¢no
z Dragom Jancarjem), kot ekonomska zrtev (Desa Muck, ki jo ob vsakem
javnem nastopu povprasajo po meji knjiznicnega nadomestila), kot &lanov-
ska zrtev (tezko se je spomniti slovenskega pisatelja, ki ne bi vsaj v enem
medijskem nastopu potozil, kako so ga izigrali taksni ali drugacni centri
modi). In ce se je nekdaj lahko slovenski pisatelj tolazil, da uspeh pride v
zanj ugodnejSem dasu (petdeset let po smrti, je ocenjeval Bartol, in $e prav
je imel), zdaj lahko upa na ugodnejse £raje in opozatja na — namisljeni ali
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kdaj tudi dejanski — boljsi sprejem v kaki drugi kulturi po znanem reklu
»nobenega preroka ne sprejmejo v domacem kraju« (Luka 4:24). Torej po-
staja celo geografska, dobesedno nargjena zrtev, tudi onkraj tega, da se rodi
v slovenskem jeziku, ne pa, kakor angleski avtorji, ze preveden.

Pravzaprav velja stopiti Se korak dalje in opozoriti: ne le, da je avtor
v slovenskem literarnem polju /abko vec kot »samox avtor, ampak to celo
mora biti. Se zlasti v danasnji medijski prenasicenosti, ko avtorju za javno
prisotnost ne zadostuje avtorski glas (torej njegova avtopoetika), temvec
je vse bolj odlo¢ilen kontekst nadjaza, v katerega se vpenja, naj bo nacio-
nalni, zanrski ali periodizacijski. Avtorju za avtorsko legitimizacijo ni vec
bistven oznacenec (torej avtorsko delo), ampak oznacevalec (torej njegovo raz-
poznavanje kot avtorja). Borgesovo reklo, nastalo nemara iz frustracije iz
vse bolj vizualne in vse manj besedne kulture sodobnosti, »Biti se pravi biti
fotografiran«, bi lahko malce dopolnili: biti pisatelj se pravi biti fotogra-
firan kot pisatelj. Mlado in ¢edno avtorico je najvecji slovenski najemnik
medijskega prostora (ki, mimogrede, za najem medijskega prostora letno
placuje vec, kot Ministrstvo za kulturo Republike Slovenije prispeva za
natis 7z odkup knjig v javnem interesu) na svoje gigantske plakate upodobil
s pripisom pisateljica ze teden dni po izidu njenega prvenca, ki je kasneje res
postal sorazmerna uspesnica. Najvecji komunikacijski mogotec je sklenil
vnov¢iti simbolni kapital poklica. Morda nam ta potreba po simbiozi med
stvarnim in simbolnim kapitalom lahko vraca vero v pisateljski poklic!

Da pa je strukturno mesto, ki ga v ameriskem literarnem polju pisatelju
odmerja medijska in socialna opazenost, torej vloga »slavnezag, v sloven-
ski udomacitvi zamenjano z vlogo Zrtve in »Zzrtve, pa je ze dejstvo, ki klice
po vnovicnem premisleku slovenskega nacionalnega duha. Zato velja na
tem mestu nacionalno in ustvarjalno kolegialno umolkniti.

OPOMBE

! Podoben pojav pa spremljamo tudi v Sloveniji. Ce se je $tevilo izdanih knjig zadnja
leta ustavilo nekje pri dobrih 4000 naslovih, se za nagrado kresnik poteguje vsako leto ve¢
romanov, 17 vletu 1991, 45 v letu 2002, 80 v letu 2007, leto kasneje pa blizu 120 romanov,
za nagrado fabula pa kakih 80 v letu dni izdanih zbirk kratke proze, skupaj je izslo torej
kakih 200 novih izvirnih proznih knjig. Simbolni kapital leposlovja torej ocitno narasca.

2 Zanimivo razli¢ico spora med avtorjem in njegovo medijsko teprezentacijo sem ob
primeru Jonathana Franzena opisal v besedilu Romani nasega $ivljenja ne bodo spremenili nasega
Zivljenja (Andrej Blatnik: Neonski pecati, Ljubljana: LUD Literatura, 2005). Franzena je v
hude neodvisnostne skusnjave pripeljalo povabilo v Oprah Winfrey Show.

? Element serialnega romana, ki se materializirajo zlasti pri izdelkih popularne literature
(recimo serija Zelena milja (The Green Mile) Stephena Kinga), pa se od zgodovinskih vzorov
(serialnih romanov Dickensa ali Balzaca) razlikujejo po tem, da so zgodovinski serialni
romani nastajali zaradi zahtev ciljnega medija (Casopisne objave), dandanes pa nastane-

11
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jo avtonomno in uveljavljajo svoj produkcijski nacin v veéinsko drugace organiziranem
knjiznem trgu zato, da bi dodatno eksploatirali ze vzpostavljeno romaneskno blagovno
znamko.

* Filmska industrija povzroéi tudi nastajanje knjig po filmih, torej zaobrnjen proces od
pravkar opisanega — knjige, ki romansirajo scenarije najvecjih filmskih uspesnic, so postale
ze skorajda pravilo spin-off eksploatacije, torej Sitjenja v kinematografski mrezi uveljavlje-
nega proizvoda v druge medije, kamor sodi tudi trzenje produktov s filmskimi liki, zlasti
popularno pri izdelkih za mlajse ob¢instvo, a nikakor ne omejeno nanje. Taksni knjizni
izdelki dosegajo precej impresivne prodajne rezultate: knjiga, napisana po scenariju prvega
Ramba, se je prodala v 800.000 izvodih (Kellner 71). Taksna vkljucitev pisateljev v nepo-
stedno trzenje blagovne znamke se sicer omejuje na izdelke popularne kulture, vendar
se zdi, da je novo razumevanje pisatelja kot ne ve¢ od druzbe neodvisnega ustvarjalca,
po notranji potrebi zaprtega v samoto svojega ustvatjalnega cksila, temve¢ kot v verigo
menjalnih razmerij vpetega bolj ali manj uspesnega poslovneza, v marsi¢em povezano z
vseprisotnostjo filmske industrije. Kreativna avtonomija ni ve¢ samoumevna, temve¢ po-
stane zavestna odlocitev.
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Postmodernisticni obrat v kulturnih studijah vse od 60-ih let dalje ni poskusil proble-
matizirati avloritete rmoderne« tradicije kot domnevnega konstrukia renesancnih
humanistov. Namesto lega je vzpostavil svoj lasini sistem, v katerem imajo interpret
(ponovni bralec, konceptualizator), pa tudi (lingvisticna) anonimnost in (kulturna)
Dluralnost osrednjo viogo.

0b koncu prvega desetletja 21. stoletja sia se sveZina in inovativnost postmodernistic-
nega misljenja izcrpala, pri cemer mislim na dejstvo, da se je njegov diskurz izkazal
za mocno tavioloskega, medtem ko je njegov predmet postal Zriev simplifikacij. Iskanje
avtorja pri lem ni nobena izjema.

Kljuéne besede: literarna teotija / semiotika / Lotman, Jutij Mihajlovi¢ / avtor / avtorstvo /

umetniska ustvatjalnost / Kreutzwald, Friedrich Reinhold / Liiv, Juhan

UDK 82.0:808.1

V enem svojih zgodnjih pomembnih, za razvoj Lotmanove misli kljuc-
nih del, Analiza pesniskega teksta (Analiz poetitsheskogo teksta) (Leningrad,
1972) je poznejsi predstojnik tartujske (ali tartujsko-moskovske) sole se-
miotike, Jurij M. Lotman (1922-1993), utemeljil osnovno razlikovanje li-
terarnih besedil: prvi tip besedil, vecinoma pripovednih, upravljajo sinta-
gmatska razmerja, medtem ko je organizacijski princip drugega tipa besedil,
vzpostavljenih predvsem v lirski poeziji, paradigmatski (93).

Kot e posebej pomenljivo aluzijo (vklju¢no z njeno prikrito ironijo) za
podrocje, ki ga zajema razprava, Lotman priznava, da »pricujoca razprava
poeticnega teksta ne obravnava v [...] totaliteti njegovih kulturnih pome-
nov, matrvec le z mnogo ozjega gledis¢a, dostopnega sodobni znanosti«'
(5). In v predhodnem odlomku, ko vizualno razteza besedo »znanstveno,
zatrdi: »vendar znanost ne more ponuditi ni¢ drugega kot znanstveno
resnico« (5).

Primerjalna knjiZevnost (Ljubljana) 32. Posebna stevilka (2009)
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Ironija je v tem, da se je Lotman v resnici strastno zanimal za »totali-
teto kulturnih pomenov« ze od samega zacetka svojih raziskav. Z natanc-
nim branjem njegovih tako imenovanih »znanstvenih« besedil odkrijemo
mnogo odlomkov, v katerih Lotman 'zdrsne' ali 'pade’ v domeno filozofi-
je, za stroge meje znanosti.

V tej knjigi Lotman komajda omenja 'semiotiko' ali 'semioti¢no'; ti poi-
menovaniji sta se pojavili s postopnim razmahom Tartujske $ole. Vseskozi
sta ostajali sumljivi uradnemu komunisticnemu rezimu. Zato so tartujski
raziskovalci kot vzporednico 'semiotiki' uporabljali evfemizem, ki je de-
notiral osrednji predmet semioti¢ne raziskave: drugotni modelativni sistemi”
(Lotman, Kultunrisemiootika 3—4).Ni mogoce zanikati, da je Lotman vsaj
do konca sedemdesetih let 20. stoletja iskreno verjel, da se je znanost spo-
sobna razsiriti v obravnavo umetnosti ne le s formalnega vidika, marvec
tudi tako, da lahko zajame njeno vsebino, ki jo je tradicija obravnavala kot
predmet metafizi¢no-filozofskih in metafori¢nih spekulacij. V tem ¢asu se
je Lotman resno ukvarjal z razmertji med obema hemisferama ¢loveskih
mozganov, z moznostjo »umetnega razumas; in v nekaterih c¢lankih el
tako dalec, da je kulturo poistovetil s »kolektivnim razumomx« ali »kolek-
tivnim intelektom« (ptim. Lotman, Kul'tura kak).”

Vendar pa ne smemo pozabiti na dejstvo, ki pri tem predstavlja te-
meljno ozadje, namre¢ da je uradna sovjetska ideologija posebej posvecen
polozaj odmerjala znanosti in razumu, vtem ko je so¢asno zahodno filozo-
fijo odlo¢no zavracala. Prevladovali so omalovazujoci komentarji marksi-
sticnih filozofov iz Sovjetske zveze ali Vzhodnega bloka, sama filozofska
besedila, ki so prihajala z Zahoda, pa vsaj do zacetka perestrojke v Sovijetski
zvezi sredi osemdesetih let 20. stoletja nikdar niso bila prevedena ali ob-
javljena.

Ugotavljam, da je Lotman od osemdesetih letth naprej, skladno s svojo
teorijo 'semiosferi¢nih' 'skokov' in 'eksplozij', v svojem poznem delu dovr-
$il izviren 'skok' v novo kvaliteto. V zadnjih desetih letih svojega Zivljenja
se je Lotman-znanstveni semiotik zacel odkriteje istovetiti z Lotmanom-
filozofom. V postopno liberalnejsem socialno-ideoloskem okolju je na-
posled lahko brez od zunaj zaukazanih pridrzkov in samozaukazanih
omejitev obravnaval temo, ki ji je bil Zivljenjsko privrzen, to je kulturo in
umetnisko ustvarjanje.

Nastop tega, poznega Lotmana je sovpadal s postmodernimi idejnimi
tokovi, ki so socasno prihajali z Zahoda, v tem smislu, da so oboji presegli
formalisticno rigidnost strukturalizma. Vendar je med Lotmanovim po-
znim misljenjem in postmodernim teoretskim mainstreamom tudi bistvena
razlika. Nanasa se prav na polozaj in razumevanje vloge avtorja v umetni-
skem ustvarjanju.
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Leta 1984 je Lotman objavil ¢lanek O semiosferi (»O semiosferex).
Vpeljal je pojem »semiosfere, ki ga sicer ni jasno definiral. Izpeljal ga je iz
pojmov Vladimirja Vernadskega »biosfera« in »noosfera«, vendar je prob-
lematiziral vzporejanje z »noosferow; pa¢ pa je Lotman prepoznal analo-
gijo med semiosfero in biosfero v tem smislu, da, kakor pravi, semioti¢ni
univerzum ali semioti¢ni prostor lahko razumemo kot »homogen meha-
nizem ali celo organizem«. Tak »veliki sisteme, v katerem so vse njegove
sestavine in komponente odprte v dinami¢na medsebojna razmerja, lahko
imenujemo »semiosfera« (Lotman, Ku/tura i 13).* Kot nato ugotavlja, je
»semiosfera semioti¢ni prostor, zunaj katerega semioza ne more obstajati«
(13). Lotman sicer priznava, da je »semiosfera« abstrakcija, vendar pa za-
vraca moznost, da bi bila v svojem bistvu zgolj metaforicna (12).

Lotmanov kljucni pojem v tem ¢lanku je »semioticna meja«. Te funkei-
je kot bilingvisti¢ni mehanizmi prevoda adaptivno predelujejo signale »zu-
nanjega prostora« v »nas prostor«. Lotman dodaja, da lahko semiosferale s
pomocjo »meje« vzpostavlja stik z »ne-semioti¢nim« in »tuje-semioticnime«
prostorom (14-15). Vsi mehanizmi prevoda, ki omogocajo posredovanje
tujih kontaktov, pripadajo mejni strukturi. Ugotavlja tudi, da semioti¢ni
procesi pospeseno potekajo na periferiji kulturnega prostranstva (15), da
so v primerjavi s tistimi, ki se razvijajo v »centrih« ali jedrih (nuclei) bolj di-
namiéni (16). Medsebojno razmerje med jedri in periferijo ni stalno, mar-
vec se nenehno spreminja. To, kar se je dojemalo kot »ne-semioti¢ni« pro-
stot, se lahko pojavi kot drug in drugacen semioticni prostor. Semioti¢ni
procest tezijo k svoji ¢edalje veciji notranji raznolikosti, ne da bi semiosfera
pri tem izgubila svojo enotnost (20).

V nadaljevanju Lotman obravnava okolje dialoga, ki se dogaja na meji.
Ugotavlja, da semioti¢no razli¢ni prostori za vzpostavitev dialoga potrebu-
jejo sticne elemente ali invariante. Med strukturnimi modeli dialoga navaja
palindrome, zrcala, desno in levo stran.

V svoji zadnji knjigi Kultura in eksplozija (Ku/'tura i vzryr, 1992), ki
jo je napisal le malo pred smrtjo, Lotman skorajda opusti svoj prejsnji
semiotic¢ni slovar, da bi razumljiveje predstavil procese, ki potekajo v kul-
turl. Vendar knjiga, ki se nanasa na semiosfero in Lotmanovo pozno fi-
lozofijo, v celoti retrospektivno osvetli tudi osrednje vidike predhodnega
Lotmanovega misljenja.

Zamisel o revolucijah v sistemu 'gramatike kulture' se je pojavila ze v
Lotmanovem kratkem clanku iz leta 1985, ko je kulturo Se istovetil s »ko-
lektivnim intelektom« in »kolektivnim spominom«. Postopoma je prenesel
poudarek s »kolektivnega intelekta« na »kolektivni spomin«. Obravnaval je
informativni in kreativni spomin; kako spomin vzpostavlja aktualnost be-
sedil in kako se neaktualna besedila ohranjajo v rezervi ali kot potencial.

15
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V Kul'tura i vzryv se Lotman ostredini na »eksplozije« in »skoke« tako
v sistemih in procesih kulture kot tudi v ustvarjalnih misljenjih in ustvar-
jenih tekstih. Literatura kot celota se torej lahko dojema kot tekst (179).
Klju¢ni problem ostaja »meja« kot presecisce razlicnih kulturnih kodov, le
da zdaj bolj kot dialosko okolje predstavlja okolje »eksplozij« in revolucij.
Lotman se je zacel odkrito zanimati za neregularno in nepredvidljivo, kar
je prepoznaval kot pravo jedro kulturne semioze v tem smislu, da docela
novi znaki, pomeni in perspektive vzniknejo kot rezultat »eksplozij« in
»skokov«. Obenem dodaja, da sta za razvoj (»skok«) potrebni tako eks-
plozivnost kot stabilnost, prva omogoca prenavljanje, druga kontinuiteto
(16, 20, 26). Meni tudi, da se nekatere kulture razvijajo zgolj s postopno
spremembo, zabrisujo¢ eksplozije (17).

Lotman v obdobju med 18. in 20. stoletjem prepoznava postopno de-
generacijo eksplozij (22). V tem kontekstu sooca razlike med tehni¢no-
mehani¢nimi ter znanstveno-umetniskimi in filozofskimi eksplozijami.
Lotmana v njegovem zadnjem delu ve¢ kot ocitno ne zanima, kar je re-
gularno, proizvod logike in tehnike, ki sta zmozni zgolj imitacij eksplozije
(21), marvec predvsem okolis¢ine, v katerih se dogajajo prave eksplozije v
umetniskem ustvarjalnosti, z drugimi besedami, kako in zakaj avtor lahko
postane Avtor, najvisji ustvarjalec, in zakaj so drugi avtorji, velika vecina
ustvarjalcev, obsojeni na plavanje s tokom ali modo, dokler jih nova eks-
plozija virtualno ne odnese v kulturno pozabo.

Kot betemo v Kul'tura i vzryv (60), sta umetnost in religija najvisji obliki
zavesti. V nasprotju s svojim prejsnjim prepricanjem o »kolektivnem razu-
mug, Lotman zdaj zavraca Leninov izrek, da je religija »opij za ljudstvo,
in ugotavlja, da je »mocno sredstvo samoorganizacije« (224). V isti knjigi
Lotman obravnava tudi Zensko emancipacijo in revolucijo ter sanje, ki jih
imenuje »semioticno oknox.

V knjigi je najti $e mnoge druge vazne filozofske zamisli, vendar sku-
sam zdaj na kratko povzeti, zakaj se mi zdi Lotmanova pozna filozofija za
interpretacijo avtotja plodnejsa od misljenja, ki se je od Rolanda Barthesa,
Michela Foucaulta in Jacquesa Derridaja naneslo na zacetku 21. stoletja v
mainstreamorsko naplavino postmodernega stanja duha.

Prvi¢, Lotman v tem smislu predstavlja »periferijo«, obmocje, ki je
par excellence dovzetno za dialog in prav tako za kulturne »eksplozije«.
Francoski misleci, nasprotno, predstavljajo »center«, pri cemer so v veliki
meri odvisni od jezika »centra«. Zelo prepri¢ano so se zanasali na franco-
§¢ino — na svoj 'lastni' jezik — ne da bi se pti tem kaj dosti ozirali na jezik
evropskih »drugih«, kaj Sele na bolj oddaljene »druge«. V nekem drugem
besedilu (2007) na temo sodobne filozofije prevoda sem skusal prikazati,
kako lahko pretirano zanasanje na 'svoj lastni' jezik zlasti pri filozofih, ki
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tako ostroumno obravnavajo jezik in v njem formirane diskurze, proble-
matizira njithova dognanja o prevodu.

Zdi se mi, da s tem, ko francoski misleci knjizni jezik in v njem vzpo-
stavljene diskurze razglasajo za tako reko¢ edino upostevanja vredno re-
alnost, hudo omejijo polje kulturne ustvarjalnosti. V tem misljenju lahko
slisimo oddaljeni odmev znamenitega stavka Renéja Descartesa Cogio ergo
sum. Realnost, ki je onstran misljenja, nima pomena. Vrhovni kriterij po-
stane sposobnost razuma in fizikalni in bioloski svetovi se ji morajo poko-
riti. Clovek, ki mu je dana sposobnost razuma, je najvisji vrh Stvarjenja.

Descartes, potomec izcrpane renesanse, si je to lahko samo zamislil,
njegova sorojaka Bernard de Fontenelle in Chatles Perrault, 'postmodet-
nista' 17. stoletja, pa sta $la precej dlje. Svoje stoletje — s ¢imer sta seveda
mislila na 'svojo lastno' sodobno francosko knjizevnost — sta razglasila za
vrh literarnega ustvarjanja, vrh, ki presega anti¢ne stvaritve.

(Post)moderni »napredek« v kulturi?

Vrednotenje knjizevnosti in umetnosti najveckrat ni ni¢ drugega kot
stvar okusa, in okusi so, kot vemo, razlicni od osebe do osebe, od enega
do drugega zgodovinskega obdobja in kulturnega prostora. Kar pa je, zlasti
z ozirom na postmodernost v drugi polovici 20. stoletja, pri 'postmoderni-
stih' 17. stoletja precej pomenljivejse, je pojav ideje 'napredka’. Zacenja se
vera v napredujoci razvoj knjizevnosti, novi knjizevnosti se pripise, da je
vrednejsa od stare. S tega zornega kota stare avtorje vselej presezejo mladi.
Novo, moderno, postane sinonim za dobro.

To ne zanikuje samo Boga kot prvega stvarnika, marve¢ tudi velicino
nekdanjih avtorjev pogojuje zgolj z genijem sodobnega kriticnega uma,
ki je odlocil, ali naj obstajajo, s kritiskim prenovopisom ali vhovi¢no in-
terpretacijo njihovih del. S tega vidika sodec¢, pisatelji ne vedo kaj dosti o
svojem ustvarjanju. Najvaznejsi avtotji so kritiki, brez katerih pisatelji ne
bi obstajali.

7. drugimi besedami, metabesedilno in postbesedilno — torej intelek-
tualno — ustvarjanje postane nadrejeno izvirnemu umetniskemu ustvar-
janju, ki s tem, ko se prepleta s ¢cutnim in 'nizjim' (ne-kulturnim), posta-
ne manjvredna dejavnost. Posledica tega je, da velik del postmodernega
kritistva ceni predvsem intelektualistine stvaritve, katerih izhodisce in
tema je kultura. Skladno z visoko sofisticirano uporabo jezika v post-
modernem kritiSkem diskurzu ucenjake in kritike najbolj privlaci ironija,
intelektualne zanke, pripovedne tehnike in strategije. Zavracajo taksno
vsebinsko razlago literarnih del, ki bi segla onstran strogo formalnega in
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kulturologkega. Ce pa se tega 7e lotijo, se zlahka ujamejo v past sociolo-
skih simplifikacij.

Metabesedilni jezik $e nikdar doslej ni bil abstraktnejsi. Teorije se ne-
nehno nadomesc¢ajo z novimi; v prepricanju, da je tako mogoce doseci
napredek v kulturi.

Receno z Lotmanovim semioti¢nim slovarjem, je v raziskovanju kul-
ture zacela prevladovati os »sintagme«. Slede¢ ¢redn, sposojenem pri ek-
saktnih in naravoslovnih vedah, namre¢ da teorija utira pot praksi, je
mogoce pri¢akovati, da se bo temu analogen 'napredek' umestil tudi v
kulturo.

V pojmovniku Lotmanove semiosfere, skusa postmodernocentri¢no
misljenje kulture premescati kulturo v obmocje »noosfere, ki jo obvladuje
clovekova intelektualna dejavnost. Tako modificirana, bi se torej kultura
podredila logiki, kavzalnosti in regularnosti. Besedila se dojemajo kot ¢leni
v brezimnem verizenju medbesedilnosti, ki se postopno razvija v vse bolj
in bolj dovrsenost; kakor znanost, pod vodstvom teorije.

Kar zadeva ustvarjanje kulture, moram zase priznati, da se vedno precej
bolj kot v »sintagmo« verjamem v »paradigmox. Strinjam se, da (jezikovna,
stilna, itn.) tradicija in splosno kulturno ozadje prav tako mo¢no oprede-
ljujeta literarno in umetnisko ustvarjanje. Pac¢ pa se skupaj z Lotmanom
nagibam k mnenju, da lahko brezimno verigo prekine ustvarjalni avtor
v dejanju, ki ni samo kulturno, marvec¢ tudi eksistencialno. Samo tedaj
ustvarjalno dejanje postane semioticno dejanje, ki ustvarja izvirno nove
vrednote, kulturo obogati in ji vzpostavlja ve¢jo notranjo raznolikost. To
je dale¢ stran od ideje napredka.

UmetniSko ustvarjanje kot semiosferi¢no in simbioti¢no dejanje

7 drugimi besedami in blizje Lotmanovemu sklepu: Avtor ustvatja na
odprti meji med kulturo in zivljenjem na eni strani in Zivljenjem in smrt-
jo na drugi. Avtor/Avtorica aktivira so¢asno vse ustvatjalne zmoznosti:
spomin, duha, cute, zavest in nezavedno. V vsakem pomembnem ume-
tniskem ustvarjanju in delu so Stevilni robovi in meje, ki so odprti tako v
dialog kot v »eksplozije«. Zgodovina sicer dokazuje tudi, da v dolocenih
zgodovinskih okolis¢inah kultura 'spi' in jo nadomeséa povpreéno ustvat-
janje, v katerem — skladno z nekaterimi osrednjimi postulati postmoderne
teorije — prevlada tehnika kopiranja (prepisovanja).

Obce veljavna resnica je, da je pomen umetniskega dela ali teksta odprt;
vzpostavlja se in se postopno spreminja v ¢asu in prostoru, v dialogu med
avtorjem in njegovimi/njenimi bralci. To je simbioti¢ni proces, v kate-
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rem imajo, kot to manifestira zgodovinska izkusnja, simbioti¢ni ustvarjalci
— bodisi avtorji izvirnih del bodisi kritiki-interpreti (kot avtorji) — kar naj-
vec¢jo moznost, da ustanavljajo in vplivajo na kanonizacijo.

Zakaj simbioti¢ni ustvarjalci? Ker zlasti postmoderno kritistvo prej ko
ne tezi k temu, da podcenjuje zmoznosti avtorjev literarnih del na racun
filozofskega in metafizi¢nega misljenja. Lotman v svoji razpravi »O semio-
sfere« slucajno sicer neposredno poveze pojem »meje« s semioticno indi-
vidualnostjo in pride do sklepa, da »je semiosfera 'semioti¢na oseba', ki bi
jo bilo zelo zapleteno podvreci kaki konkretnejsi pedantni definiciji (13).

Najvedji pisatelji preteklosti so bili brez izjeme taksni »semiosferi¢ni«
ali »semioti¢no-simbioti¢ni« avtorji v tem smislu, da so s tem, ko so akti-
virali mnoge meje, nenchno privlacevali to, kar leZi onstran meje znanega.
Zivljenje so interpretirali kot filozofi, a njihova ves¢ina je bila najvisja, saj
se niso zamejili v abstraktno formuliranje idej in konceptov — s ¢imer bi
razgradili integriteto cloveskega bitja — marvec so svojo filozofijo predo-
cali v cutnih podobah, ki jih je sprejemala tudi $irsa publika.

Leta 2003 sem objavil clanek o Cervantesovi teoriji romana, pri
cemer nisem imel v mislih predvsem tega, kar si je Cervantes sposodil od
Aristotela ali drugih filozofov, in tudi ne njegovih eksplicitnih stalis¢ o
literarnem ustvatjanju in umetnosti romana, pac¢ pa prakticno udejanjeno
teorijo ali filozofijo v podobah, kakr$na nastaja v njegovih Zglednzh novelah
(Novelas ejemplares) in v samem Don Kihotu (Don Quixote).

Calderon, Camoes, Kreutzwald, Liiv, Pessoa

Eno od najmocnejsih manifestacij avtorja v zahodni literarni zgodo-
vini je najti v igri Pedra Calderéna de la Barca, pravzaprav v njegovi anto
sacramental 1 elifo svetovno gledalise (E/ gran teatro del mundo). Kot Se nikomur
pred njim, je Calderénu uspelo na gledaliskem odru zdruziti celoto zivlje-
nja, bozje stvarstvo, ki ga predstavljajo alegoricni karakterji. V dogajanju je
Bog — imenovan ¢/ Autor— tisti, ki poseduje vso ¢lovesko vednost. Vendar
je avtor igre Calderén, ki omogoci konceptualni shemi, da zazivi, se pre-
poraja in razkriva v liricnih in ¢utnih podobah. Avtor Calderén priklicuje
v zavest avtorja Boga, s tem ko ustvarjanje preobraza v semiosferi¢no
dejanje in ne v golo razumsko abstrakcijo. Igra je zivi dialog med izvirnim
stvarnikom (Bogom) in interpretom njegovega stvarjenja, Calderénom, ki
postane avtor v najsirsem smislu te besede.

Portugalec Lufs Vaz de Camdes v poznorenesan¢nem obdobju v svo-
jem znamenitem epu Lugitanc (Os Lusiadas) ni iznasel novih estetskih
vzorcev. Vendar je imel kot avtor z male evropske periferije, Portugalske,
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izostreno senzibilnost za mejo. To lahko razlozi, zakaj je bil Camdes edini
renesancni avtor, ki mu je uspelo napisati dovr$en nacionalno-patriotski
ep; to, kar je poskusal tudi Francoz Pierre de Ronsard, vendar ne dokon-
c¢al. Veliki evropski narodi so v tem ¢asu Zze ustvarili svoje epske pesnitve.
Lahko so razsirjali svoja ozemlja in tako oskrbovali svojo 'matico' z novo
energijo in vitalnostjo.

Medtem je Portugalsko Ze stoletja in tudi Se tedaj ogrozala mogoc¢na
soseda Spanija. Camdesev poglavitni dosezek je, da mu je v epu uspelo
nazorno prikazati, da imajo tudi manjsi narodi s periferije individualno
identiteto in da so sposobni velikih duhovnih podvigov. Camdes v svojih
Luzitancih nenehno izpostavlja portugalsko popotovanje v Indijo kot pod-
vig duha, obsoja pa ekspanzionizem, ki ga vodi posvetni pohlep. Njegov
ep je postal velika duhovna opora njegovemu narodu in hkrati eno od
paradigmatskih del, ki so dve stoletji pozneje romanticnim filozofom, kot
je bil Johann Gottfried Herder, navdihnila stalisce, da so duhovno enako-
pravni vsi ljudje in narodi, naj pripadajo obrobju ali sredis¢u, naj so fizi¢no
mali ali veliki.

Nekaj najvidnejsih avtorjev prebujajocega se estonskega naroda je
v drugi polovici 19. in v zacetku 20. stoletja delovalo v isti paradigmi.
Prihajali so s periferije, ki je bila celo $e obrobnejsa od portugalske. Tudi
v socialnopsiholoskem smislu je $lo za najbolj oddaljeno periferijo, saj so
bili Estonci, pretezno kmecko ljudstvo, do zacetka 19. stoletja v ponizu-
jocem tlacanskem razmerju do baltsko-germanske zemljiske gosposke v
okviru carske Rusije.

Dva avtorja, katerih delo je Se posebej pomembno za Estonijo, sta
Friedrich Reinhold Kreutzwald (1803-1882) in Juhan Liiv (1864-1913).
Oba sta bila pesnika, semiosferi¢na in paradigmatska avtotja par excellence.
Kreutzwaldovi stardi so bili tlacani, vendar je po Studiju na tartujski uni-
verzi uspel postati doktor medicine. Ko je delal kot zdravnik v zakotnem
juznoestonskem obmejnem mestu, je Kreutzwald napisal ep Kalevipoeg
(dobesedno: Kalevov sin, 1861).

Starsi Juhana Liiva niso bili tla¢ani, vendar je tudi on prihajal iz skromne
kmecke druzine in predvsem zaradi revs¢ine nikdar ni studiral na univer-
zi, ¢etudi je v posameznih obdobjih Zivel v Tartuju. Leta 1893 je zapadel
duhovni krizi in postal dusevni bolnik. Dejstvo pa je, da je svojo najboljso
poezijo ustvaril v ¢asu svoje bolezni, na negotovi meji med prisebnostjo
in norostjo.

Kreutzwald je svoj ep oskrbel z znanstvenim aparatom. Prvikrat je ep,
z vzporednim nemskim prevodom, izSel v zborniku Estonske znanstvene
druzbe (Gelehrte Estnische Gesellschaft / Opetatud Eesti Selts). Avtor je
trdil, da ep temelji na avtenticnem ljudskem izrocilu. V resnici pa je bila



Juri Talvet: ~ Avtor in umetniska ustvarjalnost: Jurij M. Lotman in njegova »semiosfera«

to vsaj deloma mistifikacija, ki jo je Kreutzwald moral vzdrzevati, saj sicer
delo najbrz nikoli ne bi bilo objavljeno. Estonska knjizevnost kot taka se
ni obstajala, carska cenzura pa bi bila brez oklevanja ze v kali zatrla patri-
otsko literarno delo. V teh okolis¢inah je bila podpora, ki je prihajala od
zunaj, odlo¢ilni dejavnik za to, da je ep lahko izsel in da mu je bila, kljub
sami estonski kritiki, pozneje lahko pripoznana njegova vloga. Peterburska
akademija znanosti je Kreutzwaldu podelila pomembno nagrado, $e pre-
den se je objava v Zborniku sploh zakljucila, finski folklorist S. Elmgren
pa je leta 1859 v govoru v Helsinkih izjavil, da je Kreutzwaldov Kalevipoeg
enakovreden Kalkevali (Kalevala) Eliasa Lonnrota. Dejansko je Kalevipoeg v
knjizni obliki iz$el najprej na Finskem (Kuopio, 1862), nakar sele so sledili
natisi v sami Estoniji.

Ce gaprimetjamo s Caméesevim portugalskim epom, tudi Kreutzwaldov
ep s periferije prepoznava individualno identiteto estonskega naroda in
njegovo hrepenenje po svobodi. Delo v mogo¢nih sosledjih simbolov in
liriénih prispodob duhovno vzpostavlja estonski narod in njegovo kultu-
ro. Tudi v tem primeru ne gre zgolj za mentalni konstrukt — v nasprotju s
trditvami nekaterih postmodernih teoretikov, po katerih naj bi le to ute-
meljevalo nacionalno ontologijo — marve¢ je delo globlje vkoreninjeno
v eksistencialno zavest s periferije, v kateri senzibilnost, obcutja, ideje in
filozofija vstopajo v simbioti¢no, interaktivno razmerje. Le taksna dela
zmorejo vplivati in navdihovati kolektivno obcinstvo, Sirso skupnost,
kakrsna je narod.

Posledi¢no je Kalevipoeg postal temeljni tekst estonskega naroda in kul-
ture. Obenem je ustvaril zapleten mit, na katerega so vplivali najsubtilnejsi
nanosi romanti¢ne filozofije (Herder, Goethe). Ceprav je bil v poznejsi
estonski kulturi Kalevipoeg pogosto ironiziran ali parodiran, se je njegova
mitska veljava celo okrepila. Ceprav je angleski prevod Kalevipoeg Jiitija
Kurmana (ZDA, 1982), ki sledi starejSemu folkloristicnemu glediscu,
Kreutzwalda $e opredelil predvsem za »kompilatorjag, njegov lik z novim
pristopi (E. g. Laak 2008) dobiva $e ocitnejse poteze enega izmed velikih
evropskih avtorjev iztekajoce se romantike.

Drugi portugalski (= s periferije prihajajoci) pesnik, Fernando Pessoa
(1888-1935), nekaj mlajsi od estonskega Juhana Liiva, je ponekod v svo-
jih delih ugotavljal, da je edini resnicni poet narave; s tem, ko je z narave
zbrisal vse ideje in obcutja, kakrsna ji je pripisal osrednji tok romantike,
je Pessoa v resnici dosegel impresivno pesnisko-filozofski izvirnost. Se
posebej je prisla do izraza s tem, ko se je namerno fragmentiral in kot
pesnik porazdelil svoje avtorstvo na mnostvo avtorjev, njegovih heteroni-
mov (med najznamenitejs$imi so Alvaro de Campos, Ricardo Reis, Alberto
Caeiro).
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V eni svojih pesmi (XXVIII) Alberto Caeiro torej pise:

Jazg pisem prozo svojib vergov Por mim, escrevo a prosa dos mens versos

in ostajam vesel, E fico contente,

ker vem, da ragumem Naravo od zunaj;  Porque sei que compreendo a Natureza por fora;
in ne razument je od notraj, E nao a compreendo por dentro

ker Narava nima notranjostsy Porgue a Natureza nao tem dentro;

drugace ne bi bila narava. Sendo nao era a Natureza.

(Pesmi Alberta Caeira; iz cikla Varuh ¢red; XXVIIL.
Prev. Miklavz Komelj. V: Pessoa: Pesuzi; Mornar; Bankir anarbist.
Ljubljana: LUD Serpa, 2003. Str. 13)

Filozofija Alberta Caeira, ucitelja Alvara de Camposa, vzbuja vtis skraj-
nega racionalizma, v katerem ni nikakr§nega prostora za obcutja. Temu
nasprotno nekatere pesmi Alvara de Camposa (kot na primer njegova zna-
menita Pomorska oda (Ode maritima)) reflektirajo spolne in telesne naravne
gone; ko se projicirajo v ¢lovesko dejanje, so jim odvzeta vsakr$na ¢ustva in
razum. Vendar zakljucek Pomorske ode, prav kakor Se ena znamenita pesem
Alvara de Camposa, Tobakarija (Tabacaria), prikazuje, kako so odlocitve
»Cistega razuma« in odlocitve po naravi zreducirane na goli mehanizem
seksualnosti — in s tem analogne ¢loveskemu tehni¢nemu stremljenju. To
zasencuje ironija. V svoji ustvarjalni integriteti je pesnik Pessoa $e zelo
stopal po tesnobno razbolelem obodu eksistence. Pomik k »varnemux sre-
dis¢nemu razumskemu temelju ali namisljeni »notrini« narave bi bil tezko
kaj drugega kot parodija clovekovih razumskih tezen;.

Isto stanje stalnega nemira — in ob tem lahko pomislimo na Pessoevo
knjigo razmisljanj, Knjigo nespokoja (Livro do dessassosego) je lastno poeziji
HEstonca Juhana Liiva. Mlajsa generacija estonskih simbolistov ga je skusa-
la predstaviti kot predhodnika njihovih lastnih tezenj, vendar je Liiv precej
kocljivejsi. Ni se odzval simbolisticnemu pozivu k strogim rimam, t. j. k
oblikovnemu racionalizmu pesmi. Ceprav pogosto izhaja iz vizij narave,
se lahko njegove podobe le redko zreducirajo na zgolj povrsinske impre-
sije ali le nakazovanje obcutij. Liivovo poezijo opredeljuje moc¢na intelek-
tualna intenziteta; s ¢imer prednjaci vecini 'intelektualisticnih pesnikov',
pa je to, da nikdar ne predstavlja svojih idej v njihovi goloti. Vstajajo iz
njegovih podob, ki so obenem cutne in liricne, vpete v obod eksistence, z
magijo, kakrsne "noosferi¢ni' pesnik — ne glede na njegovo ali njeno arti-
sticno vescino — nikdar ne more doseci. Zato v svojih esejih (prim. 2007)
vidim Liiva kot enega najvecjih evropskih eksisetncialnih lirikov in zato
odkrivam podobnosti med njim in baskovskim filozofom in pisateljem
eksistence Miguelom de Unamunom z drugega obrobja Evrope. Njuni
letnici rojstva — simbolno — sovpadata.
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Za konec; ali gornje trditve pomenijo, da podcenjujem vlogo interpre-
tov / ponovnopiscev kot avtotjev? Nikakor ne. Vtem ko Juhanu Liivu
za Casa zivljenja ni uspelo objaviti knjige, so ga kot avtorja v zvezde ko-
vali drugi, mlajsi avtorji, predvsem novelist in esejist Friedebert Tuglas
(1886-1971). Zahvaljujo¢ Tuglasovim zgodnjim monografijam o Liivu
in temeljni izdaji Liivovega izbranega dela, je Liiv lahko trajno vstopil v
kanon estonske knjizevnosti, posmrtno slaven.

Splosno znano je, da so temelje velikega kanona zahodne knjizevno-
sti, ¢e ne celo svetovne knjizevnosti, postavili romanti¢ni pisci in misleci
(Herder, Goethe, brata Schlegel in drugi). Mnogi od njih so bili avtorji v
najglobljem smislu besede. Njihova semiosferi¢na odprtost k drugemu je
bila najvaznejsi dejavnik v vzpostavljanju tega plodovitega simbioticnega
dialoga med avtorjem in interpretom, v katerem kot Avtorja naposled na-
stopata oba.

OPOMBE

"'Ta in vsi naslednji prevodi so moji.

* Na naslovnicah semioti¢nih serijskih publikacij, ki jih je uredil Lotman, je beseda »se-
miotika« zapisana v grskih ¢rkah, uradni ruski naslov, »Trudy po znakovym sistemame, pa
se oprezno izogne temu pojmu.

’ Kratka razprava je bila istega leta prevedena in je iz8la v Italiji: La cultura come mente

ollettiva e i problemi dell'intelligenza artificiale. Urbino: Universita di Urbino, Centro Internazi-
onale di Semiotica e di Linguistica, Ser. A, 1977, N. 66.
* Za vire uporabljam ponatis ¢lanka v: Lotman 1992.

PRIPOMBE K SLOVENSKEMU BESEDILU

Slovensko besedisce uposteva razprave: Kultura i eksplozija. Prev. Sanja Versi¢ (Zagreb:
Alfa, 1998 (str. 209) — v podnaslovu te razprave ohranja pojem 'pesniskega"), Znotraj misleiih
svetov. Prev. Ursa Zabukovec (Ljubljana: Studia humanitatis, 2006. str. 9) (npt.: »razumsko
clovesko zivljenje, tj. zivljenje kulture« Prim. Lotman: Znotraj mislecih svetov, str. 188.). Ob
pojmu 'eksplozije' Lotman uporabi tudi pojem 'skok', npr. ob Blokovi pesniski tematizaciji
trenutka kot »skok "preteklosti' v 'prihodnost'« (ibid., 30.), predvsem pa prim. Ze obstojeci
slovenski prevod Lotmanove semioti¢ne terminologije v poglavjih »Semioti¢ni prostor« in
»Pojem meje« v: Lotman: Znotraj mislecih svetov, str. 173-83 in 185-201.
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Kljub sodobnim literarnim teorijam, ki so piscu snele lovoriko aviorstva kot nepono-
vijive izvirne sinteze forme in vsebine in so vcepile dvom v ustvarialnost kot ucinek
avtorjeve volje, vescin in namena, se v ustvarjalnem procesu ohranja ena kljucnih
potez tradicionalnega pojmovanja aviorstva - narcizem kot podaljsek infantilnega
obdobja in z njim povezan obcutek zmoznosti kreacije v polju neomejenih moznosti.
Paradoks literarne - in nemara vsakrsne umetniske ustvarjalnosti - je v tem, da se
pisec cuti najbolj na sebi in za sebe v tistih ustvarjalnih obdobjih, ko se mu zdi, da ga,
preZelega z neomejenim, oceanskim obcutjem njegova lasina ustvarjalnost presega,
da torej ni sam tisti, ki proces nadzoruje, ampak je »zgolj« sredstvo ustvarjalnega pro-
cesa, hkrati pa je kljucni vezni element lega procesa njegovo ingeniozno velicanstvo
- avtor sam.

Kljuéne besede: literarna teorija / avtor / avtorstvo / umetniska ustvatjalnost / ustvatjalni

proces

UDK 82.0:808.1

Kljub sodobnim literarnim teorijam, ki so piscu snele lovoriko avtor-
stva kot neponovljive izvirne sinteze forme in vsebine in so vcepile dvom
o ustvarjalnosti kot ucinku avtorjeve volje in vescin, se v ustvarjalcevem
procesu ohranja ena kljucnih potez tradicionalnega koncepta avtorstva
— narcisizem kot infantilni podaljsek in z njim povezan obcutek zmozno-
sti kreacije v polju neomejenih zmoznosti. In ¢e je otrokom dopusceno
animisti¢no verovanje, da s svojimi zeljami in mislimi naredijo, da se sonce
pojavi in da luna izgine, in je v odraslem obdobju taisto prepricanje kaj
hitro diagnosticirano kot psihoza, je v literaturi kreiranje svetov zgolj z
mislijo ali, biblijsko receno, z besedo, ne le druzbeno sprejemljivo, ampak
celo spostovano, cetudi v prenekaterih prostorih, kot je tudi slovenski,
(zgolj) simbolno, ne pa tudi financno, kar pa je dejansko druga, mracna
stran simbolnega statusa slovenskega jezika in literature.

Narcisizem je vgrajen v avtorjevo zeljo po izpostavitvi lastnega ustvar-
jalnega dela in s tem sebe v javnosti, od katere pricakuje, si zeli ter zahteva
pohvale in nagrajevanje in je ob nasprotnih reakcijah nemalokrat otrosko
prizadet in uzaljen. A tudi avtorji, ki svojega dela javnosti ne izpostavijo
in »pisejo le zase« — Ceprav s tem pisejo tudi za Drugega —, v svoji intimni
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estetizaciji eksistence, ¢e se navezemo na Freuda, ohranjajo narcisizem kot
podaljsek otroske igre, ki ustvarjalcu nudi zelo posebno vrsto uzitka.

Avtor danes $e zdale¢ ni pokojen, ampak je celo vse bolj Ziv in pore-
jen, saj se od njega pric¢akuje, da s podobo in biografijo v javnosti deluje
kot promotor svoje literature. Toda v avtorjevi porejenosti marketinske-
mu sistemu prezi past, da se avtor, nenazadnje tudi zaradi ekonomske-
ga prezivetja, podredi zahtevam trznih mehanizmov in pritisku literarne
produkcije, posledica cesar je lahko razrahljanje kriterijev in s tem zdrs
umetnosti v kulturno produkcijo. Umetnost, ki meri na realno in prek tega
na resnico, s ¢imer realno in resnica postaneta vidna, ¢e se navezemo na
Gérarda Wajcmana, zahteva svoj ritem, ki ga je tezko nadzorovati in ga ne-
malokrat ni mogoce pospesiti, medtem ko kulturna produkcija brez ve¢jih
tezav nastaja med dogovorjenimi roki za oddajo. V nasprotju s kulturno
produkcijo naj bi namre¢ umetnost ustvarjalcu in sprejemniku prinesla
mnogo vec¢ kot zgolj zlos¢eno pomirljivo ugodje, saj naj bi tako v avtorju
kot v bralcu, poslusalcu oziroma gledalcu razprla nise in izvrtala luknje,
skozi katere pronikne resnica, za katero si kultura prizadeva, da bi ostala
lepo prikrito zakrita.

Kadarkoli pisatelji pojasnjujejo svoj ustvarjalni proces, taksni poskusi
lahko zvenijo zanimivo, hkrati pa se ta proces izkaze kot izkustvo, do
katerega drugi nima dostopa. In ta drugi ni le bralec, ampak, kar zadeva
njegovo pojasnitev, tudi avtor sam. Freud, ki je bil o¢aran nad literaturo,
je v Spisih o umetnosti zapisal: »KKo bi vsaj pri sebi ali sebi podobnih nasli
kako dejavnost, ki bi bila podobna literarni! Potem bi jo lahko raziskali, v
upanju, da se dokopljemo do prvih pojasnil o tem, za kaj gre pri literarnem
ustvarjanju.« A tudi ko sama poskusam razloziti svojo ars poetica, svojo
metodo pisanja, ze med izrekanjem dvomim, da je sploh kaj od tega, kar
pripovedujem, tudi res, in se vmes sprasujem, mar ne gre zgolj za mojo
pripoved, za rekonstrukcijo ustvarjalnega procesa. Kajti tako kot ne ob-
staja zunanje mesto, s katerega bi avtor med ustvarjanjem lahko nevtralno
opazoval samega sebe, je pisanje dejavnost, v katerem sta subjekt in objekt
globoko premesana. In ¢e gre za umetnost, in ne za kulturo, potem se v
ustvarjalnem procesu, ¢e se navezemo na Lacana, subjekt dejansko vzpo-
stavlja, in to v tockah neprepoznavanja, kjer avtor v sebi sreca tistega dru-
gega, svojega tujca, ki ni integriran v lastno avtorjevo podobo, in slednja ni
prav ni¢ ve¢ kot zgolj imaginarna tvorba.

Med ustvarjalnim procesom je percepcija ¢asa in prostora transformi-
rana, poleg tega je ustvarjalni proces tezko zamejiti, saj se ne odvija le
v zamejeni situaciji, sede za rac¢unalnikom ali nad listom papirja, ampak
tudi v »neposvecenih« vsakodnevnih trenutkih, ko se iznenada prikrade
ideja, se razveze kak vozel ali se kar tako izlusci kak stavek. In ker avtorju
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ustvarjalnost izzove izjemen uzitek, na katerega sta pripeta ustvatjalceva
bit in identiteta, ¢esar se avtor nemara najmocneje zave v nemih obdobjih
kreativnih blokad, lahko ustvarjalna susa povzroci tako izgubo identitete
kot obcutek drsenja v ne-bit.

Paradoks literarnega ustvarjanja kot tudi drugih oblik ustvarjalnosti je
namre¢ v tem, da cetudi je ustvarjalnosti pripet pojem svobode, svobo-
dnega delovanja na teritoriju brezmejnih moznosti, se avtor ¢uti najbolj
na sebi in za sebe v tistih ustvarjalnih procesih, ko prezet z oceanskim
uzitkom, ¢e uporabimo Freudov izraz, izkusa, da ni on sam tisti, ki ustvar-
jalnost nadzoruje, ampak da — nasprotno — ustvarjalnost nadzoruje njega.
Toda taka obdobja se lahko kaj hitro sprevrnejo v svoje nasprotje, ko se
eruptivni vir iznenada osusi in vcasih za daljsi ¢as, lahko pa tudi za veko-
maj povsem presahne. In medtem ko enigmati¢ni mehanizmi ustvarjal-
nega procesa odpirajo nise, skozi katere od ¢asa do casa poblisne »bozja
iskricag, kar avtor izkusa kot presezek lastnega bivanja ter tocko gotovo-
sti svojega obstoja, pa v daljsih obdobjih ustvarjalnih blokad, ko izpuhti
ustvarjalni uzitek in z njim povezana gotovost biti, lahko sebe dozivlja kot
mrtvega avtorja, svoje zivljenje pa kot parazitiranje na preteklih poglavjih
neke uspesne biografije.

Pa obstaja nacin, s katerim bi lahko pritisnili na sprozilec ustvarjal-
nosti? Pozitivna psihologija v to verjame in ponuja recepte, na katerih
je jogi, meditaciji in podobnim sprostitvenim tehnikam pripisano zlasti
pozitivno misljenje. A Ce je taksna terapija morda ucinkovita v menedz-
mentu in podobnih dejavnostih, kjer steje ucinkovitost, u¢inkovitost kot
regeneracija kulture, je umetniski proces na recepture za doseganje home-
ostaze obicajno imun, saj se umetnost praviloma zgodi v skrajnostih, tam,
kjer je necesa prevec, natanko zato, ker nekaj drugega manjka, oziroma
tedaj, ko ekscesivnost stiske, kot v Arani 17 zapise André Breton, pov-
zroci spremembo znaka, ko umetnost kot dejanje stisko, bolec¢ino ali smrt
transformira v zlato, v vrednost, v Zivljenje. Tako Dostojevski po besedah
njegove zene, kot navaja Freud, nikakor ni pisal v harmoni¢nih stanjih
— ¢e je Dostojevski, razpet med nebom in peklom, taksna stanja sploh kdaj
izkusal? —, ampak po izjemno vzburljivih in napetih igrah na sreco, ki so
se koncale z bankroti in se je njegova samopodoba, njegovo fantazmatsko
trdno jedro razblinilo med obcutke krivde in izgubo dignitete.

Ustvarjalne mehanizme je mogoce primerjati z ekstenzijami in kon-
trakcijami, z dihanjem s polnimi pljuci in z astmati¢nim dusenjem, z vr-
hunci, ko avtorjev ego prehaja od ni¢a do megalomanskih razseznosti, pa
vse do podtalja, ko se avtorjev ego prsiin izginja. V ustvarjalnosti se stikata
zavedno in nezavedno, avtor s svojim imaginarnim jazom z avtorjem kot
subjektom nezavednega. V ustvarjalnosti se stikata avtorjeva samoglori-
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fikacija, pripeta na trdno jedro samogotovosti, in razprsenost biti, skozi
katero avtor sreca drugost v samem sebi, ko se mu ob tretjem delu izjave
cogito ergo sum zatakne, kajti ta cogito ni zavedno, ni trdna substancialna
formacija, temve¢ njegov »zasebni« tujec, ki pa se ob spretni umetniski
artikulaciji lahko zaiskri kot boZja iskrica, transcendenca ali, odvisno od
ustvarjalcevega koncepta sveta, kot lastni iztisnjeni izmecek, kot izmuzljivi
kvantni delec, ki nenehno izginja pa se spet in spet vraca in pojavlja.

Izjava, da so vse zgodbe ze povedane in napisane, je prezvecena in
povtsna, saj nekaj takega kot »vse zgodbe«, niti ne obstaja, obstajajo le
temeljne cloveske vsebine, kot so smisel in brez-smisel zivljenja, bit in ne-
bit, misteriji medcloveskih odnosov in zapletov, razmerje med ¢lovekom
in svetom, pa karkoli naj svet ze pomeni. In zgodbe, ne le narativne pripo-
vedi, ampak tudi druge oblike ubeseditve razpetosti med bivanje in ne-bi-
vanje, niso zgolj razlaga realnosti, temvec obenem njena konstrukeija. Ali
je potemtakem sploh mozno pisanje avtobiografij kot ubeseditve tistega,
kar se nam je zgodilo, in ali ne obstaja nacin, s katerim lahko bolj radikalno
posezemo v »svojo zivljenjsko zgodbo«? Cetudi je Ze sama beseda, jezik
posrednik lastne domnevno neposredne izkusnje, je avtobiografija po-
dobno kot miselni tok nasih spominov vselej skonstruirana pripoved. In
¢eprav v nas samih morda celo obstaja nekaksen trdi disk, na katerem so
zabelezene najmanj$e podrobnosti nasega zivljenja, pa iskanje in odpira-
nje teh dokumentov nadzoruje nas lastni cenzor in hkrati montazer nasih
spominov. Prav zato verjamem, da je mogoce skozi fikcijo kot namerno
skonstruirano pripoved, ki ni zavezana ponovitvi tega, kar vemo — kajti
to, kar vemo, je zgolj nam samim sprejemljiva konstrukcija —, temeljiteje
izbezati tudi neprijetne in zlasti nam tuje delcke resnice in jih povnanjiti
skozi besede.

A ne oziraje se na razlicne ustvarjalne postopke in zanre, v pisanju
vselej ostaja avtorjeva sled — in to bolj kot v izbiri nestetokrat predelanih
tem in vsebin, v samem nacinu njihove obdelave, v strukturi pisanja in v
avtorjevi perspektivi, saj ze rahel zamik perspektive namre¢ lahko osvetli
objekt, da je videti ¢isto drugace, kot pa smo ga vajeni in ga poznamo. Te
zavedno-nezavedne izbire, naj se avtor tega zaveda ali ne, vsebujejo njego-
va duhovna, materialna, custvena in druga izkustva. In prav na teh ostri-
nah in robovih ostaja sled avtorstva in avtorja, in ta sled je ne le mocnejsa,
ampak tudi resnicnej$a od spremljajoc¢e vSecno skonstruirane avtorjeve
javne podobe in biografije.
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Clanek analizira zgodovino pojma originalnost kot nepogresljivega atributa avtorstva.
Opre se na Lotmanovo razlikovanje med »estetiko istovetnostic, znacilno za starejsa
obdobja, in restetiko razlicnostic, ki se zacne uveljavijati od renesanse naprej, ter na
Mortierovo tezo, da postane originalnost kriterij umetniskosti Ze v razsvetljenstvu, in
ne Sele v romantiki in modernizmu, kot obicajno mislimo. Spreminjanje koncepta
avtorstva vpliva tudi na spreminjange statusa prevoda: v srednjem veku je prevod
vselej Ze tudi priredba, z dvigom Avtorja na piedestal absolutnega Stvarnika ume-
Iniskega svela pa se status prevajalcev poslabsa, prevajange se sprevrze v izpeljano,
sekundarno dejavnost. To hierarhicno razmerje traja vse do pred kratkim, ko post
modernizem v knjizevnosti (Borges) ter fenomenologija in recepcijska estetika na teo-
reticnem podrociu rehabilitivajo prevajalsko dejavnost. Tezo o smrti Aviorja nakaze
ze Mallarme, eksplicite pa jo razvije Valéry. Pisec clanka, sam pesnik, je preprican,
da je bila postmodernisticna omejitev modernisticne arogance Aviorja nujna, da pa
ponavljanje Barthesovega gesla o smrii Aviorja dandanasnji ni vec produktivno, saj
globalna ekonomija temelji na aviorskih pravicah, ki jih hoce Kapital ukrasti avior-
Jem. Avtorjem, ki so Se kako Zivi in z vso mocjo breajo nazaj.

Kljuéne besede: literarna teotija / avtor / avtorstvo / posnemanje / izvirnost / avtenti¢nost
/ zgodovinski pregledi / Mortier, Roland

UDK 82.0:808.1

Pri¢ujoce razmisljanje je posveceno literarnozgodovinski analizi kate-
gorije, ki je tesno povezana s pojmom avtotja in je pravzaprav temeljni
atribut in conditio sine qua non kakr$negakoli avtorstva: gre za kategorijo
originalnosti, estetske inovativnosti.

Etimoloski izvor pojma je seveda latinska beseda origo, — originis.
Slovenci ta pojem oznacujemo z dvema etimolosko tesno povezanima iz-
razoma, ki izkazujeta pomenljivo razliko: zzwir in izvor. Prva beseda — izwir
— je vsebinsko konkretnejsa, saj je povezana z vodo (izvir potoka ali reke).
Lzraz izwor nedvomno izvira iz besede izvir, a je s¢asoma izgubil vsebinsko
povezavo z vodo in pridobil pojmovno §irino. Ce besedi szzirin izvor mat-
sikdaj se lahko uporabljamo kot sinonima, pa se njuna medsebojna razlika
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poveca pri posplosenju obeh v abstraktna pojma: tako je izvirnost slovenski
ekvivalent za originalnost, medtem ko izpornost pomeni prvobitnost.

Francoski strukturalist Paul Zumthor je v delu Essai de poétique médiévale
(Razprava o srednjeveski poetki) lucidno in duhovito prikazal razmerje
med avtorjem in jezikom v srednjem veku: »Pesnik je zasidran v jeziku bol;
kakor jezik v njem.« (Le pocte est situé dans son langage plutét que son
langage en lui.) (Zumthor 1972 68) V nasprotju z danasnjim ¢asom, ko si
predstavljamo, da tekst izvira iz avtotja, je v srednjem veku avtor izviral
iz teksta. V srednjem veku je bilo vse vnaprej doloceno, vse je bilo tekst,
torej ni bilo nikakrsnega prostora in potrebe po originalnosti.

Za izhodisce nasega razmisljanja je nadvse primerna tipologija kultur
Jurija M. Lotmana, ki razlikuje med »estetiko istovetnostic, znacilno za starejsa
obdobja, in »estetiko razlicnostic, ki prevlada v novem veku:

Zgodovinarjem srednjeveske umetnosti je znano, da se je njena estetika nacelno
razlikovala od sodobne. Ce sodobna umetnost izhaja iz predstave, da originalnost,
neponovljivost, individualna posebnost sodijo med vtline umetniskega dela, je sred-
njeveska vse to imela za greh, za izraz napuha, ter je zahtevala zvestobo pradav-
nim, 'od Boga navdihnjenim' vzorcem. Spretno ponavljanje zapletenih pravil umet-
niskega rituala — to je tisto, kar so zahtevali od umetnika. (Lotman 1970 120)

Estetika istovetnosti »je utemeljena na popolni identifikaciji naslikanih Zivljenjskih
pojavov z avditotiju ze znanimi modeli-klieji, ki so vstopili v sistem 'pravil'. Kliseji
v umetnosti — to niso slabsalne besede, ampak dolocen pojav, ki je negativen le iz
nekaterih zgodovinskih in strukturnih vidikov. (Lotman 1970 245)

Drugo vrsto sistemov, e jih premisljujemo na tej ravni, bodo predstavljali sistemi,
pri katerih narava kodov pred zacetkom umetniske percepcije avditoriju ni znana.
To ni estetika istovetnosti, temve¢ razlicnosti. Nacinom modeliranja stvarnosti,
katerih je bralec vajen, umetnik zoperstavlja svojo, originalno resitev, ki jo ima za
resnicnej$o.« (Lotman 1970 248)

Shakespeare bi po danasnjih zakonih o avtorskih pravicah veljal za pla-
giatorja, saj si je na veliko izposojal teme in motive, zgodbe in dialoge pri
starej$ih dramatikih ali italijanskih renesancnih novelistih. K sreci je bil
Shakespeare boljsi od avtorjev, od katerih je »kradel«. Da se je prav v ¢asu
pozne renesanse »estetika istovetnosti« prelomila v »estetiko razli¢nosti,
dokazuje pamflet, ki ga je dramatik Robert Green (ena izmed t. i. »univer-
zitetnih glav«) objavil 1. 1592 in v katerem je oznacil mladega Shakespeara
z besedno igro »shake-scene« (kar bi lahko prevedli kot »stresi-oder«) ter
ga zasmehoval in mu odital, da krade od drugih. Tovrstna kritika bi v
srednjem veku ne imela smisla, saj so vsi »kradli«. Zajemanje z drugih
(iz)virov je bil normalen del ustvarjalnega procesa.

Tovrstno razumevanje kulture in umetnosti je imelo globoke posledice
za vrednostna razmerja med avtorjem in prevajalcem. V srednjem veku je
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bil prevajalec vselej Ze tudi prirejevalec: vsak prevedeni tekst je bil tudi ze
adaptacija. Meje med izvirnim besedilom, priredbo in prevodom so bile
zabrisane. Zato prevode v tistem casu pogosto uvrscamo med avtorska
dela: Chaucerjeva verzija Romana o rofi velja v enaki meri za prevod fran-
coskega romana v verzih, ki sta ga napisala Guillaume de Lortis in Jean
de Meung, kot za njegovo lastno delo. To prepletanje avtorske in preva-
jalske dejavnosti se je dogajalo na vmesnem manevrskem prostoru, ki se
mu ponavadi reCe adaptacija, priredba. Nacelna razmerja med izvirnikom,
prevodom in priredbo je dobro definirala Majda Stanovnik: »Prevod je
jezikovno v celoti drugacen od izvirnika, ohranja pa njegovo individual-
no in zvrstno oblikovanost; priredba spreminja izvirnikovo namembnost,
pogosto tudi zvrstno pripadnost, vendar se razpoznavno navezuje nanj s
parafrazami in citati.« (Stanovnik 1998 35) V pricujoc¢em clanku poskusa-
mo ta razmerja umestiti v zgodovinski kontekst.

»Hstetika razli¢nosti«, ki jo vzpostavi novi vek, ustoli¢i avtorja kot su-
verenega Princa Domisljije, Ustvarjalca, Kreatorja, Stvarnika umetniskega
sveta, ki uziva bozanske atribute. Posledi¢no so tudi umetnisko ustvarjanje
razumeli kot ¢reatio ex nibilo. Ta proces sakralizacije Avtorja se zgodi pred-
vsem na podlagi kategorije originalnosti. Brez originalnosti ni Avtorja.
Avtor, ki ni originalen, ni Avtot, je contradictio in adiecto.

Vzpon Avtorja ima za posledico padec statusa prevajalca: iz dela, ki je
v srednjem veku zaradi svoje verske, intelektualne in kulturne vloge uziva-
lo status po-ustvarjalne dejavnosti, se prevajanje sprevrze v sekundarno,
izpeljano dejavnost. Prevajalec postane sluzabnik Avtorja, Stvarnika in
Gospodarja umetniskega sveta. Joachim du Bellay, pesnik in ¢lan fran-
coske renesancne skupine Plyjada, je 1. 1549 napisal strupene argumente
zoper prevajalce v svojem manifestu Défense et Illustration de la langue frangaise
(Obramba in pozlahtnitev francoskega jezika):

Mais que dirai-je d'ancuns, vraiment mienx dignes d'étre appelés traditenrs que traductenrs? v
qu'ils trabissent ceux: qu'ils entreprennent exposer, les frustrant de lenr gloire, et par méme moyen
séduisent les lectenrs ignorants, leur montrant le blanc pour le noir (...) O Appolon! O Muses!
Profaner ainsi les sacrées reliques de I' Antiquité!

Toda kaj naj povem o nekaterib, ki bi bolj zasluzil, da bi jily imenovali izdajalce kakor pre-
vajalce? glede na dejstvo, da izdajajo tiste, ki naj bi jib predstavili, unicujejo njibovo slavo in na
ta nacin zapeljujejo nevedne bralce, katerim prodajajo belo za crno (...) O Apolon! O Muze!
Tako skruniti svete ostanke Starodavnosti! (Du Bellay 1988 58-59)

Ta ponizevalni status prevajalcev je trajal vse do pred kratkim: Sele
postmodernizem je rehabilitiral prevajalsko dejavnost. Kakor v mnogih
drugih receh je tudi pri tem inicialno vlogo odigral Jorge Luis Borges: ¢e s
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staliS¢a razmerja med avtotji in prevajalci premislimo, kdo so glavni juna-
ki mnogih Borgesovih zgodb in romanov, bomo prisli do presenetljivega
sklepa, da so to prevajalci, ne avtorji. Kot je poudaril hrvaski umetnostni
in literarni zgodovinar Tonko Maroevi¢ v knjigi Borgesov bralec, je Borges
rehabilitiral branje in bralce (Maroevi¢ 2005 340). Branje ni vec pasiven
proces, temve¢ postane nadvse aktivna dejavnost, prava pravcata duhov-
na avantura. In kaj so prevajalci drugega kot najbolj strastni, temeljiti in
natanéni bralci? Na teoretichem podrocju so to spremembo miselnosti
pripravljali filozofi v okrozjih hermenevtike in fenomenologije, med dru-
gim Roman Ingarden s teorijo, da je tekst literarnega dela le predloga,
ki jo bralec aktivno dopolni v skladu s svojim dozivljajskim obzotrjem
(Ingarden 1971 46). To stalisce je v zadnjih desetletjih razvila predvsem re-
cepcijska estetika, ki je obrnila na glavo tradicionalno vrednostno razmerje
med izvornim in ciljnim jezikom: ce je bila literarna zgodovina svojcas
skoraj povsem osredotocena na avtorja in njegovo kulturo ter je posle-
di¢no odnose med posameznimi nacionalnimi knjizevnostmi obravnavala
skozi arogantno imperialisticno prizmo »ypliva, potem je za recepcijsko
estetiko primaren ciljni jezik, se pravi procesi adaptiranja izvornega teksta
v estetski, zgodovinski, druzbeni itd. kontekst ciljne kulture. Avtor je tu
postavljen v oklepaj, za moj obc¢utek prevec radikalno.

Mimogtrede: prav Shakespearove genialne nadgraditve virov, iz katerih
je zajemal, odpirajo vprasanje, na kateri ravni je literarno in sploh umetni-
sko delo sploh originalno, izvirno, avtorsko v pravem pomenu besede. Vsi
se strinjamo, da so mitoloske zgodbe splosna last: originalnost Sofoklove,
Anouilheve ali Smoletove Antigone ni odvisna od same zgodbe tragedije, ki
pripada mitosn, ampak od razlicnih avtorskih interpretacij te tragicne zgod-
be, ki sodi v izrocilo zahodne civilizacije in svetovno kulturno zakladnico

. Ceprav se seveda zavedamo tudi dejstva Sofoklove zzwornosti v primer-
javi s poznejsimi obdelavami An#gone. Anouilh in Smole sta v odnosu do
Sofokla izvirna, Sotokles pa je izvoren. Je pti izvirn, pri porodni vodi mita. A
razmerje med Sofoklovo igrornostio ter Anouilhevo in Smoletovo zzvirnostio
ne predstavlja vecjega problema, saj je Sofokles v ¢asovnem in emfatic-
nem smislu prvi. Teze razumemo Shakespearov paradoks: je eden izmed
prvib avtorjev, Avtor z veliko zacetnico, in vendar je, kot smo Ze omenili,
v nekaterih fabulativnih in dramaturskih razseznostih svojih besedil po
danasnjih merilih za avtorske pravice (copy-right) — plagiator.

V nasprotju s splosnim prepricanjem, da se je ustolicenje Avtotja zgo-
dilo v ¢asu romantike, analiza belgijskega literarnega zgodovinarja Rolanda
Mottiera v knjigi L'originalité (Otiginalnost) kaze, da je kategorija originalnosti
po svojem izvoru razsvetljenska. Podnaslov tega sistematicnega in lucidnega
literarnozgodovinskega dela je pomenljiv: Nova estetska kategorija v razsvetljen-
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skem stoletin (Une nouvelle catégorie esthétique au siecle des Lumieres).

Pojem originalnosti ima seveda tudi svojo predzgodovino, ki je — saj ne
more biti drugace — tesno povezana z zgodovino pojma mimesis, temeljne
kategorije zahodne umetnosti in teorije umetnosti. Pojma mimesis v sre-
dnjem in novem veku niso razumeli zgolj kot posnemanje zunajumetniske
stvarnosti, kakor pri Platonu in Aristotelu, temvec¢ tudi kot posnemanje
drugih, predhodno obstoje¢ih umetniskih del. V tem smislu je pojem orig/-
nalnosti vrednostno zoperstavljen pojmu posnemanja, imitacije (latinska bese-
da imitatio je redukcija prvotnega bogastva starogrske besede mimesis).

Sodec¢ po Slovarju slovenskega knjignega jezika ima beseda original ve¢ po-
menov:

azvirnik, literarno, Inanstveno delo v jegikn, v katerem ga je napisal avtor;
kip ali slika, kakor jo je ustvaril umetnik, v nasprotjn 3 njuno reprodukcijo;
prvi, prootni izvod, primerek listine;

(ekspr.) kdor se po dolotenih lastnostih, nazorib, navadab loci od drugib, izvirnes.

Ce so prvi trije pomeni vrednostno pozitivni, je zadnja raba besede
original pogosto slabsalna; je sinonim za besedo éudak. Tovrstna pejora-
tivna raba oznake original je bila v starih casih pogosto znacilna tudi za
kritike literarnih in umetniskih del nasploh. Tako je abbé Féraud v svojem
Dictionnaire critigue de la langue frangaise (3. zvezek, 1787) potegnil naslednjo
pomensko distinkcijo (citirano po: Mortier 1982 33):

— Originalni avtor je genij — Un auteur original est un homme de génie
toda mais
— original je bizaren in éudaski dJovek. — un original est un homme bizarre et singulier.

Spomnim se sestanka Drustva slovenskih pisateljev v osemdesetih
letih, ko je Franc¢ek Rudolf vstal in dejal: » Ko sem bil mlad, so mi lepo
star$i govorili, nikar med pisatelje, Francek, sicer bo$ postal tak original,
kot je Peter Boziclk Pa je vstal Peter Bozi¢ in dejal: »Ko sem bil pa jaz
mlad, so mi lepo starsi govorili, nikar med pisatelje, Peter, sicer bos postal
tak original, kot je Ivan Mrakl« Pa je vstal Ivan Mrak in dejal: »Ko sem bil
pa jaz mlad, so mi lepo starsi govorili, nikar med pisatelje, Ivan, sicer bo$
postal tak original, kot je Jakob Alesovecl

Nasprotje med posnemanjem in izvirnostjo je bilo v jedru znamenitega
Spora med starimi in modernimi (La Querelle des Anciens et des Modernes) v 16. in
17. stoletju: dilema se je glasila — posnemanje klasi¢nih zgledov ali ustvar-
janje originalnih del.

Presenetljivo moderno je na tej ravni geslo Imitation, ki ga je za zname-
nito francosko Enciklopedijo (1765) po vsej verjetnosti napisal sam Diderot:
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v tem nenavadno dolgem geslu je imitacija uvodoma definirana kot »spo-
sojanje podob, misli, ¢ustev, ki jih ¢rpajo iz kaksnega avtorja in jih upora-
bljajo na nacin, ki je bodisi drugacen bodisi podoben ali pa bogati origi-
nal«. Sokanten je v Diderotovem geslu stavek: »Dobra imitacija je nenehna
invencija — La bonne imitation est une continuelle invention.« Diderotov
sklep je torej zelo pozitiven: »Tako imitacija, ki je porojena iz nenchnega
branja dobrih originalov, odpira imaginacijo, navdihuje okus, razsirja geni-
ja in izpopolnjuje talente.« (Citirano po: Mortier 1982 27-29)

Alexander Pope kritizira posnemovalce v smislu oportunisticnega in
hlapcevskega kopiranja, vztraja pa pri principu posnemanja, vendar po-
snemanja — Narave (citirano po: Mortier 1982 44):

First follow Nature, and your judgement frame
By her just standard, which is still the same . ..

V svojem uvodu k izdaji Shakespeara Pope pravi (citirano po: Mortier
1982 406): Shakespearova poezija je bila dejansko navdih; on ni toliko po-
snemovalec kot instrument Narave (The poetry of Shakespeare was inspira-
tion indeed; he is not so much an imitator, as an instrument of Nature). Pope
tu anticipira pomen, ki ga bo Narava odigrala v vrednostnem sistemu
razsvetljenstva. Razsvetljenci razumejo izvirnost kot pomemben kriteri]
in pozitivno oznako pri estetskih sodbah, vendar Se zmeraj vztrajajo pri
temeljnem principu mimesis. Ce pa avtor ne posnema drugih, predhodnih
avtorjev, Ce se ne ozira na klasicne vzore in vzornike, koga potemtakem
sploh posnemar Posnema Naravo. V najbolj radikalnih razli¢icah je Avtor
— Narava sama. Tukaj se seveda gibljemo na tleh filozofije. Kaj je narava?
Je to starogrski physis? Je to renesancna natura? Je to Spinozova »natura
naturatas (ustvarjena narava) ali njegova wnatura naturanss, se pravi porajajo-
a narava, kar je Spinozovo ime za Stvarnika, za Boga? Prav zares: je to
Spinozov panteisticni »Deus sive Natura« (Bog ali Narava)? Je to Narava
znanstvenih zakonov, ki so empiri¢no ugotovljivi in preverljivi? Kaksno je
razmerje med estetskimi zakonitostmi umetnosti in narave? Je Narava tista
razseznost, ki sodi v razseznost vgvisenega, sublinmmega, kakor ga je razumel
Kant? In kaksna je eticna vsebina Narave? Je Narava Dobro ali Zlo? Za
Rousseauja Dobro, za markiza de Sada Zlo.

Prelomna tocka pri kronanju Avtorja za kralja umetniskega sveta se je
zgodila v obdobju predromantike in jo zaznamuje esej angleskega pesnika
Edwarda Younga Conjectures on original Composition (Podmene o originalni
kompoziciji) iz 1. 1759. Kot ugotavlja Roland Mortier, »je Youngova po-
membnost, kot kaze, manj v idejah kakor v u¢inkovitosti njihovega izraza-
nja« (Mortier 1982 76). Ta esej se je razsiril po Evropi in s svojim zarom
ocaral mnoge mlade duhove. Prava pravcata napoved romantike.
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Zakaj je ta odlocilna iniciativa prisla iz Anglije in ne iz Francije ali
Nemcije? Vpliv normativne klasicisticne estetike z zahtevo po posnema-
nju visokih klasi¢nih zgledov je bil v Franciji v 18. stoletju kljub razsvet-
ljenskemu gibanju Se zmeraj tako mocan, da ni dopuscal prodora inova-
tivnosti. Francoska knjizevnost zbere revolucionarnega duha sele stole-
tje pozneje, s simbolisticnim raziskovanjem pesniskega jezika, ki doseze
vrthunec z Rimbaudevo ukinitvijo mimeti¢nega principa v Iluminacijah in
Mallarméjevo tezo, da ne pise Jaz, ampak Jezik. Kljub prevladujocemu
nasprotnemu mnenju se je razsvetljenstvo v nemskih dezelah uveljavilo
zelo pozno: Kantova definicija razsvetljenstva, ki v nemski terminologiji
dokonéno ustolici izraz Aufklirung, je objavljena sele 1. 1784, v notici Was
ist Aufklarung (Kaj je razsvetljenstvo) v Berlinische Monatschrift Mortier 1982
14).

Youngove ideje prevzamejo Lessing, Klopstock, Hamann, Herder in
pesniki gibanja Sturm und Drang, ki razvijejo pojem genzja v razlicnih varian-
tah (Originalgeist, Originalgenie, Krafigenie itd.).

Velja pripomniti, da se ob principih mimeti¢nosti in originalnosti ves
¢as oglasa Se tretji princip — avtenticnost. Po Mortieru ta temelji na kriteriju
intenzivnosti in uveljavlja ekspresijo kot osnovni nacin umetniskega ustvarja-
nja (Mortier 1982 129). Pri tem principu gre za posnemanje Narave, ki je v
avtorju samem. Mimeti¢ni princip je torej ohranjen, vendar ponotranjen.

Literarna veda zadnjih desetletij je sledila postmodernisti¢ni demontazi
prestola, na katerega je Avtorja posadila romantika in njen zadnji toza-
devni poganjek — radikalni modernizem — s povelicevanjem inovacije. Pri
avantgardisticnih gibanjih 20. stoletja je kriterij inovacije pogosto funkci-
oniral kot edino preostalo estetsko nacelo. Kult Avtorja kot bozanskega
Stvarnika je bil nedvomno potreben kritike in streznitve. Veliko vprasanje
pa je, ali je umetnost sploh mozna brez avtorja. Tocneje: podpis avtorja
na knjigi prav gotovo ni nujno potreben — roman ali pesnisko zbirko po-
navadi enako razumemo tudi v primeru anonimnega avtorstva. Vendar
ta raven avtorstva ni bistvena — za umetnost je bistvena tista raven, ki
jo Jurij Lotman v Strukturi umetniskega teksta imenuje »avtorjev model sveta«
(Lotman 1976 369). Ta model, ta prizma, skozi katero je svet prikazan, to
je — »avtor«.

Vprasanje razmerja med umetniskim delom in avtorjevo lastno izku-
$njo je $e bolj zapleteno. Mallarmé je izbrisal princip prvoosebnega lirske-
ga subjekta, a ni bil zato ni¢ manj avtorski — ravno obratno: je eden najve-
¢jih in najbolj prelomnih avtorjev moderne dobe. A ¢eprav jo je zamolcal
in navidezno izbrisal, se je njegova lastna izkusnja vpisala v pesniski jezik.
Mallarmé je v svojih sonetih pogosto upesnjeval prazne interietje (npr.
znameniti Sonet na -iks). V napornem procesu prevajanja Mallarméja v slo-
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venscino sem nasel razlago za to obsesivno temo v ciklu Za Anatolov grob
(Pour un tombean d'Anatole), kjer je pesnik izrazil bole¢ino ob smrti svojega
osemletnega sina. Mallarméja so vse zivljenje preganjale izgube najbliz-
jih oseb: najprej matere, ki je umrla, ko sta bila z mlajso sestro Marie Se
otroka in je usoda sirot intenzivirala njun odnos; nato smrt sestrice nekaj
let pozneje ... Navidezno formalisticna, brezosebna in hladna praznina
Mallarméjevih sob se mi je torej izkazala kot smrtna odsotnost ljubljenih
bitij, ki jih pesniska beseda ponovno unavzo¢i (Novak 2006 318-323).
Lastna izkusnja je ogenj, skozi katerega gredo besede plemena (»les mots
de la tribu«)«, da bi pridobile »¢istejsi pomen (»un sens plus pur«)«, ¢e naj
uporabimo Mallarméjev verz iz soneta Grobnica Edgarja Poeja (Le Tonbean
d'Edgar Poe) — v otiginalu in v prevodu pisca pri¢ujocega clanka:

Donner un sens plus pur anx mots de la tribu. (Mallarmé 1975 94)

Izéistiti pomene vseb besed plemena. (Mallarmé 1989 53)

Tradicionalno razumljeni avtor je bil neke vrste Bog — Stvarnik in obe-
nem lastnik izklju¢nega smisla besedila. Ta monopolni polozaj je Mallarmé
presegel s preroskimi besedami iz eseja Kriza verza: »Cisto delo implicira
izrazno izginotje pesnika, ki prepusca iniciativo besedam [céde I'iniciative
aux mots|, te pa v gibanje spravi trk njihovih neenakosti; prizigajo se od
medsebojnih odsevov kakor mozna sled ognja na draguljih ...« (Mallarmé
1945 325)

Mallarméjev ucenec Paul Valéry je radikaliziral to tendenco brisanja
tradicionalno razumljenega avtorstva. Bil je eden izmed mladih »forkovcer«
(»meardistesq, tako imenovanih po francoski besedi za forek — mardi), ki so
se vsak torek zvecer od 1. 1880 do srede devetdesetih let zbirali v pesni-
skem salonu — to¢neje: kuhinji — skromnega Mallarméjevega stanovanja
na pariski Rue de Rome, da bi ob¢udovali Poezijo in njeno poosebljenje,
Mallarméja. Imenovali so ga Maitre, ta izraz pa v francoscini poktiva celo
visto pomenov — od Myjstra v smislu Obrinika prek Ulditelja do Gospodarja.
V nasprotju z vecino pesniskih »uc¢encev, ki — prosto po Haroldu Bloomu
— cutijo wlesnobo vplivanja« (anxiety of influence), je bila sleherna primerjava z
Mallarméjem zanj neznosna, zato je protestiral zoper primerjalno analizo
Henrija Ghéona, ki je Valéryja vrednostno postavil na visje mesto kakor
Mallarméja. Tu se dotikamo za avtorje nadvse obcutljivega in travmatic-
nega problema zpliva, ki ga je Valéry skozi svojo pesnisko izkusnjo in z iz-
jemno lucidnostjo avtorefleksije ugledal na bistveno drugacen in bolj svez
nacin kakor tradicionalna literarna veda. V' Pismu o Mallarméu (Lettre sur
Mallarmé) iz 1. 1927 pravi:
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N7 besede, ki bi jo kritisko pero lage in pogosteje zapisalo kot besedo vpliv, bkrati pa ni bolj
praznega med vsemi pojmi, ki tvorijo iluzoricno orodje estetike. Kijub temu je intelekt na najboly
[filozofski natin zainteresiran a vprasanje vpliva, ki spodbuja k analizi modifikacije, kakrsno
dolocen duly sprogi v drugem dubn. Zgodi se, da delo dolocenega avtorja dobi nenavadno vrednost
za neko drugo bitje, da v njem povzroli dejavne posledice, ki jib je bilo nemogoce predvideti in
ki jib je dokaj pogosto skoraj nemogoce odkriti. (Na tem mestu Valéry vstavi bistveno
opombo: »Po tem se vpliv — influence — razlikuje od posnemanja — imitation.«) Z
druge strani vemo, da je sleberna izpeljana dejavnost bistvena za ustvarjalnost na vseb podrodjib.
Naj gre za znanost ali za nmetnost, opazamo, le se ukvarjamo 3 nastajanjem rezultatov, da
nastajajoce vselej ponavlja Ze ustvarjeno ali pa ga spodbuja: ponavija ga v drugih tonib, ga
precisiuge, krepi, poenostavija, obremenjuje ali preobremenjuje; a ga torej na neviden nacin izko-

risia.« (Valéry 1957 634; Valéry 1987 712)

Ali, kot je z udarnim cinizmom formuliral v zbirki esejisticnih aforiz-
mov Te/ Onel (Valéry 1960 478): »Ni nicesar bolj izvirnega, bolj svojega
kakor hraniti se z drugimi. Toda treba jih je prebaviti. Lev je narejen iz
prebavljene ovce.«

Paul Valéry ima bistvene zasluge za to, da sodobna literarna veda av-
torja ne obravnava vec kot ekskluzivnega Lastnika smisla svojega dela, kot
prvega, najvisjega in monopolnega Interpreta svojih besedil. Valéryjeva
zahteva, da imajo bralci enako pravico do interpretacije kot avtor, gre celo
tako dale¢, da je v predgovoru k izdaji zbirke Charmes (Mikavnost), ki jo je
komentiral filozof Alain, zapisal:

»Resnicna enotnost mojega dela (ouvrage) se ne sestavi v meni. Napisal sem le "partituro’, — toda
labko jo slisim izvedeno le v dusi in dubu drugega. |...]

Ni pravega smisla teksta. Ni avtoritete avtorja. Karkoli je $e hotel povedati, napisal je tisto,
kar je pac napisal. Brg ko je enkrat objavljen, je tekst podoben orodin, ki ga vsakdo sme npo-
rabljati po svoji vSeli in v skladn s svojimi sposobnostmi; in ni povsem anesljivo, da ga njegov
konstruktor uporablja bolje kot kdo drug.

Muoji veri imajo pac tak smisel, kot jim ga podelinmo. Pomen, ki jim ga podeljujem jaz, se prilega
le meni, in ni v nikakrsnem nasprotju 3 branjem drugih. Gre za napako, ki je nasprotna naravi
poezije in ki zanjo utegne biti celo usodna, ce zabtevamo, da sleberni pesmi mora ustrezati nek
resnicen in enkeraten smisel, ki se sklada ali pa je identicen s kaksno avtorjevo mislijo.«

(Valéry 1957 1507-9; Novak 1997 165).

Roland Barthes s svojo tezo o smrti avtotrja (La Mort de ["Autenr) iz
revolucionarnega leta 1968 v bistvu ponavlja Paula Valéryja. Treba pa je
poudariti, da je pred nekaj desetletji omejitev arogance Avtorja bila po-
trebna. V zadnjih Stiridesetih letih se je marsikaj spremenilo. Prepri¢an
sem, da je dandanasnji situacija obratna in da je avtorje treba zascititi kot
0grozeno Vrsto.

Z Valéryjem je Youngov koncept originalnosti kot conditio sine qua non
umetniskega dela dozivel detronizacijo. Avtorji pa vselej gredo svoja pota
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in ne verjamejo teoriji niti takrat, kadar dobro zveni in jih hvali. Celo vec:
resnicni avtotji ne verjamejo niti lastnim teorijam. Tak je bil tudi primer
Paula Valéryja, nadarjenega pesnika in briljantnega misleca, ki v svoji pe-
sniski praksi k sreci ni sledil lastnim idejam o &s# poeziji (poésie pure).

Nenavadna anekdota je povezala zivljenjsko nesreco Edwarda Younga
s pesnisko 'steco' Paula Valéryja. Kot Student Univerze v Montpellieru (ki
zdaj nosi njegovo ime) na zacetku devetdesetih let 19. stoletja se je Valéry
rad sprehajal in meditiral v lepem Botani¢cnem vrtu. V tihem kotu je bil
(in Se zmeraj je, kot sem se preprical na lastne oci) skrivnosten grob brez
podatkov, le z latinskim napisom: Narvissae placandis manibus (Naj se umiri
Nareissina senca). Sode¢ po lokalni legendi, naj bi angleski pesnik Edward
Young tu pokopal svojo héerkico Narcisso. (Racionalisticni duh moderne
heologi so pri izkopavanju na tem mestu res nasli otrosko okostje.) Ta
grob in zgodba sta tako pretresla mladega Valéryja, da je napisal pesnitev
Nareis govori (Narcisse parle), ki jo je knjizno objavil sele pozneje, 1. 1920,
v Albumu starodavnily pesmi (Album des vers ancients), v katerem je na prigo-
varjanje prijatelja Andréja Gida po dvajsetletnem pesniskem molku zbral
mladostne pesmi. Ime nesrec¢ne deklice Narcisse ga je spomnilo na baje-
slovnega lepega mladenica Narcisa, ki se je na smrt zaljubil v lastno podo-
bo. Zgodba o nesre¢nem angleskem pesniku Edwardu Youngu in njegovi
tragicno preminuli h¢erki Narcissi je torej botrovala zacetku Valéryjevega
obsesivnega ukvarjanja s temo Narcisa. Pesnik poezzje grobov in nodi, ki je
povzdigoval izvirnost, je dal temno témo pesniku Svetlobe in Mortja, ki je
z njo izrazil svoj temeljni osebni problem, da bi nato zanikal vlogo osebnih
motivov v poeziji ter celo razpustil sam pojem Avtorja. Da je pesnitev o
Narcisu vzniknila iz zavesti o smrtnosti, ne more biti nikakr$no nakljucje.
Spomnimo se: narcise so v razlicnih mitologijah cvetlice smrti. Zato je za
motto pesnitve Valéry izbral epitaf na grobu: Narvissae placandis manibus.

Za konec $e socioloska opomba: principa originalnosti in avtenti¢no-
sti sta osnovni zakonitosti postmoderne globalne ekonomije. Zas¢itene
blagovne znamke (registered trade marks) so ekonomski prevod umetniskih
in intelektualnih avtorskih pravic. Temeljni zakon politicne ekonomije
Evropske unije je pravilo, da mora sleherni proizvod na trgu biti opre-
mljen z oznako degele izvora (land of origin) oziroma zibelke vrste (cradle of the
race), ¢e gre za zivali in njihove izdelke. Tako imajo le francoski vinogra-
dniki pravico do imena Sampanjec, saj je Francija land of origin Sampanjca; ¢e
enak izdelek ponujajo vinogradniki iz drugih dezel, to ni sampanjec, ampak
navadna penina, kajti avtorske pravice je treba spostovati!

Najveéja gospodarska panoga prihodnosti bodo avtorske pravice.
Ponovno lansirana teza o smrti Avtorja se zal vpisuje v kontekst nenehne-
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ga prizadevanja globalnega Kapitala, da avtorjem odvzame avtorske pravi-
ce in se jih polasti. Eticna dolznost literarne vede je, da solidarno pomaga
avtorjem v njihovem pravicnem boju za avtorske pravice. Navsezadnje,
prihodnost slednjega intelektualnega dela bo odvisna od izida tega kon-
flikta. Vsi smo na istem colnu, in skupaj bomo pluli naprej ali pa skupaj
potonili.

To zapisavsi, naj odgovorim tudi na izziv nasega kolokvija o smrti
Avtotja. Kako gre Avtorju danes? Ziv je in brca.
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Vse od rojfstva »svelovnega splela« kot najuspesneje interneine aplikacije so literarni
leoretiki (Landow, Bolter) upali, da bo nov digitalni medij naposled dopustil »smrt
avlorja« in rofstvo »pisocega bralca«. Hipertekst kot nov besedilni Zanr se je zdel dovolj
mocan, da bi izpolnil staro upanje posistrukturalistov (Barthes, Foucault).

Ceprav je literarna teorija vecinoma opustila to zaneseno upanje, se zdi, da internet v
sedanyi literarni produkcifi Se vedno ohranja moc svojega naceloma »brezaviorskega«
medija. razvpita enciklopedija Wikipedija dopusca domnevo, da je samo, skupinsko
napisano besedilo pomembnejse od aviorjev. Literarni eksperimenti v digitalnih
medijih celo raziskujejo, kako je mogoce napisati besedilo le s pomocjo tekstovnih
algoritmov. Tovrsini projekti sploh vec ne potrebujejo aviorja, saj uporabljene podatke
preskrbijo kar racunalniski iskalniki.

To naivno predstavo o brezavtorskem tekstu je kaj lahko spodbiti. Prvic, novi mediji
§0 0mogoCili ponovno oZivljanje in celo razcvet aviorja. Drugic, za razliko od hitro
rastoce produkcije skupinskih internetnih novinarskih tekstov taksne literarne
produkcije prakticno ni. Tretjic, kljub skupinskim projektom ali »kodnim delom« se
Sunkcija avtorja ne izgubi, marvec se le razprsi na razlicne osebe, kar vodi k »disoci-
iranemu« aviorstou. Avior torej v dobi internela ni umrl, saj so mu njegove lastnosti
zagotovile prezivetje. Se vec, internet je zanj postal pravzaprav nekaksen vrelec
mladosti, kar bom skusal utemeljiti z nedavno izvedenimi eksperimenti o avtorstvu v
digitalni dobi.

Kljuéne besede: literatura in tehnologija / digitalna literatura / medmrezje / avtor /
avtorstvo

UDK 82.0:808.1

Uvod: Specifika internetnega avtorja - histori¢na perspektiva

Internetna literatura je na zacetku pomenila nov up literarne teorije.
Njeni pionirji, npr. Jay David Bolter, George P. Landow in Benjamin
Wooley, so na zacetku devetdesetih let verjeli, da bo internet omogocil
nastanek nove, skupinske tekstne produkcije.
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Avtor naj bi popolnoma izginil iz teh tekstov in dal prostor piSocemu
bralcu, ki so ga imenovali wreader. Na svetovnem spletu je vsakdo avtor,
kar pomeni, da ni avtor nihce. »Razlikovanje med avtorjem in bralcem
postane nesmiselno in avtor se mora umaknit« (Wooley 165)

Internetno literaturo so torej razumeli kot uresnic¢enje nekaterih post-
strukturalisticnih idej, ki sta jih Roland Barth in Michel Foucault razglasila
za »SMIt avtorjax.

Kot je znano, je kritika avtorske pozicije obvladovala pisanje o avtorju
zadnjih nekaj desetletij, a se je avtor na nek nacin vrnil v literarnoteoreti¢cno
razpravljanje od devetdesetih let dalje (prim. Bein, Detering in Jannidis),
pri Cemer se vseskozi postavlja vprasanje, ali gre res za nov pojav ali bolj za
vracanje enakega, saj koncept avtorja ni nikoli postal zares prezivet.

Ceprav so novejse raziskave internetne literature veliko bolj komple-
ksne in dopuscajo avtorjevo vlogo, se vedno ostaja temeljna tendenca, da
bi bila ta vloga marginalizirana. Vendar pa se ta teorija izkaze za prekratko
takoj, ko si poblize ogledamo dejanske tekste, saj jih pisejo avtotji z zelo
tradicionalnimi pogledi na svojo vlogo. Najpopularnejsi zanr, t.i. pametna
internetna literatura, temelji na multimedijskih in interaktivnih stilisticnih
programih, ki jih uravnava in doloca en osrednji avtor. Skupinski projekti
so bili uspesni le v primerih, ko je §lo za majhne skupine avtorjev oziroma
so bili vnaprej natan¢no strukturirani s strani enega, osrednjega avtotja.
Tudi performativni projekti, ki temeljijo na racunalniski kodi in za katere
se zdi, da delujejo sami od sebe, predvidevajo moc¢no vlogo koncepta, ki
pa je ponovno delo individualnega avtorja.

Poleg tega obstaja Se en razlog za trdozivost avtorske funkcije. Ljudje
kot bioloska bitja namre¢ vedno is¢emo za tekstom njegov izvir oziroma
avtorja. Slednjega predstavlja empiri¢ni avtor ali avtorska funkcija, ki bi si
ju bralec moral izmisliti, ¢e ju v tekstu dejansko ne bi bilo.

A kaj je potem internetna literatura? Izraz internetna literatura bom
uporabljal za tekste, ki so tipi¢ni za svetovni splet oziroma kot pravi
Follmer, »so strukturirani v skladu z lastnostmi svetovnega spleta« (Féllmer
1). Uporaba svetovnega spleta je v internetni literaturi samonanasalna, saj
se ne uporablja le za izdelavo, promocijo in recepcijo literature, ampak
vstopa v njeno vsebino in formo, ki ju sooblikuyje.

Posebnosti internetnega avtorja - aktualne tendence
Potem ko smo ovrgli tezo o smrti avtorja v internetni dobi, moramo

razmisliti o spremembah, ki jih je ta prinesla v njegov koncept. Dejstvo je,
da podobno kot v klasi¢ni literaturi tudi tu soobstajajo razlicne oblike av-
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torjev, ki jih doloc¢a umetniski koncept. Gre za razlicne modele, pri cemer
se eni nagibajo k individualnemu avtorstvu, drugi pa h kolektivhemu, ven-
dar je res, da sta ta ekstrema pri internetni literaturi bolj jasno izrazena.
Po eni strani je kult avtorja lahko $e bolj poudarjen, saj internet omogoca
nove oblike samopromocije. Gre za individualne avtorje, katerih spletne
strani sluzijo le lastni predstavitvi in gradnji kulta osebnosti, enako pa velja
za Stevilne skupinske projekte, ki moc¢no poudarijajo ljudi za njimi. Vse to
bom imenoval mo¢no avtorstvo.

| 365 \ <{--= \ 525 \ -—=> | 693
| \ \ \ \ \
Catholic <--» a <-=> an <--> and <--> awf
decamp <--> el ude <--»> epito me <--> father
eneral <--> it <-=» of <--» of <--> prude
senile <--> th e <--> the <-- > to <--> udyg
wrath
I -->» (Next, L - T .bath. --> b
-»> .but. --> .convinced. --» .everywhere.
her's. --» .fo r. -=> .in. -- > look. -->»
my. -=»  .qui te. --» .there ;. —=> .they.
k. -=->  .would.
I <--»> S5till, <==> a <--> a nd <--> bad <-
-»> father's <- -» greatest <- -> having <-->
-» it <--> la ughing, <--»> 1 evity <--» mig
my <--> not <- -» not <--> n ote <--» pocke
evolver <--» 3 uch <--» the < --» the <-->
-=> to <--» w ith <--> witho ut <--> writte
I <--» 8till, <--> a <--> a nd <--> bad <-
-» father's <- -» greatest <- -> having <-->
-> it <--> la ughing, <--» 1 evity <--> mig
my <--> not <- -» not <--»> n ote <--> pocke
evolver <--> s uch <--»> the < --> the <-->
== fo L--» W ith <--> witho ut <--»> writte
LI.o-=> 0 L8till P - .and. --> .b
.be. --> .fath er's. --> .gre atest. --> _.ha
.idea. --> . it. --> .laugh ing,. --> .lev
might. --» . my. --> .not. --> .not. -->»
-> .pocket. -- > .revolver. - -> .such. -->
> .the. --» . thought. --> . to. --> .with.
thout. --> .wr itten.

Po drugi strani je tudi marginalizacija avtorske vloge lahko veliko bolj
radikalna, saj z racunalnis$kimi generatorji teksta avtor svojo vlogo mini-
malizira oziroma celo uprizori svoj lasten konec. To imenujem $ibko av-
torstvo. Vendar pa $ibko avtorstvo ne pomeni izginotje avtorske funkcije,
kot smo ze omenili, ampak ima za posledico njeno ve¢jo razprienost.
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Na tem mestu se moramo vrniti k Michelu Foucaultu in njegovim mo-
delom avtorske funkcije, ki so ze nakazali moznosti locevanja razli¢cnih
oblik avtorske funkcije. V internetni literaturi v tem smislu locujemo avtor-
ja kot izvor teksta, ustvarjalca koncepta in celo zaloznika (prim. Weimar,
Wirth). Svetovni splet in internetna literatura si torej delita predvsem iz-
razito diverzifikacijo avtorske funkcije. V nadaljevanju bomo obravnavali
soobstoj razlicnih avtorskih funkcij v prej omenjenih Zanrih internetne
literature.

Tipologija avtorja
Pametna internetna literatura

Klasi¢ni zanri internetne literature nadaljujejo eksperimente v smeri
nelinearnosti, hipermedijskosti in interaktivnosti, ki so znacilni ze za njeno
modernisticno tiskano razli¢ico, a pri tem nikakor ne gre za stare vsebine
v novi preobleki. Ceprav je tudi v tradicionalni literaturi obstajala moznost
nesklenjenega branja, ta na svetovnem spletu postane osnovni dispozitiv,
saj je bralceva intervenca njen osnovni pogoj. Beseda ni ve¢ edini nosilec
pomena, saj se ji pridruzijo elementi drugih medijev, ki so poudatjeno
interaktivni. Kljub temu nekatere lastnosti klasi¢ne literature ostajajo. Tu
imam v mislih mocni koncept avtorstva, pri katerem avtorjevo ime garan-
tira in podeljuje tekstu umetniskost, bralcu pa so dovoljene le intervence,
ki jih dopusca avtor sam.

Dober primer tovrstne prakse je projekt The Bubble Bath Susanne
Berkenheger, ki je izrazito usmerjevalen. Teksti, podobe in brskalnik so
moc¢no poudarjeni, kljucne besede vnasata racunalnik in bralec, poleg tega
pa moc¢no dominirata tekst in podoba. Bralec ima komajda moznost in-
tervenirati v potek pripovedi, saj le izvaja v naprej sprogramiran potek.
Bralceva svoboda je tu pravzaprav paradoks, saj je koncept avtorja pri
Berkenhegerjevi zelo mocan. Sama ima popolno kontrolo in bralec je na
milost in nemilost prepuscen njej in samemu projektu.

Skupinska internetna literatura

Seveda pa internet omogoca tudi kolektivno avtorstvo. Za te projekte
je znacilno da ves cas sprevracajo, prekinjajo oziroma celo crtajo tradicio-
nalno zvezo med avtorjem in bralcem, a ga, kot bomo videli, ne uspejo do
konca prekiniti ter pripeljati do smrti avtorja.
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Za to trditev obstaja vec razlogov. Prvi¢, vecina takih projektov
ustvari tradicionalni tekst, ki bi bil lahko objavljen tudi v tiskani obliki,
kar je v nasprotju z osnovnim doloc¢ilom internetne literature. Poleg tega
se zdi, da tovrstni projekti moc¢no slonijo na tradicionalnem konceptu
avtorstva, kar je v nasprotju z njihovo deklarativno skupinsko naravo.
Drugic, skupinski projekti so uspesni in umetnisko kvalitetni le v pri-
merih, ko je svoboda recipienta zmanj$ana na minimum. Vecinoma gre
za omejeno Stevilo soavtorjev in mocan koncept avtorstva, kar je blizu
tradicionalni obliki sodelovanja, ko nekaj avtorjev objavi skupno delo.
Tak primer je nagrajeni ve¢medijski projekt The Famons Sound of Absolute
Wreaders, pod katerega se je podpisalo Sest vodilnih nemskih internetnih
avtorjev. Tretji¢, ¢e poblize pogledamo kolektivne projekte na svetov-
nem spletu, vidimo, da vecinoma spadajo v neumetniski, informativni
kontekst. Platforma, kakrsna je Wikipedia, je odlicen primer $tevilnih
wiki in blogovskih projektov. Kolektivni projekti, ki temeljijo na sibkem
konceptu avtorstva, so postali od svojega razcveta v devetdesetih letih iz-
redno redki. Najpopularnejsa orodja za skupinske projekte, wiki in blogi,
se v literaturi komajda uporabljajo — vsaj v nemskem prostoru —, kar je
brzkone posledica tega, da so e vedno odlocilno vezani na tradicionalni
koncept literarne umetnosti, ki predvideva avtorjevo ime in druge temelj-
ne lastnosti besedne umetnosti.

[ EERRIEEAPSE =02
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Kodna umetnost

Tako smo prisli do t.i. kodne umetnosti, v kateri avtor na videz izgine,
kar je znacilno za sibki koncept avtorstva. Ta zanr reflektira dejstvo, da je
vsa internetna literatura narejena s pomocjo racunalniskih programov, kar
pomeni, da postavlja v sredis¢e svojega zanimanja lastno izhodisce.

V kodnih delih se kombinirajo elementi programskih jezikov in sple-
tnih protokolov z naravnimi in umetnimi jeziki. Prevprasujejo pomen
same racunalniske kode in vlogo racunalnika v umetniski produkciji.
Raznovrstni racunalniski procesi postanejo vidni na zaslonu. Plaintext.cc,
projekt Floriana Cramerja iz 1. 2005, nazorno pokaze, kaj lahko taksna
literatura doseze. Njegova spletna instalacija iz obseznega nabora tekstov
generira nova in presenetljiva dela. Spominjajo na konkretno poezijo, a
so kodna umetniska dela. Tri povezave na vrhu strani sprozijo nastanck
novega teksta, ki je sam po sebi vecinoma nerazumljiv in poln namigov.
»Jaz $e vedno, ocetov / lamy ne evolver' « Pomen kreira Sele bralec. A kaj po-
menijo kodna dela za koncept avtorja? Zdi se, da je ta zanr najbolj obsezen
in najmanj razumljiv od vseh, ki smo jih do sedaj obravnavali. Programer
sestavi le algoritem, ki poganja celotno instalacijo. Racunalnik bruha be-
sede na ekran. Cilj umetnosti ni ve¢ kon¢ni produkt, ampak to postane
koda oziroma koncept, ki je zadaj. Avtor torej ni edini ustvarjalec, saj po-
membno vlogo prevzameta racunalniska koda in uporabnik, a kljub temu
se zdi, da je programerjevo strukturiranje programa izrednega pomena, $e
posebej ¢e pomislimo na vlogo koncepta pri tovrstnih tekstih.

Kodna dela torej predstavljajo Sibek koncept avtorstva, a omogocajo
tudi oblike z mo¢nim konceptom. T.i. zlomljene kode uporabljajo le dele
programa in opetirajo s Stevilnimi jeziki, a so $e vedno strogo nadzorovane
s strani avtorja. Dober primer so dela mez (Mary-Anne Breeze), ki ima po-
poln nadzor nad svojimi projekti, ceprav se zdi, da nastajajo sami od sebe.

Performativni projekti

Razprienost avtorskih funkcij je lahko tako mocna, da se avtorstvo
prakticno izgubi. To se zgodi v Cetrtem zanru internetne knjizevnosti, ki
zdruzuje koncept literature na svetovnem spletu in performativno ume-
tnost. Naslanja se na ze obravnavane elemente internetne literature, ki pa
jih radikalizira. Poudariti je treba, da tu mocni koncept avtorstva ni ve¢
mogoc, kar dokazuje projekt Search Lutz Johannesa Auerja.

Prvi¢ je bil predstavljen na radijskem festivalu v nemskem Halleju 1.
2006 in je posebej zanimiv zaradi virtuozne uporabe avtorskih funkcij.

'neprevedljivi besedi (op.p.)
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Auer je kot iniciator in programer ustvaril le okvir za generiranje teks-
tov, sam tekst pa je posledica kompleksne interakcije vecih avtorjev, ki so
ustvarili skupno delo kljub izredno omejeni medsebojni komunikaciji.

Osnovni algoritem se naslanja ne eno temeljnih del racunalnisko tvor-
jene literature, Stochastische Texte Thea Lutza (1959), ki je prvi uporabil ci-
tate iz Katkovih tekstov kot izhodis¢ni tekst. Nato dovoli poljubnemu
stevilu obiskovalcev, da dodajajo svoje besede v poseben spletni formular,
jemlje dodatne naklju¢ne besede s svetovnega spleta in na koncu iz vsega
tega materiala tvori stokasticne tekste. Pomen teh tekstov, bolje kodov, je
imel posebno tezo, saj se je zdelo, da jih ustvarja racunalnik sam.

Integracija v performans, ki je novost tega zanra, se je pri projektu
Search Lutz izvrsila s pomocjo zivega performerja, ki je bral generirana
besedila. Prav tako so bili v situacijo potegnjeni poslusalci. Recitacija je
bila namre¢ predvajana na valovih radijske postaje in poslusalci so imeli
moznost prispevati lastni material preko interneta. Performans je trajal
le 30 minut in se je s tem zakljucil, ceprav je bil v svoji konéni obliki po-
novno uprizotjen. Avtorstvo je bilo pri tem veliko $irse kot pri do sedaj
obravnavanih primerih. Avtorsko funkcijo so zavzemali povsem razlicni
ljudje, a kljub temu je bil zadaj programer z zanimivim konceptom, ki je od
zacetka predvidel to mnozico razlicnih avtorjev in jo osmislil.

) swimming in the paol s a bikini stiap, an angty girl, shark75, the poal attendant .. - Microsoft Intemet Explarer NES]

Datei Bearbeiten Ansicht Favoriten Entias  ? w

{angry girl} {pool attendant}
the innocent the trainer
working time
overnrm
by 3:04 hows
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Lakljucek

Nas$ zadnji primer kaze, da so na svetovnem spletu mozne Stevilne
oblike cepljenja avtorske funkcije, med katerimi so nekatere Se posebej
radikalne, obenem pa postaja jasno, da avtorska funkcija ostaja ne glede
na stopnjo njene razcepljenosti in razpréenost. Ta maksimalna razprsenost
avtorstva pravzaprav potrjuje naso izhodis¢no tezo, da sta avtor in njego-
va funkcija prezivela ne glede na stopnjo njune razprsenosti, ki se znova in
znova pojavlja kot ena temeljnih lastnosti interneta.
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Pesnistvo kot mimesis
v Aristotelovi Poetiki
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Vuvodnem poglavju Poetike Aristolel zagovarja tezo, da bistvena znacilnost pesnistva
ni verz, pac pa mimésis. Clanek ima namen pokazati, da ta izhodiscéna teza
Aristotelove teorije pesnistva ni nedvoumna, pa tudi ne neproblematicna.

Kljuéne besede: anti¢na estetika / poetika / mimesis / Aristoteles / Platon

UDK 111.852

Uvod

Aristotel zacne razpravo o pesnistvu s polemiko o vprasanju, kaj je
bistvena znacilnost pesni$tva; nasprotuje namre¢ ocitno razsirjenemu po-
gledu, ki pesnistvo enaci z govorom v verzih in tako Steje med pesnike
tudi tiste, ki skladajo dela v verzih o medicini ali o naravi, npr. Empedokla.
Nasprotno Aristotel trdi, da razen verza nimata Empedokles in Homer
ni¢ skupnega, in da bi morali Empedokla imeti za naravoslovca, ne pa
za pesnika (Po. 1, 1447b17-20). Pozneje v Poetiki bo Aristotel podobno
zavrnil verz kot element, po katerem se pesnik lo¢i od zgodovinarja: v 9.
poglavju pravi, da ce bi bila Herodotova dela prenesena v verzno obliko,
bi bila ravno tako zgodovina — ne pa, kot je ocitno implicirano, pesnistvo
( Po. 9, 1451b2—4). Kot je znano, Aristotel trdi, da je bistvena znacilnost
pesnistva mimésis in ne verz. Grska beseda mimeésis je v slovenscino obicaj-
no prevedena kot »posnemanje« ali »predstavljanje«, vendar jo bom tukaj
pustila v grski obliki in se tako izognila vnaprej$nji dolocitvi njenega po-
mena. Eno od vprasanj, ki jih bom obravnavala, je namre¢ prav to, kako
je mimesis razumel Aristotel in kako avtorji pred njim. Skozi razpravo bo
postalo razvidno tudi, v ¢em se pojem mimésis razlikuje od nasega pojma
predstavljanja.

V uvodnem poglavju Poetike Aristotel oznaci vse zvrsti pesnistva kot, v
celoti vzeto, miméseis'. Od teh zvrsti Aristotel omeni epiko, tragedijo, kome-
dijo, ditiramb in glasbo za aulos in khitaro (Po. 1, 1447a13-16)." Pomembno
je, da za Aristotela mimetiini znacaj pesnistva ni le lastnost, ki je skupna
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vsem zvrstem pesnistva, glasbenim in neglasbenim, pa¢ pa tudi lastnost,
ki pesniski govor (tj. pesniska neglasbena dela) lo¢i od medicinskega ali
naravoslovnega govora. Aristotel namre¢ pravi, da bi morali nekoga (ki
sklada govore) klicati pesnik »zaradi mzmeésis, ne pa »zaradi verzag, in dalje
trdi, da bi morali nekoga, ki sklada govore, klicati pesnik ne glede na me-
tricno obliko skladanja: v skladu s tem merilom Aristotel Empedoklovih
del ne uvrsti med pesniska, medtem ko dozdevno pristeva k pesniskim
delom celo sokratske pogovore, se pravi prozna dela (Po. 1, 1447a28-b20; 9,
1451b27-29).7

Vendar pa Aristotel ne v Poefiki ne v nobenem drugem delu ne razlozi,
kako razume mimésis, pa tudi ne, v kaksnem smislu razume pesnistvo kot
mimesis. Kljub temu Aristotelovo oznacevanje pesnistva kot mimesis ni bilo
pogosto prevprasano. Pogosta predpostavka je namre¢, da Aristotelov
pojem mimeésis priblizno ustreza nasemu pojmu literarnega predstavljanja,
t. j. predstavljanja oseb, njihovih dejanj, dogodkov itd. v literarnih delih.
Pogosta predpostavka je tudi, da so pesnisko mimeésis razameli v tem smislu
ze avtotji pred Platonom ali pa vsaj Platon, predvsem v 10. knjigi Drgave,
kjer je pesni$tvo nasploh oznaceno kot mingsis.?

Nasprotno pa je moje mnenje, da je tako razumevanje pesniske nzimésis
tuje Platonu. Tu ni mogoce podrobno obravnavati Platonove zapletene
oznacitve pesnistva kot mimesis v 10. knjigi Driave. Kot pa sem zagovarjala
drugje, tam pojem pesniske mimésis nikakor ne ustreza naSemu pojmu pred-
stavljanja oseb, dogodkov, itd. v literarnih delih, pac pa se pesnisko mmeésis
razume precej drugace: kot varljivo mimésis oseb, ki imajo znanje o stvareh,
o katerih pesniki govore.* Oznacevanje pesniStva kot mimeésis te vrste torej
ze samo po sebi pesnike diskreditira. Vendar se bom tu osredotocila na
Aristotelovo oznacevanje pesnistva kot mzmésis. Kot bomo videli, je pri tem
Aristotel pod vplivom zgodnejse tradicije, predvsem Platonove razprave o
glasbenem in dramatskem pesnistvu; vseeno pa po mojem mnenju oznace-
vanje v tej splosni obliki (»vse zvrsti pesnistva so, v celoti vzeto, miméseis«)
prvi¢ najdemo v Aristotelovi Poefiki. Moj namen je pokazati, da to ozna-
¢evanje ni nedvoumno pa tudi ne neproblemati¢no. Kot bom dokazovala,
Aristotel pri tem oznacevanju uporablja izraz mimesis za dve precej razlic-
ni pesniski dejavnosti, ki ju bom tu imenovala 'figurativno predstavljanje'
(znacilno za glasbeno in dramsko pesnistvo) in 'ne-figurativno predstavlja-
nje' (ki ga pogosto najdemo v epiki). Poleg tega pa bom poskusala pokazati,
da s tem, ko Aristotel oznacuje pesnisko ne-figurativno predstavljanje kot
mimeésis, njegova teza, da se pesniski govor loc¢i od drugih vrst govora po
mimesis, ne drzi ve¢. Nazadnje bom pokazala na $e nekatere druge odlomke
v Poetiki, ki kazejo na Aristotelovo ohlapno razumevanje tega, iz ¢esa se-
stoji pesniska mimesis.
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Preden se obrnem k Poetiki, pa je potrebno pojasniti, kako so minmésis
razumeli avtorji pred Aristotelom, in dalje, v kak§nem smislu je pesnistvo
kot mimesis razumel Platon in s tem vplival na Aristotela.

Mimesis pri avtorjih pred Aristotelom

Raba glagola mimeisthai in sorodnih izrazov je relativho dobro dokumen-
tirana od 6. stoletja pr. n. §. Tu ni mogoce obravnavati zgodovine teh izra-
zov, iz besedne rabe teh izrazov pa lahko mimesis opredelimo takole: »delati
ali proizvajati nekaj, kar je namerno podobno ne¢emu drugemu v tem ali
onem pogledu«; oziroma krajse, »delati ali proizvajati nekaj s posnemanjem
necesa drugega v tem ali onem pogledu«.” Najprej pa je treba opozoriti na
dve vrsti mimeésis v ontoloskem smislu: figurativni in ne-figurativno mimésis.’
Razliko med njima ponazarjata naslednja dva primera. Primer ne-figurativ-
ne mimésis najdemo v Bvripidovi Eleksri: Klitemnestra opravicuje svojo ne-
zvestobo Agamemnonu z besedami, da »ko moz gresi in zavrze svojo zeno
doma, je zenska nagnjena k temu, da mimeisthai moskega in si dobi novega
ljubimca« (Elektra 1036-38). 1z konteksta je razvidno, da zena tudi sama
vara moza, enako kot moz, ki ga posnema. Izvajana dejavnost (zenina) je v
tem primeru bistveno podobna posnemani dejavnosti (mozeva), t. j. prva je
podobna drugi v tistem vidiku, zaradi katerega tako ena kot druga Stejeta za
primer neke dejavnosti (varanje).

Primer drugacne vrste mimeésis pa najdemo v Platonovi Drfavi: sogo-
vorniki snujejo model pravicne drzave in se ob tem vprasajo tudi, kaksna
pesniska dela bodo primerna za Solanje bodo¢ih Cuvajev’ te drzave, npr.
ali tudi taka, ki vkljucujejo mimeésis razli¢nih obrtnikov in rokovnjacev, med
njimi veslacev (Drfava 111, 396b). 1z konteksta je spet razvidno, da s po-
snemanjem veslacev ti ucenci ne bodo zares veslali (to je, na barki in v
vodi), pa¢ pa bodo npr. izvajali gibe, podobne veslaskim, in to poceli na
suhem. Klju¢no pri tem pa je, da dejavnost ucencev tvori fignro veslanja,
tj. oznacuje veslanje oziroma se nanasa nanj. Dejavnost ucencev pa ima
ta figurativni znacaj prav zaradi tega, ker je podobna veslanju v nekem
dolocenem nebistvenemn vidiku, npr. v nacinu gibanja. To dejavnost lahko
tako oznacimo kot figurativno mimésis, v nasprotju s prej$njim primerom
zeninega varanja, ki tvori ne-figurativno zinmésis.

Kot ze omenjeno, mimeésis lahko sestoji tudi v proizvajanju, t. j. v de-
javnosti, ki ima nek materialni proizvod. Take dejavnosti so slikanje,
kiparstvo, lahko pa tudi vezenje; vse te tvorijo mimesis figurativne vrste.
Poglejmo primer slikanja kavéa iz Platonove Drfave: tu je proizvod sli-
karjeve dejavnosti, t. j. slika, podoben necemu drugemu, se pravi kavcu,
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vizualno (se pravi v nekem nebistvenem vidiku): prav zaradi te vizualne
podobnosti slika tvori figuro kavca. Razlika med dejavnostjo ucencev in
dejavnostjo slikarja, ki obe nastopata kot mimeéseis, pa je v tem, da prva
dejavnost sama po sebi tvori figuro veslanja, medtem ko je le proizvod
slikarjeve dejavnosti tisti, ki tvori podobo kavéa (nasprotno pa slikarjeva
dejavnost ne tvori figure mizarjeve dejavnosti ne katerekoli druge).

Se eno vprasanje v zvezi s figurami, ki jih tvori mimesis, pa je, katere
predmete natanko oznacujejo. Npr. katero veslanje oznacuje figura vesla-
nja v gornjem primeru, in na kateri kav¢ se nanasa figura kavcéa? Ocitno
je, da figura veslanja ne oznacuje nujno nekega dolocenega preteklega ve-
slanja, in prav tako, da figura kavca ne oznacuje nujno nekega dolocenega,
ze izdelanega kavca. Seveda je mogoce, da figura oznacuje neko obstojeco
stvar ali osebo ali celo dolocen pretekli dogodek. Npr. slika lahko tvori
figuro Sokrata in se torej nanasa na neko osebo, ki je resnicno obstajala;
ta figura lahko celo oznacuje Sokrata, tik preden spije trobeliko (kot na
Davidovi sliki Sokratova smri), in torej nek dogodek, ki se je v resnici zgo-
dil. Na enak nacin lahko igralec tvori figuro, ki oznacuje Sokrata v nekem
dolocenem trenutku iz njegovega zivljenja (npr. skozi vlogo Sokrata v
Platonovi Apologizi). Vendar je prav tako mogoce, da figura ne oznacuje
ni¢ obstojecega oziroma dogodenega. Od tu izhajajo zapletena vprasanja
o tem, kaksen je ontoloski status predmetov, ki jih figure oznacujejo, in
kaksen je odnos med figurami in temi predmeti. Vendar se ta vprasanja
bistveno ne dotikajo problematike, ki jo obravnavam tu, zato jth pus¢am
ob strani.®

PesniSka mimesis v Platonovih dialogih

Aristotelova obravnava pesnistva vsebuje precej elementov, ki jih naj-
demo tudi v Platonovi obravnavi pesnis$tva kot mzmeésis, vendar se tudi po-
membno razlikuje od slednje. Splosno znano je, da je ta Platonova obrav-
nava precej zapletena; tu jo bom le na kratko predstavila.

Platon govori o pesniski mimesis v ve¢ razpravah. Kot sem poskusala
dokazati drugje, Platon v teh razpravah pojmuje kot mimeéseis tri razlicne
dejavnosti pesnikov in ne ene same, pri cemer so te mimeéseis spet razlicnih
vrst; pri tem Platon uporablja izraz mimeésis v gornjem pomenu, tj. »delati
ali proizvajati nekaj, kar je namerno podobno necemu drugemu v tem
ali onem pogledu«.” Kot bomo videli pozneje, iztaz mimésis pti Aristotelu
nima vedno tega pomena.

V 3. knjigi Platonove Drfave in v 2. in 7. knjigi njegovih Zakonor najde-
mo teorijo, ki razume glasbeno pesnistvo kot mimeésis cloveskih znacajev in
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razlicnih vedenj; v Drgavi sogovorniki povezujejo teorijo z muzikologom
Damonom,', medtem ko je v Zakonih predstavljena kot splosno znana in
sprejeta.’’ Aristotel se naslanja na to glasbeno teotijo tako v Poetiki kot v
Politiki (V111 7, 1342a33-34), v slednji se izrecno nanasa na Drgavo.

Ta, zelo verjetno pred-platonska teorija se lahko zdi precej tuja na-
semu dojemanju glasbe. V skladu z njo izvajanje nekega glasbenega dela
(ki lahko vkljucuje petje, igranje na glasbila, ples) tvori npr. mimesis tozbe
(Rep. 11T 398¢2), hrabrega boja ali vzdrznega vedenja (Rep. 111 399a5-8)."
Natanéneje, glasbena skladba tvori taksno mimeésis skozi harmonijo in ritem,
dva elementa glasbenega skladanja (poleg /ogos, neglasbenega elementa), ki
po tej teotiji tvortita mimeésis razlicnih ¢loveskih znaéajev in vedenja.”

Ceprav si lahko le predstavljamo, kako je ta glasba zvenela, pa je mo-
goce kljub temu sklepati, v kaksnem smislu jo teorija pojmuje kot mzmésis.
Iz razprave je razvidno, da harmonije in ritmi tvorijo mimeésis dolocenih
dejavnosti in vedenja skozi njihovo zvocno podobnost s temi dejavnostmi
in znacaji. Npr. melodija zveni podobno kot zenska tozba (Rep. 111 398¢2);
ritem zveni podobno kot korakanje vojakov. Dalje, zaradi te zvoc¢ne ali tudi
kineti¢ne (ples) podobnosti, skladanje in izvajanje nekega glasbenega dela
tvori figuro zenske tozbe ali pa figuro vojaskega korakanja (in seveda ni Se
en primer taksne dejavnosti). Oznacevanje glasbenega skladanja kot mimsésis
tako ustreza gornjemu pomenu izraza mimeésis; glasbeno skladanje namrec
lahko opisemo kot dejavnost, ki je namerno podobna neki drugi dejavno-
sti oziroma vedenju, pri tem pa je ta podobnost seveda figurativna.

Se ena pesniska dejavnost, ki jo Platon oznadi kot mimésis, je pooseblija-
nje oseb, o katerih pesniki govore. 3. knjiga Drfave to poosebljanje pona-
zori s primerom iz Homerjeve I/iade: ko Homer govori »kot da bi bil« (Rep.
III 393a8 in c1), t. j. pooseblja Hriza, ko prosi Ahajce, naj izpustijo njegovo
héer (I 1 17-21), pesnik izvaja mimésis Hriza."* Ko pa Homer pripoveduje
o Hrizu kot on sam, t. j. kot Homer, kot stori ravno pred tem, ne izvaja
mimesis Hriza; njegovo pripovedovanje je »preprosto, t. j. »brez minseésis«.

Oznacevanje pesniskega poosebljanja kot mimesis je predstavljeno kot
novost;"> obrazlozeno pa je takole: ko Homer govori, kot da bi bil Hriz,
'naredi sebe podobnega nekomu drugemu'; »narediti se podobnega neko-
mu po glasu ali po gibu pa je minmésis [te] osebe« (Rep. 111 393¢5-6).' 1z te
razlage lahko zakljucimo, da je oznacevanje pesniskega poosebljanja kot
mimesis v skladu z gornjim pomenom tega izraza: namre¢, ko se Homer
»naredi po glasu in gibu podobnega« Hrizu, lahko njegovo pocetje opi-
semo tudi kot dejavnost (pripovedovanje), ki je namerno podobno neki
drugi dejavnosti, tj. Hrizovemu govoru. Pri tem je podobnost Homerjeve
dejavnosti s Hrizovo seveda figurativna: zaradi te podobnosti Homerjev
govor tvori fignro Hrizovega govora, Homer sam pa fignro Hriza.
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Dodamo lahko, da so v 3. knjigi Drfave nato razlicne pesniske zvrsti
opredeljene glede na nacin pripovedovanja »skozi mimésiscoziroma »brez«
mimesis. Tragedija in komedija v celoti tvorita pripoved skozi mimeésis; diti-
ramb je v celoti brez mimeésis; epika je sestavljena iz obeh vrst pripovedo-
vanja (Rep. 111 394b8—c5). V primeru tragedije in komedije tako pesnisko
pripovedovanje tvori izmenoma figurativno mimeésis govora ali dejanja ene
ali druge osebe oziroma vec¢ oseb (npr. zbor). Kot bomo videli kasneje,
bo Atistotel v Poetiki uvedel razliko med pripovedovanjem 'skozi' in 'brez'
mimesis v nekoliko spremenjeni obliki.

Poleg teh dveh dejavnosti, ki ju Platon oznaci kot mimeésess, je tu Se
tretja. V prvem, 'epistemoloskem’ delu razprave v 10. knjigi Drgave je pe-
snistvo na splosno oznaceno kot mimésis. Pogosta interpretacija, s katero
pa se ne strinjam (kot omenjeno zgoraj) je, da ta mimeésis oznacuje pesnisko
predstavljanje oseb, njihovih dejanj in ostalega, o ¢emer govore pesniki.

Pri interpretaciji, ki jo zagovarjam, je pomembno upostevati nekatere
predpostavke opredelitve pesnistva kot mimeésis v tej Platonovi razpravi.
Najprej, pesnistvo se v njej obravnava kot govor o stvareh, ki spadajo
v to ali ono stroko ali ves¢ino, npr. v medicino, vojskovanje, mizarstvo,
usnjarstvo; npr. Homer govori o medicini, ko v Iladi pripoveduje, kako
je Hekameda pripravila &ykeon za ranjenega Mahaona.'” Nadalje, predpo-
stavlja se, da pesniki ne morejo imeti, in da torej nimajo, tako Sirokega
strokovnega znanja, zato pa tudi ne znanja o stvareh, o katerih govore.
Nadalje, Sokrat opozori, da se kljub temu mnogim zdi, da pesniki »dobro
govore« o teh stvareh in zato tudi, da se pesniki spoznajo nanje. Sele po
tem, ko so pesniki predstavljeni na ta nacin, so oznaceni kot mimétai in
njihova dejavnost kot mimeésis.

Mimesis, ki je pripisana pesnikom, se tako izkaze za varljivo mimeésis oseb,
ki imajo znanje o stvareh, o katerih govore pesniki. Npr., ko Homer govo-
11 o stvareh, ki spadajo v medicino, in poleg tega ustvarja napacen vtis, da
»dobro govori« o teh stvareh, s tem »naredi sebe podobnega« nekomu, ki
se spozna na medicino. Ta podobnost pa je taka, da se zaradi nje mnogim
zdi, da se Homer v resnici spozna na to stroko, ne pa, da je samo podoben
poznavalcu medicine. Tako Homer tvori varljivo figuro poznavalca medi-
cine; nasprotno pa, ko se Homer »naredi podobnega« Hrizu, ga poslusalci
nimajo za resni¢nega Hriza in figura Hriza, ki jo Homer tvori, ni varljiva.

Po tej interpretaciji je Platonovo oznacevanje pesnistva kot mimeésis v
10. knjigi Drgave spet v skladu z gornjim pomenom izraza minésis. Kajti ko
pesniki pripovedujejo o stvareh, ki spadajo k eni ali drugi stroki ali ves¢ini,
govore podobno kot tisti, ki imajo znanje o teh stvareh; ta podobnost pa
je taka, da se zaradi nje napacno zdi, da se pesniki v resnici spoznajo na
stvari, o katerih govore. Njihovo pripovedovanje tako tvori varljivo figuro
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govora, ki temelji na znanju. Nadalje, po tej interpretaciji zimeésis, ki je v 10.
knjigi Drgave pripisana pesnikom, nima ni¢ z omenjenim literarnim pred-
stavljanjem oseb, njihovih dejan;j itd., kot se ga ponavadi razume. Zdi se
tudi, da ta mimeésis nima vzporednice v Aristotelovi Poefiki; kajti celo preden
ugotovimo, kako natanko Aristotel razume pesnisko mzmeésis, je ocitno, da
je njegovo oznacevanje pesnistva kot mimesis nevtralno (in ne diskreditira,
kot Platonovo) in da tudi ne temelji na kakr$nikoli predpostavki o znanju
pesnikov o stvareh, o katerih govore.

Zgoraj sem poskusala pokazati, da avtorji pred Aristotelom, vklju¢no s
Platonom, z izrazom mimeésis in sorodnimi izrazi oznacujejo dejavnost, ki je
namerno podobna, t. j. posnema, neko drugo dejavnost v enem ali drugem
pogledu; zaradi te podobnosti je dejavnost bodisi $e en primer dejavnosti
te vrste (se pravi, da ji je bistveno podobna) bodisi tvori figuro posnemane
dejavnosti. Nato sem razlocila tri dejavnosti pesnikov, ki jih Platon oznaci
kot mimeseis in razlozila, na kaksen nacin je vsaka od njih mimeésis v gornjem
pomenu. Vse tri dejavnosti so figurativne: glasbeno skladanje in (pripove-
dno) poosebljanje tvorita ne-varljive figure (prvo figure znacajev ali vede-
nja, drugo pa figure govora ali dejanja oseb), medtem ko pesniski 'govor
o razli¢nih strokah oziroma vescinah' tvori vatljive figute poznavalskega
govora. Zdaj pa si poglejmo Aristotelovo pojmovanje mimeésis in njegovo
oznacevanje pesnistva kot mimésis.

Mimesis v Aristotelovih delih

Aristotel v vecini primerov uporablja samostalnik imésis in sorodne
izraze enako kot avtotji pred njim; t. j. tem izrazom lahko v vecini prime-
rov pripiemo gornji pomen (»delati ali proizvajati nekaj, kar je namerno
podobno necemu drugemu v enem ali drugem pogledu«). Poglejmo pri-
mer iz Nikomahove etife: Aristotel trdi, da bi morali mimeisthai plemenitega
cloveka v vseh stvareh in tako tudi v tem, da ne pusti prijateljem, da bi
socustvovali z njim (EN IX 11, 1171b12). 1z konteksta je razvidno, da
Aristotel tu govori o ggldovanju po plemenitem cloveku, t.j. o ravnanju,
ki je bistveno podobno posnemanemu ravnanju, tako da je samo primer
taksnega ravnanja (in ne tvori figure taksnega ravnanja). V tem primeru je
torej Aristotelova raba izraza mimésis v skladu z gornjim pomenom izraza.
Enako velja za primere, kjer Aristotel govori o dejavnosti slikanja kot o
mimesis (npr. Po. 1,1447a18-19 in 4, 1448b17-19); kajti, kot smo videli zgo-
raj, je slikanje kot tako vrsta proizvajanja, katerega proizvod, t. j. slika, je
podobno necemu drugemu v vizualnem pogledu in zaradi te podobnosti
tvori figuro le tega.
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Prav pri Aristotelovem oznacevanju pesnistva kot mimeésis pa pomen
tega izraza postane nejasen. Natanéneje, epike, ki jo Aristotel tako kot vse
druge zvrsti pesnistva oznaci kot mimésis, ni mogoce opisati kot dejavnosti,
ki je namerno podobna neki drugi dejavnosti v enem ali drugem pogledu.
Ko torej Aristotel oznaci kot mimeésis epiko, ocitno uporablja ta izraz v dru-
gem pomenu. Poglejmo torej poblizje, kako Aristotel razume epiko.

Ne-figurativno predstavljanje kot mimesis

V Poeriki Aristotel oznaci epsko pesnistvo kot mimeésis »skozi pripovedo-
vanje, ki ga postavi nasproti tragediji in komedjji, ki ju, nasprotno, oznaci
kot mimeseis skozi dejanje (vse te zvrsti pa opredeli kot mimeseis skozi govor).
Tako se za Aristotela Homer in Sofokles lo¢ita po tem, kako izvajata mimésis,
podobna pa sta si v tem, da oba izvajata mimésis »plemenitih oseb« in njiho-
vih dejanj (v nasprotju s pesniki komedij, ki izvajajo mimeésis wnizjih« oseb; Po.
3, 1448a25-27). Pri pripovednem nacinu, ki je znacilen za epiko, Aristotel
nato razlikuje se med pripovedovanjem, ko pesnik »postane nekdo druge,
t. j. pooseblja, in ko pripoveduje kot »on sam« (Po. 3, 1448221-23).

Aristotel se tu ocitno naslanja na Platonovo razlikovanje med dvema
nacinoma pripovedovanja v 3. knjige Drgave, t. j. skozi poosebljanje in brez
njega, vendar ju hkrati opredeli drugace: pri Platonu Homerjevo pripove-
dovanje o Hrizu in njegovih dejanjih $teje kot mimeésis Hriza le takrat, ko ga
Homer pooseblja; nasprotno pa pri Aristotelu Homerjevo pripovedovanje
steje kot mimeésis Hriza ne glede na to, ali Homer pri tem 'postane’ Hriz ali
pa govori kot on sam.

Zdi se torej, da Aristotel pojmuje pesnisko pripovedovanje o e ali
onem samo po sebi kot mimesis le tega. To potrjuje tudi pomemben odlomek
iz Nikomahove etike. V odlomku Aristotel govori o pojmu izbire in pri tem
omeni »stare drzavne ureditve, ki jih Homer emimeito« (. §. izvaja mimésis le
teh). Jasno je, da se Aristotel z »zimésis-om starih drzavnih ureditev« nanasa
na Homerjevo pripovedovanje o teh drzavah. To pa pomeni, da izraz mimésis
tu ne more imeti gornjega pomena. Ce namre¢ opisemo Hometjevo pri-
povedovanje o »starih drzavnih ureditvah« kot govor, pri katerem Homer
izvaja nekaj, kar je namerno podobno starim drzavnim ureditvam (in po-
sledi¢no, kar tvori figuro teh ureditev), je nas opis preprosto nesmiseln.
Aristotel tu mimeésis o¢itno ne razume kot dejavnost, ki bi vkljucevala na-
merno podobnost in ustvatjanje podobnega. A kako potemtakem Aristotel
razume mimésis, ko oznaci epsko pesnistvo v celoti s tem izrazom?

Sklepamo lahko takole. Ko Homer v prvi osebi pripoveduje o Hrizu
in njegovih dejanjih, ima njegovo pripovedovanje nekaj skupnega z nje-
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govim poosebljanjem Hriza. Pri prvoosebnem pripovedovanju o Hrizu
Homerjeva pripoved oznaluje Hrizova dejanja, jih dela (miselno) prisotna,
ali $e drugace receno: Homer Hrizova dejanja predstavfja skozi govor. Kljub
temu, da Homer tega ne doseze z ustvarjanjem podobnosti in torej s figu-
ro Hriza, Homer predstavlja Hriza in njegova dejanja preprosto s pripo-
vedovanjem o Hrizu.

Ce je za Aristotela pesnisko pripovedovanje mimeésis prav zaradi tega,
ker »dela nekaj prisotno« skozi govor, potem njegovo pojmovanje pesni-
skega mimesis-a ocitno ustreza nasemu pojmu predstavljanja'® skozi govor.
Homerjevo prvoosebno pripovedovanje o Hrizu namre¢ lahko opisemo
kot 'predstavljanje Hriza' in ga kot takega vzporejamo npr. z igraléevim
poosebljanjem Hriza in s sliko Hriza. Ti trije primeri nam Stejejo za tri
vrste predstavljanja Hriza: pripovedno, dramsko in slikarsko predstavlja-
nje. Razlog, da jih imamo za vrste predstavljanja Hriza, pa je ocitno ta, da
vsako od njih ozzalnje Hriza; vendar pri tem samo zadnji dve to dosezeta s
tem, da tvorita figuro Hriza.

Ta dva nacina predstavljanja lahko poimenujemo 'ne-figurativni' in 'fi-
gurativni' nacin. 'Figurativno predstavljanje' ustreza temu, kar sem zgo-
raj opredelila kot figurativno ne-vatljivo mimeésis, t.j. dejavnost oziroma
proizvod le te, ki tvori nevatljivo figuro necesa zaradi podobnosti z le
tem. Glasbeno skladanje in poosebljanje tako lahko oznacimo kot figura-
tivno predstavljanje. Nasprotno pa pesnisko prvoosebno pripovedovanje
tvori ne-figurativno predstavljanje. Kot smo videli zgoraj, Platon oznaci
pesnisko figurativno predstavljanje kot mzmesis, vendar ne tudi pesniskega
ne-figurativnega predstavljanja. Aristotel pa oznaci tudi pesnisko ne-figu-
rativno predstavljanje kot mimeésis.”’

Omeniti velja, da primerov, kjer se izraz mimésis (oziroma sorodni izraz)
nanasa na pesnisko ne-figurativno predstavljanje, ne najdemo samo pri
Aristotelu, pa¢ pa tudi pri nekaterih drugih sodobnih ali kasnejsih avtorjih,
ceprav so ti primeri izjemno redki. Tak primer najdemo v govoru atenske-
ga govornika Likurga (396323 BC) Proti I eokratu: v njem Likurg primer-
ja »zakone« in pesnike, in trdi, da »s svojo jedrnatostjo, zakoni ne ucijo,
temve¢ ukazujejo, kaj storiti, medtem ko pesniki, ko mimwoumenoi clovesko
zivljenje, prepricajo ljudi z argumenti in nazornostjo« (Leoe. 102, 6 — 103,
1). Pred tem je Likurg govoril o Evripidu in Homerju, tu omenja pesnike
nasploh: 'pesniska minésis loveskega zivljenja' se tako o€itno nanasa na
pesniski govor o ¢loveskem Zivljenju, ne glede na to, ali tvori figurativno
predstavljanje le tega ali ne; tako npr. Evripidovo pesnistvo v celoti sestoji
iz figurativnega predstavljanja, Homerjevo pesni$tvo pa vsebuje tudi ne-
figurativno predstavljanje.
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Figurativno predstavljanje kot mimesis

Z.daj pa si poglejmo $e druge zvrsti pesnistva poleg epike, ki jih Aristotel
v 1. poglavju Poetike oznaci kot mimeéseis. To so tragedija, komedija, ditiramb
in »v vec¢jem delu skladanje glasbe za aulos in kitharo« (Po. 1, 1447a13-16).
Kot re¢eno zgoraj, vsaka od teh zvrsti tvori figurativno predstavljanje,
bodisi skozi glasbene elemente bodisi skozi poosebljanje.

Ugotovimo lahko, da ko Aristotel v Poetiki oznaci te zvrsti pesnistva
kot miméseis, se nanasa na iste figurativne elemente teh zvrsti kot ze Platon.
Npr. v kratki in edini obravnavi skladanja glasbe za awlos in £itharo (in dru-
gih glasbil) v 1. poglaviju, Aristotel to zvrst opredeli kot pesnistvo, ki izvaja
mimesis z uporabo harmonije in ritma, ne pa govora (/gos). Ob tem navede,
da tako glasba kot ples tvorita »wwimeésis znacajev, Custev in dejanj« (Po. 1,
1447227-28). Tako kot Platon torej tudi Aristotel pojmuje glasbeno pe-
snistvo kot mimésis prav zaradi tega, ker to tvori figure znacajev, Custev in
dejanj skozi akusti¢no in kineti¢no podobnost z njimi (kot prej omenjeno,
je to razumevanje glasbe SirSe predstavljeno v 8. knjigi Politike).

Tragedija in komedija sta v 2. poglavju Poetike opredeljeni kot mimeéseis,
ki v razli¢nih delih uporabljata tako govorne kot glasbene elemente, vendar
Aristotela zanimata predvsem kot govorni deli. In spet enako kot Platon v
3. knjigi Drave (gl. zgoraj), Aristotel Steje tragedijo in komedijo za mimeseis,
ker tvorita poosebljanje oseb, o katerih pesniki govore, in ker torej figura-
tivno predstavljata te osebe.

Sklepamo lahko, da Aristotel pojmuje druge zvrsti pesnistva, ki so v
Poetiki le mimogrede omenjene, npr. skladanje ditirambov ali nomov (obe
zborovski zvrsti), kot mimeéseis iz enakih razlogov, t. j. bodisi zato, ker tvori-
jo figurativno predstavljanje skozi harmonijo in ritem ali tudi skozi poose-
bljanje, bodisi zato, ker tvorijo ne-figurativno predstavljanje skozi govor.

Dodati velja, da nekaj pomembnih sestavkov v Poefiki, ki naj bi se na-
vezovali na pesnistvo v celoti, dejansko lahko navezemo / na pesnisko
fignrativno predstavljanje, medtem ko se za ne-figurativno predstavljanje
sploh ne zdijo relevantni. Tako npr. v 1. poglavju Aristotel opredeli pesni-
stvo kot mimeésis »skozi ritem, govor in harmonijo, in ju ob tem vzporeja z
dvema drugima dejavnostma: s slikarstvom in vokalno mimiktijo (wimeéseis
»preko ustvarjanja podob z barvami in oblikami« in pa »z glasom«). Ti dve
dejavnosti obe tvorita figurativno predstavljanje, slikarsko in vokalno (Po. 1,
1447218-23). Dalje, v 4. poglavju Aristotel navede dva vzroka pesnistva.
Prvi vzrok je prirojenost mimeésis; kot pravi, se otroci naucijo prvih stvari
skozi mimesis. Drugi vzrok pa je ugodje, ki ga mimeémata vzbujajo pri vseh;
pri tem Aristotel omeni ugodje, ki ga zbuja naslikana figura. Oba ta vzroka
se ocitno e navezujeta na ne-figurativno predstavljanje.
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Mimesis kot posebnost pesniSkega govora?

Ce tako sprejmemo, da Aristotel razume pesnisko mimésis v razsitjenem
pomenu, ki vkljucuje tako figurativno kot ne-figurativno predstavljanje, pa
v Aristotelovem razumevanju pesni$tva nastopi problem: ne-figurativno
predstavljanje skozi govor namrec¢ ni znacilno le za pesnistvo; pravzaprav
katerokoli pripovedovanje in govor s tem, ko oznacuje to ali ono, tvori
ne-figurativno predstavljanje le tega. Ce pa je tako, se zdi Aristotelovo
vztrajanje v uvodni polemiki, da je mimeésis in ne verz tisto, po Cemer se
pesnistvo bistveno razlikuje od drugih vrst govora (npr. medicinskega ali
naravoslovnega), neutemelieno. Ce mimésis vkljucuje tudi ne-figurativno
predstavljanje skozi govor, potem se zdi, da bi morali za mimeésis Steti tudi
Empedoklova dela o naravi, in prav tako zgodovinski govor. Slednji sesto-
ji npr. iz pripovedovanja o tem, »kaj je naredil Alkibiades in kaj se mu je
zgodilo« (Po. 9, 1451b11), in je v tem podoben npr. Homerjevemu pripo-
vedovanju o tem, kaj je Odisej naredil in kaj se mu je zgodilo, ki pa seveda
Steje za minmesis.

In res, ko Aristotel v 9. poglavju naredi znano primerjavo med pesni-
kom in zgodovinarjem, ne trdi, da le prvi izvaja mimeésis, temve¢ opredeli
razliko med njima na drug nacin: kot pravi, zgodovinar govori o stvareh, ki
so se zgodile, pesnik pa o stvareh, ki se lahko zgodijo (Po. 9, 1451b4-5). V
skladu s tem je treba Homerjevo pripoved o Odiseju pojmovati kot govor,
ki je na nek nacin o stvareh, »ki se lahko zgodijo«. Tu se sicer ne moremo
lotiti vprasanja, kako razumeti Aristotelovo razlikovanje med pesniskim in
zgodovinskim govorom, pomembno pa je, da Aristotel ne omenja minésis
kot znacilnosti, po kateri se pesnistvo loci od zgodovine.

Pri avtorjih po Aristotelu v resnici najdemo nekaj primerov, v katerih
se izraz mimeésis nanasa na zgodovinski govor in ocitno oznacuje ne-figu-
rativno predstavljanje skozi govor. Tako Dioniz iz Halikarnasa (f. 1 BC)
razpravlja o Herodotovi in Tukididovi 'mimeésis znacajev in ¢ustev' (Epistula
ad Pompeinm Geminm 3.18.1-2); s tem ocitno misli na ne-figurativno pred-
stavljanje znacajev in Custev skozi pripovedovanje (kljub temu, da oba
zgodovinatja priloznostno poosebljata osebe, o katerih govorita, to poo-
sebljanje ne more Steti za »mimésis znacajev ali Custeve).’

Ce torej predpostavimo, da Aristotel teje tudi ne-figurativno predsta-
vljanje skozi govor kot mimesis, moramo zakljuditi, da je njegova teza, da je
mimesis posebnost pesniskega govora v primetjavi z drugimi vrstami govo-
ra (medicinskim, naravoslovnim in zgodovinskim govorom) neutemelje-
na. Tak zakljucek je morda pretenciozen, pa vendar se zdi, da najdemo $e
dodaten dokaz zanj v 24. poglavju Poetike. Tu Aristotel presenetljivo po-
nudi drugacno opredelitev pesniski mimesis skozi govor. Ko se po razpravi
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o tragediji loti epike, izpostavi Homerja kot boljsega od drugih epskih
pesnikov tudi po tem, da je edini, ki

ni neveden glede tega, kaj mora pesnik skladati v prvi osebi. Pesnik mora namrec
kar najmanj govoriti v prvi osebi; mimétés namre¢ ni zaradi tega. Drugi pesniki po-
vecini skladajo v prvi osebi in izvajajo mimésis poredko in le na kratko. Nasprotno
pa [Homer] po kratkem uvodu takoj vpelje moskega ali zensko ali kaksen drug zna-
¢aj; in noben od njih ni brez znacaja, pa¢ pa imajo vsi znacaje. (Po. 24, 1460a6—11)

Ta sestavek je v ocitnem nasprotju z Aristotelovo predhodno obrav-
navo pesniski mimeésis. Aristotel namrec tu trdi, da se zora pesnik izogibati
prvoosebnemu pripovedovanju, in utemeljuje svojo zahtevo s trditvijo, da
pesnik ni mimétés zaradi le tega, pac pa, kot je implicirano, zaradi poose-
bljanja. V skladu s tem torej Homerjevo pripovedovanje o starih drzavnih
ureditvah ali pa o Hrizu kot tako ne more Steti kot mimésis le teh. Tako se
zdi, da Aristotel tu 'popravlja' prejsnjo trditev, da pesnisko pripovedovanje
kot tako tvori mimeésis, in da implicitno zavraca pojmovanje ne-figurativne-
ga predstavljanja kot mzimésis.

Zakljucki

V' Poetiki Atristotel zagovatja tezo, da je bistvena znacilnost pesnistva
mimésis, ne pa verz; vendar se je zgoraj izkazalo, da je Aristotelovo razume-
vanje pesniski mimiésis precej ohlapno. Ce Aristotel razume tudi ne-figura-
tivno predstavljanje skozi govor kot mimésis, se zdi, da je treba kot mimésis
oznaciti tudi nekatere druge vrste govora, ki pa jih Aristotel ne $teje med
pesniske, npr. zgodovinski govor. Ce pa, nasprotno, Aristotel ne-figura-
tivnega predstavljanja skozi govor ne pojmuje kot mimésis (kot v 24. po-
glavju), nekaterih del, ki jih Aristotel Steje med pesniska, npr. taksne epske
pesnitve, ki ne vsebujejo poosebljanja, ne moremo oznaciti kot minésis.

Lzraz mimeésis se je ohranil v teoretskem razmisljanju o pesnistvu in li-
teraturi po Aristotelu vse do danes, in je tudi pozneje pri razlicnih avtor-
jih oznaceval razli¢ne pojme. Vendar pa nihc¢e od teh avtorjev ni prevzel
Atristotelove teze o mimésis kot o bistveni lastnosti pesnistva. Zdi se, da
Atristotel poskusa z opredelitvijo pesnistva kot mimésis skozi ritem, govor
in harmonijo jasno razlo¢iti pesnistvo od drugih ¢loveskih dejavnosti; ven-
dar se je njegov poskus tu pokazal kot preve¢ ambiciozen.
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OPOMBE

! Samostalnik 'pesnistvo' je obicajni prevedek grskega samostalnika poiésis (od koder
'poezija'), vendar je grski pojem imel $ir§i pomen: poiésis je zajemala tudi sestavljanje glasbe-
nih del (vokalnih in instrumentalnih), kot je razvidno tudi iz Aristotelove navedbe zgoraj.

* Sokratski govori so dialogi, v katerih nastopa Sokrat; od teh so se ohranili samo Plato-
novi in Ksenofonovi. Aristotelov predlog, da bi k pesnistvu pristevali tudi nekatera prozna
dela (zaradi njihovi mimeésis), se zdi precej drzen, saj ta dela nimajo prav tistega elementa, ki
je bil splosno priznan kot bistvena znacilnost pesnistva, t. j. verza. Vendar Aristotel o tem
ne razpravlja dalje.

* Razsitjenost tega pogleda je izpricana v Oxford English Dictionary: »mimesis, n. [...] b.
Imitation; spec. the representation or imitation of the real world in (a work of) art, literature,
etc. Sometimes used with reference to Aristotle Poesics 1447a or Plato Republic 598D |...]«.

* Marusic¢ 95-128.

> Med mnogimi $tudijami pojma mmeésis bi tu omenila delo G. Ledde, na katerega se v
mnogih pogledih naslanja moja analiza.

% Na to razliko je opozoril Ze Russel (101) in kasneje Ledda (19, op. 36).

7'Cuvaji’ oziroma 'strazarji' je primernejsi prevod gr. phylakes kot pa 'varuhi' (ali v ang,
'guardians'). Kot opozori Burnyeat 257, op. 3 (in se pri tem sklicuje na Malcoma Schofie-
Ida), so phylakes predstavljeni kot tudi represivni organ, ne samo defenzivni (Rep. 111, 415¢
in IV, 424b—d); represivna konotacija umanjka v izrazu 'varuhi'.

¥ Lucidno razpravo o teh vprasanjih po mojem mnenju nudijo Goodman (21-26), Do-
lezel in Ledda (18-24).

? Marusic¢ (95-128).

' Gl. Rep. IIT 400b1 in 400c4. Damon je omenjen tudi v Rep. IV 424¢6.

"""Teorija je predstavljena v Rep. III 398c6-401a8, L. IT 655a4671b1, VII 795d6—e1 in
813a5-817¢3, in kot splosno sprejeta v L. 11 668a6—7 in 668b9—c2.

'2'Tako Platon kot Aristotel govorita o glasbenem in govornem skladanju tako, kot da
bi pesniki hkrati tudi izvajali, kar skladajo. Skladanje lahko tako razumemo kot nekaksno
virtualno izvajanje dela, ki nastaja.

" Rep. 111 399a5—c4; prim. Aristotel, Pol. VIII 7, 1342b12-14.

'* Razprava se nikjer ne loteva vprasanja o zgodovinski resni¢nosti Hriza; Hriz ni obrav-
navan ni¢ drugace kot resni¢ne (nedolocene) osebe, o katerih se razpravlja kot o predmetih
pesniske winesis.

! Contra Halliwell 51, op. 35.

' Kot ze receno, Hometjevo recitacijo in tako tudi njegovo poosebljanje Hriza lahko
razumemo kot virtualno; v nasprotju s to je npr. rapsodova recitacija Hometjeve epike.

'"Ta epizoda iz Hometjeve Iliade (I/. X1 630, 639-640) je v dialogu Ion (538¢2-3) ome-
njena kot primer, kjer Homer govoti o medicini.

' Prim. SSKJ: »predstavljati: [...] 2b posredovati v najvisji meri lastnost, znacilnosti koga,
Cesa: slika predstavlja razlicne dobe ¢lovekovega zivljenja / tip, kakr$nega predstavlja junak
Jurciceve povesti / na maskeradi je predstavljala ciganko; predstavljati si : [...] povzrocati, da
nastane kaj v zavesti kot posledica izkusenj, vedenja, miselne ali custvene dejavnosti.«

" Ne-figurativnega predstavljanja ne smemo zamenjati z ne-figurativna mimésis, ki sem
jo zgoraj ponazorila s primerom Zenine mimésis mozevega varanja iz Evripidove Elektre.
Ne-figurativna mimeésis sestoji iz dejavnosti, ki je iste vrste kot posnemana dejavnost in ki
ne tvori niti figure te dejavnosti niti ne-figurativinega predstavljanja le te.

* Prim. Dioniz iz Halikarnasa, De Thucydide 45, 35-39. V starejsih primerih, v katerih se
mimesis nanasa na zgodovinsko pripoved (nekaj jih najdemo v fragmentih zgodovinarja Duri-
sa iz IV-III pr. n. $t.), ni povsem jasno, ali oznacujejo ne-figurativno predstavljanje ali ne.
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Anti¢ne korenine modernega
avtorskega koncepta
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Sodobna teorelska razpravijanja o »smrtic in morebitnem ponovnem »vstajenju«
avtorja (od strukturalizma in psihoanalize do feminizma in postkolonialnih stu-
dij) vecinoma merijo na model »romanticnega« aviorja kot iz sebe ustvarjajocega,
originalnega genija (E. Young) in skrilega »zakonodajalca sveta« (P. Shelley). Ni
dvoma, da je ta model v temelju zaznamoval moderne evropske literature vse do 20.
stoletja, ko ga je (literarna) teorija temeljito vzela v precep. Pri tem se je izkazalo, da
0 njegove korenine vecplasine in vsaj deloma segajo k anticni filozofiji in lileraturi.
Razprava skusa z revizijo filozofskih diskusij o aviorstvu (od Platona do Longinusa)
in nekaterih grskih in rimskih pesniskih besedil (od Hezioda do Ovidija) raziskati,
koliko in na kaksen nacin so poznejse izpeljave odvisne od anticnih. Poleg lega skusa
ugoloviti, ali je razvoj modernega avlorja primerno pojasnjevati z linearno shemo,
ki se razteza od na pol anonimnega rapsoda do samozaverovanega romanticnega
genija. Predvsem za Ovidijevo ljubezensko liviko je znacilna nenavadno visoka
stopnja aviorske zavesti in igrive prisotnosti v tekstu, ki poenostavljeno razumevanje
razvoja aviorskega koncepla v zgodovini zahodnih literatur postavija pod vprasay.

Klju¢ne besede: literarna teorija / anti¢na estetika / starogrska knjizevnost / rimska knjizevnost
/ avtor / avtorstvo

UDK 82.0:808.1

Strinjati se je mogoce z opazko Charlesa Taylotja, da so v miselni
tradiciji modernih zahodnih kultur avtorji in ustvarjalci mnogo bolj cenjeni
kot v vecini drugih civilizacij (Bennett, The Author 4). Na splosno velja, da
se je koncept avtorja kot ustvarjalca »teksta«, njegovega ignajditelja, ki ima
nad njim ne le nekaksne lastniske pravice, temvec tudi doloceno avtoriteto
prti interpretaciji, v evropskih kulturah vecinoma utrdil Sele v osemnajstem
stoletju.! Taksen avtor naj bi bil torej posameznik, ki je edini odgovoren
in zato tudi edini zasluZzen za enkratno stvaritev, nekdo, ki proizvaja nekaj
novega ali celo nepricakovanega in ki hkrati obvlada svoje delo v celoti,
natanko ve, kaj pomeni, z njim nekaj namerava ter je sposoben zamejiti
njegove interpretacije.

63

Primerjalna knjiZevnost (Ljubljana) 32. Posebna stevilka (2009)



Avtor: kdo ali kaj pise literaturo?

64

Taksno razumevanje avtorstva je danes institucionalizirano, udejanjeno
je v praksi, saj njegovo veljavo v zadniji instanci budno varuje sodni sistem
z avtorskimi pravicami. Toda v feorjji pozicija »velikega Avtorja« nikakor
ni tako trdna, saj so bile druzbene in diskurzivne konvencije o avtorstvu
v drugi polovici 20. stoletja predmet temeljitih analiz.* V zivahni diskusiji,
ki sta jo konec Sestdesetih let kriticno poglobila Roland Barthes in Michel
Foucault,’ je bilo posebne pozornosti delezno vprasanje o vzaniku mo-
dernega avtorskega koncepta. Ceravno so nekateri raziskovalci poudarili
pomen zgodnejsih obdobij, denimo renesanse, ko je Ze mogoce opazovati
oblikovanje vzorca »absolutnega umetnikag, ki se skozi biografski anekdo-
tizem vpisuje v zgodovino likovne in tudi literarne umetnost,' se vecina
analiz izvora pojmovanja modernega avtorja osredotoc¢a na prelomno 18.
stoletje — in sicer ne le na (pred)romanticno ideologijo, ki je artikulirala
spremembe v dojemanju avtorja, temve¢ tudi na razmah literarnega trga
in diferenciacijo literature kot druzbenega (pod)sistema, dejavnika, ki sta
bistvene spremembe pravzaprav generirala.’

Socasno s tem, ko je avtorstvo postajalo pravno in finan¢no urejeno, je
v spremljajo¢em diskurzu filozofije oziroma estetike stekla diskusija o av-
tonomiji umetnosti. V njenem okviru se je oblikoval koncept novoveskega
avtorja.® Krepilo se je razlikovanje med inovacijo in imitacijo, pti ¢emer
je inovacija postala tisto, kar je zares vredno. Tako je v eseju Conjectures on
Original Composition (1759) (Podmene o originalni kompoziciji) znameniti
angleski pesnik Edward Young odloc¢no prevrednotil neko¢ enakovredne
postopke proizvajanja besedil.” Young vztraja, da je pravi avtor originalen,
neodvisen in avtonomen genzj, ki ustvarja iz sebe in $iri obzorje »literarne
republike«, medtem ko je imitacija postopek, nevreden pravega avtorja,
navadna kraja. Koncept originalnosti se v romantiki razvije dalje, v klise o
pesniku, ki je »pred svojim ¢asom« pravi genij naj bi bil tako originalen,
da ga bo njegov ¢as nujno zanikal in ga bo ustrezno vrednotila $ele priho-
dnost. Poleg tega se krepi prepricanje, da je avtor sicer ¢lovek, a hkrati tudi
nekaj nadcloveskega, kajti navdihujejo ga sile, ki so zunaj njega in ki jih
razumsko in zavestno ne obvlada povsem (Bennett, The Author 55-71).

Iskanje izvora modernega avtorskega koncepta v predromanticni in ro-
manti¢ni ideologiji — kolikor je trdno vpeto v kontekst socasnih ekonom-
skih, pravnih in medijskih inovacij —, seveda ostaja smiselno in produktiv-
no. Nadvse prenagljeno pa bi bilo, ¢e bi odtod sklepali, da je zgodovinski
razvoj avtorja mogoce opisati z nekaksno finearno shemo, ki se razteza od
napol anonimnega rapsoda v ustnem slovstvu do narcisoidnega romantic-
nega genija, kreatotja ex nibilo. Taksna predpostavka — seveda ucinkovita in
privla¢na — je namre¢ moéno problemati¢na.® To problemati¢nost bomo
skusali prikazati s pozornim branjem nekaterih anti¢nih literarnih tekstov
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(od Homerja in Hezioda do Ovidija) in spremljajocega teoretskega (filo-
zofskega) metadiskurza. Skusali bomo torej raziskati, v kolik$ni meri so
poznejse izpeljave odvisne od anti¢nih oziroma kako globoko v preteklost
segajo nekatere poteze »modernega avtotja«.

Teorije avtorstva v anti¢ni filozofiji in poetiki

Predsokratik Demokrit (460-370 pr. Kr.) velja po izrocilu za prvega
anticnega filozofa, ki je formuliral t.i. zuspiracijsko feorzjo. Demokrit meni,
da resnicno dober pesnik ustvarja v strastnem, ekstaticnem zanosu, ki je
blizu roba norosti; vir te ekstaze pa ni sam pesnik, temve¢ za njo stojijo
bozanske sile.” Inspiracijsko teotijo — kot bomo videli, je ta ze mnogo prej
tematizirana v epiki arhai¢ne dobe — je jasneje artikuliral in obenem tudi
zapletel Platon. V domnevno zgodnjem dialogu lon Sokrat obracunava z
nadutim, a nekoliko omejenim rapsodom lonom, ter zatrjuje, da je pesnik
nacelno brez vescine in ¢rpa le iz bozanskega navdiha:

[...] pesnik je lahko, okriljeno in sveto bitje in ne more pesniti prej, dokler ni
deleZen bozanskega navdiha, dokler ne izgubi razuma in v njem ni ve¢ uma
[...] [pesniki] ne ustvarjajo na osnovi vescine, ampak zaradi bozanskega daru.
[...] Zato pesnikom bog odvzema um in jih uporablja za sluzabnike, vedeze
in bozanske vedezevalce, da bi mi poslusalci vedeli, da niso ti ljudje, v katerih
ni uma, tisti, ki govorijo tako zelo dragocene stvari, ampak da govori bog sam
in po njih nagovarja nas (Ion 534b—d).

Pesniki so potemtakem povsem odvezani zaslug za svoje stvaritve in
lahko se zgodi celo, da je najlepsa pesem zapeta »po najslabsem pesniku.
Ustvarjalni in poustvarjalni proces sta zaznamovana z brez-umno razse-
znostjo, saj tudi rapsodi med recitiranjem, okraseni s »pisano obleko in
zlatimi venci«, niso pri pameti, temve¢ »nasprotno, ko vstopijo v harmoni-
jo in ritem, bakhovsko norijo in so obsedeni« (loz 534a). V Platonovem
Fajdrosu, kjer najdemo eno najbolj eksplicitnih povezav kreativnega stanja
z norostjo — ta pa, kot vemo, se je v valovih obujala vse do danes — so
zdravi oziroma trezni pesniki »obsojeni« na neuspeh:

Kdor pa brez blaznosti Muz pride do pesniskih vrat, preprican, da bo dovolj
dober pesnik na osnovi vescine, (ostane) sam nepopoln in pesnistvo cloveka, ki je
pri zdravi pameti, izgine sprico tistih, ki blaznijo (Fajdros 245a).

Sokratovo argumentacijo v obeh omenjenih dialogih, kolikor jo seveda
beremo dobesedno oziroma naivno, je mogoce razumeti kot pripravo te-
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rena za razvpiti »izgon pesnikov« iz idealne polis. Pesnik je tu 'razkrinkan'
kot prevarant, ki nicesar ne zna in ne pozna, njegovi izdelki pa nimajo
nobene zveze z resni¢nostjo, saj se nahajajo Sele »na tretjem mestu od
Bivajocega« (Platon, Drfava X: 599a). O bozanski naravi inspiracije ne
najdemo vec sledu, od pesniske vescine pa je ostalo le Sarlatanstvo, saj
»posnemovalec ne ve nicesar omembe vrednega o stvareh, ki jih posne-
mag, posnemanje pa je »nekaksna igra in ne resno opravilo« (Drfava X:
602b), zvijaca, ki nagovarja slabi, ni¢vredni del duse, tisti, ki je v naspro-
tju z razumnim delom podvrzen emocijam in iracionalnemu. Sokratovo
(Platonovo) cenzotsko 'razsodbo' nad pesnistvom je sicer tvegano eno-
znacno interpretirati, vsekakor pa izpostavlja ustvarjalno ekstazo in njeno
zvezo z bozanskim razodetjem in resnico kot problem."

Kar presenetljivo se torej zdi, da Platonov ucenec Aristotel, ki se v
Poetiki sicer izrecno posveca pesnistvu, tako rekoc¢ nicesar ne pove o nje-
govem ustvatjalcu. Povsem mogoce je, da se je s tem ukvarjal v kakem
drugem spisu, morda v izgubljenem tridelnem dialogu O pesnikih (Peti po-
ieton); medtem ko v Poetiki o virih avtorjeve dejavnosti ne najdemo skoraj
nicesar — z izjemo spodnjega odlomka:

Zato je pesniska umetnost ali stvar izredne nadarjenosti (exphyés) ali pa blazne
custvenosti (manikdn): prve vodi globokoumna prodornost, druge ekstati¢na zane-
senost (Poetika XVII: 1455a).

Lapidarni opis sam po sebi ne implicira privilegiranja katere izmed na-
vedenih proizvajalskih strategij, pa tudi vir manikdn ni jasen. Pa vendar
duh celotne Poetike navaja k intuitivnemu sklepu, da se Aristotel nagiba
k racionalni utemeljitvi ustvarjalnega procesa, opredeljenega kot minze-
sis. Podobno je mogoce reci za Se en vpliven premislek o naravi pesni-
skega ustvarjanja, verzificirano Horacijevo Pismo o pesnistvn (Ars poetica).
Znameniti avgustejski lirik je v tretjem pismu, ki ga je mogoce brati kot
teoreti¢ni tekst, skusal harmonicno zdruziti nasprotna pola — poudaril je,
da sta za pesnisko umetnost nujna tako naravni talent kot s trudom in z
izkustvom pridobljena vescina:

Star je ze spor, li za dobro pesnitev potreben je genij
ali priucena umetnost. Po mojem ne vodi do uspeha
Sola nikar brez talenta, pa tudi talent ne brez Sole;
drugo se veze ob drugo in terja pomoc¢ vzajemno.

(Pismo o pesnistvn 408—412)

Horacij sicer v pismu omenja, da je »talent in zgovornost« Grkom po-
darila Muza (Pismo 323), toda obenem se bridko norcuje iz fanati¢cno ob-
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sedenih pesnikov, ki zavracajo vsakrsno ves¢ino kot nepomembno, in se
iztecno obregne ob Demokrita, ki »mece z vthov Helikona / pesnike vse,
ki zdravi so v glavi« (Piszo 296-297). Genzj brez truda, dela in ucenja torej
ostaja problematicen in sumljiv.

S podobnimi dilemami se v znamenitem eseju O wgvisenens (Peri hyp-
sus) ukvarja Longinus, anti¢ni mislec, ki ga je — pomenljivo — pravzaprav
'odkrila’ Sele predromantika.' Longinus razpravlja o geniju, ki mora biti $i-
rokogruden, zanesen, sposoben globokih misli in plemenitega duha. Toda
ko se Longinus izvorov vzvisenosti stila loti podrobneje, se izlusci pet
njegovih komponent, od katerih sta prvi dve, namre¢ sposobnost za velike
zamisli ter globoko in navdahnjeno obcutenje, pretezno prirojeni, medtem
ko je ostale tri mogoce pridobiti (obdelava figur, plemenitost izraza in
kompozicija). A tudi pri Longinusu ostaja odprto, kaj zares pomeni »priro-
jenok, inspiracijska teotija pa pri njem dozivi zanimivo metamotfozo.'

Ce torej skusamo strniti najvplivnejse anticne teoreti¢ne diskusije o
avtorstvu, kaze, da se te bolj ali manj vrtijo okoli dvojic vestina / navdib,
razum | iracionalnost in mimesis (imitacija) | mediacija, ki jih je mogoce razu-
meti kot izpeljanke izhodis¢ne ontoloske dileme, spora o resnicnem 7z-
voru avtorskega dela. Zdi se, da inspiracijska teorija v svoji skrajni obliki
ostaja problem, morda zato, ker jo je tezko uskladiti s prakticno izkusnjo.
Konvencija sklicevanja na Muze kot vir navdiha sicer ohranja veljavnost,
toda vera v bozansko navezo bledi. S tem je pod vprasaj postavljena ne
le narava genija, temve¢ tudi vloga ekstati¢ne ustvarjalne blaznosti. Kljub
temu se je tezko izogniti vtisu, da iracionalni enthousiasmis ostaja neka
komponenta, ki se ji nihce ne Zeli povsem odpovedati in ostaja privlacna
celo za mislece, ki se sicer nagibajo k racionalnim razlagam ustvarjanja.

Ni dvoma o tem, da so omenjene teotije neizbrisno zaznamovale po-
znej$a razmisljanja o avtorstvu.”” Renesancne diskusije o pesniku kot bitju
bozanskega izvora (Girolamo Vida), izumitelju/stvarniku nove resni¢no-
sti (Scaligero), mani¢no navdahnjenem ustvarjalcu (Petri¢), Castelvetrova
obsodba plagiata in celo Fracastorov pomenljivi antropoloski obrat —
Fracastoro namre¢ premakne vir ekstaze v nofranjost samega kreativnega
procesa — ve¢inoma ostajajo inspirirane s klasicnimi teorijami oziroma se
oblikujejo v polemi¢ni napetosti z njimi. Zdi se, da celo skrajni romanti¢ni
pogledi na ustvarjanje, ki umetnika postavijo v srediste literarnega dela in
ga tolmacijo kot ekspresivni vir in vrelec poezije, misterioznega glasnika
pomladi, ljubezni in srece (Novalis), cloveka s Siroko duso, izjemno senzi-
bilnostjo in navdusenjem (Wordsworth), z domisljijo, ki raztaplja znano,
da bi ustvarjala nove celote (Coleridge), ali skritega zakonodajalca sveta
(Shelley), v veliki meri izhajajo iz nekega risa moznosti, ki jih je zacrtala
anticna misel, ¢etudi jih ni izpeljala do skrajnih konsekvenc.
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'Avtorstvo' v anticnih literarnih besedilih

Toda vrnimo se zdaj k samim literarnim besedilom in si oglejmo, kako
se ista vprasanja artikulirajo v literarnem diskurzu — in sicer Se pred ali
kve¢jemu vzporedno s teoretsko refleksijo.!* Vsekakor se avtorska proble-
matika prek tematiziranja pesnistva in pesnika v njih pojavlja ze od zacetka,
pri cemer je mogoce za silo razlikovati med vprasanji onfoloske narave, ki za-
devajo izvir poezije oziroma navdiha in naravo pesniske osebe, in med s pr-
vimi tesno prepletenimi aksioloskimi vprasanji, ki zadevajo mesto, vrednost
in funkcijo pesnistva/pesnika v druzbi. Medtem ko so nagovori Muz kot
praizvira pevéevega navdiha ali slavljenje magi¢ne moci poezije ze rutinski
del epskega sveta, se besedilna samotematizacija pesnika—avtotja razvija le
postopoma. Kot bomo videli, se prostor zanjo zares odpre Sele v liriki.

Najstarejsi znan avtorski 'podpis' v svetovni literaturi se pojavi v
Heziodovi Teggoniji. Na njenem zacetku poleg standardnih bozanskih Muz,
Zeusovih héera, nastopi tudi njihov ucenec: »Muze le-te so Hezioda ucile
prelepega petja, / Nékdaj, ko pasel ovcé je pod sveto goré helikonsko«
(Teogonzja 22-23)." Kot obi¢ajno muze niso le zastopnice rodu nesmrtnih
bogov, temve¢ tudi navdihovalke pesniskega govora:

To govorile so Zeusove héere mi z glasom razlo¢nim,
dale, da utrgam za Zezlo si lovora bujno mladiko,

¢udo precudno! In vame vdahnile so govor bozanski,
glas, da bi pel o prihodnjih in pel o preteklih dogodkih,
rod presrecnih, nesmrtnih bogov mi slaviti velele ...

(Teogonija 29-33)

Tako kot retori¢na vescina kraljev ni njihova last, temve¢ blagohotno
darilo Muz, tudi pesmi ne poje sam pesnik. Subjekt ni avtonomen vir svoje
stvaritve, ne izmislja si sam, temve¢ skozenj preseva umetnost Zevsovih
héera, ki mu tako reko¢ 'narekujejo’ tekst: »Slavljene, Zevsove héere! Ve
dajte mi pesem mikavno, / pojte o svetem mi rodu nesmrtnikov, ve¢no
zivecih ...« (Teogonija 104-105).

Muze na podoben nacin navdihujejo ze Homerja, ki pa se na primerljiv
nacin ne pojavlja v besedilu. Pac pa je inspiracijska konvencija neobi¢ajno
jasno artikulirana sredi drugega speva l/iade, kjer so vsepricujo¢e Muze izrec-
no omenjene kot »zapisovalke« teksta, saj »pevci pa slisimo glas le, samf ne
vemo nicesar« (I/iada 11: 486). Kljub temu ostaja vprasljivo, koliko smemo
tak$nemu avtomatizmu zares verjeti: iz nekaterih mest v Odisegji prej sklepa-
mo, da pesniki, ki so resda ljubljenci in izbranci Muze, saj jih je ta sama ucila
peti (Odisgga VIII: 479-481), vseeno ohranjajo nekaj individualnosti. Tako
ali tako pa svet herojske epike, kjer vlada neizprosna ostrina brona, se zdale¢
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ni pravo gojisée za subtilnosti avtorskih samotematizacij. Sele vzpon lirske
muze (pri Mimnermosu, Sapfo, Anakreonu in Kalimahu) je lahko subver-
tiral homerski militaristicni vrednostni model in hkrati odptl prostor nove
subjektivnosti in intimizma, ki so ga do skrajnosti razsirili rimski elegiki.'

Preden se lotimo slednjih, se velja za hip pomuditi pri $e eni temi, ki je
vzniknila v grski poeziji (najprej pri Teognisu in Pindarju) in pomembno
zaznamovala diskusijo o avtorstvu. Gre za temo nesmrtne pesniske slave
in trajnosti velikih umetnin. V svojih odah in fragmentih Pindar izposta-
vi odlicnost pesnistva, ki je bozanski dar Apolona in temnolasih Muz in
ravno zato premore magicno moc¢. Obenem Pindar pesem razume kot
medij, ki bo redkim izbrancem omogocila, da njihova veli¢ina v pesmih
prezivi stoletja, kajti »Brez pesmi bi tudi najvecja junastva / gosta tema
zagrnila« (7. Nemejska oda). V sloviti odi Exegi monumentum je zamisel
nadgradil Horacij in ustvaril eno izmed njenih najvplivnejsih formulacij. V
njej ne bi smeli spregledati pomenljive zvijace: na retoricni ravni so »mo-
numenty, torej predmet kanonizacije, sicer res same pesmi, vendar se hkrati
z njimi na prizorisce ze premeteno tihotapi tudi ustvarjalec s svojim Zivlje-
njem: pesnik, rojen v revni kmecki druzini, se iz socialnih nizav dviguje
s pomocjo pesniske vescine. Variiran obrazec smo poslej Se nestetokrat
videli, saj zaznamuje novovesko fascinacijo z literarnim avtorjem.

Najbolj zivahen razvoj je avtorstvo kot pesniska tema dozivelo v rim-
ski elegiji, ki odpira novo poglavje v zgodovini tekstualne prisotnosti av-
totja. Ze Katul se povsem umika iz javnega prostora v zasebnost ter vpelje
literarno konstruiran lik idolatricno ¢ascene zenske-boginje.!” Podoben
vzorec privzame elegik Tibul, ki e nadgradi tematiko intimne ljubezni in
umikanja iz klavrne »jupitrovske« realnosti. A tematizacije avtorskih pro-
blemov so pti njiju kve¢jemu nakazane.' Sele pti Propetciju, ki duhovito
variira kult kraljice srca, najdemo pomembno novo tezidce: dekle prekrsti
v edini vir lastnega pesniskega navdiha in s tem nadomesti staro »muzic-
no« prtljago ter hkrati dopusti, da ustvarjalni proces ostane ekstaticen:

I$cete vir, iz katerega vro mi ljubezenski stihi,
Mehke pesnitve od kod najdejo pot med ljudi.

Mojih mi pesmi ne poje Kaliope, niti Apolon,
Ljubo deklé je samé meni navdihnjeni vir. /.../

Najsi kar koli pocne, z besedami ali v dejanjih,
meni neznaten je nic vir neiz¢rpnih snovi.

(Elegije T1/1: 1-4, 15-16)

V vse bolj igrivi rimski elegiki stare konvencije pocasi razpadajo in
postajajo le $e gradivo za duhovicenje, ki ga do skrajnosti pritira norcava
Ovidijeva ljubezenska elegika. Ovidij ucinkovito izrablja konvencionalni
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avtorski repertorij (Apolon, Muze, Afrodita, inspiracijska teorija, teori-
ja »blaznosti«), a bralca ves ¢as pusca v skusnjavi, da vse skupaj razume
kot pregnano, ironicno izigravanje zanrskih klisejev: »Mar nam ne pravijo
'sveti poetje'? 'Bogov varovanci'? / Marsikdo misli, da v nas biva bozan-
stvo celo« (Amores 111/9: 17-18). Poantirano je preigran celo filozofski
disput o mimesis, kombiniran z elegi¢nim kultom izvoljenke:

Pevcev svoboda je plodna in gre v neizmerno $itino,
saj jih ne sili nihce biti histori¢no zvest.
Hvaljenje Zzenske tako za zlagano bi morali steti;
ker pa ga ne, sem postal Zrtev naivnih ljudi.
(Amores 111/12: 41-44)

Ovidij se pogosto ukvarja s socialnim statusom pesnika, pri cemer se
nostalgi¢no (a prejkone spet z blago ironijo) ozira h Grkom," $e z vecjo
vnemo pa se loteva tematike nesmrtnosti poezije in pesniske slave; hudo-
musno zattjuje, da je ravno ta pravi cilj pesnikov: »Cesa si pesniki sveti
zele? Le slave nesmrtne. / V vsem, kar po¢nemo, tici to hrepenenje po
njej« (Ars amatoria 111, 403-404).° Nestetokrat lirski subjekt povzdiguje
sebe hkrati s svojimi izdelki. 'Kanonizacija', ki jo Ovidij brez oklevanja
prikaze v svojih verzih, seveda vkljucuje pesnika in njegovo biografijo, za
namecek pa Se njegovo obozevanko: »Svoji izbranki bom dal slavo ume-
tniskih del« (Amores 1/10: 60). Ovidij gre tudi tu za korak dlje od Propercija
in si izmisli wanna-be Korino: »Eno poznam, ki povsod govori, da je ona
Korina; / vem, da dala bi vse, le da postala bi ti« (Amores 11/17: 27-30);
potem pa se pregnano pokesa, ¢e$ da je ljubljenko s svojim trobentanjem
o njeni lepoti tako reko¢ sam 'sprostituiral'.

Ovidijev notori¢ni narcizem, obcudovanje lastnega genija, ki je tako
vznejevoljilo retorika Kvintiljana (Institutio oratoria X), vodi tega bistrou-
mnega pesnika v ekscesno tekstualno prisotnost. Skoraj nas ne presene-
ti, da se denominator »Naso«, pod katerim Ovidij nastopa v svoji poe-
ziji, pojavi ze kar v prvem verzu njegove prve pesniske zbirke, v motu
k Ijubeznim. »Naso« ves ¢as igrivo vstopa v svoja besedila, pogosto na
izpostavljenih mestih, na primer v Ars amatoria (Umetnost ljubezni), ko
moskim in Zenskam, ki zmagajo v ljubezenski igri, priporoca inskripcijo
imena svojega mentotja (»Naso magister erat), ali pa ko predlaga rabo svoje
prejsnje zbirke v prakticne namene ljubezenskega vojskovanja:*'

Kdo t porece morda: 'Le prebiraj izbrusene pesmi
Nasega mojstra, ki v njih spola oba poduci,
Ali iz knjig, ki so tri, z naslovom Ljubezni, si pesem
Kaksno izbeti, gladké jo z milim glasom povej ..."
(Ars amatoria 111: 341-344)
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Ovidijeva avtorska samozavest presega vse meje. Ce se je Propercij Ze
v prvi knjigi elegij samooklical za »poeta z imenom in slavog, enega izmed
»vélikih moz Rimag, suvereni vescak peresa Ovidij, ki klesanje tekstualnih
»monumentov« malodane spremeni v rutino, v lastni poeziji brez okleva-
nja slavi samega sebe kot velemojstra pesniske zvrsti: »Saj elegija prizna,
da je toliko moja dolznica, / kakor Vergiliju ze vzviseni ep je dolznik«
(Remedia amoris 395-390) in celo kot izumitelja novega zanra; avtor Heroid
(zbirke ljubezenskih pesmi v obliki pisem, ki jih mitoloske junakinje na-
slavljajo na svoje ljubimce) namrec¢ »drugim neznano $e zvrst prvi ustvaril
je sam« (Ars amatoria 111: 346). Pesnikova osebnost, zivljenje, vescina in
ustvarjalni postopki nedvomno vstopajo v samo jedro Ovidijeve ljubezen-
ske elegike.”

Sklep

1z zgornjega pregleda je vsekakor mogoce ugotoviti, da je bila v teoret-
skem in $e bolj v literarnem diskurzu antike avtorska problematika razprta
zelo na Siroko. Njeno osrednje problemsko vozlisce, ki zadeva ontoloski
status pesniske inspiracije, dobro ponazarja nasprotje med pretezno znspi-
racijskim in pretezno mimetitnim stalis¢em, torej nasprotje med razumeva-
njem pesnika kot (bozansko) navdahnjenega, ekstaticnega stvaritelja ali
predvsem kot (vescega) obrtnika. Ta dvojnost se vsaj priblizno odraza
tudi v nekaterih terminoloskih dvojicah. Tako je izvorni grski pevec avidos
e povezan z bozansko inspiracijo in v sebi ohranja jasnovidno dimenzijo,
pozneje tako ljubo romantikom, medtem ko je pozetes, ki se kot profesional-
ni mojster besede pojavi Sele v grski klasi¢ni dobi, desakraliziran. Podobno
velja za poznejso filolosko antitezo med bozansko zamaknjenim poeta vates
in eruditskim, ucenjaskim poeta doctus. V isti okvir je mogoce umestiti Se
dvojico dionizicno | apolinicno, aktualizirano v Nietzschejevi interpretaciji
Dionizovega mita, ki je rehabilitirala kreativno norost. Omenjene dihoto-
mije je mogoce za silo ponazoriti s taksnole shemo:

bozanski vir kolektivna (intertekstualna) narava produkcije

aoidos poietes
poeta vates  poeta doctus

INSPIRACIJA (navdih)
ekstaza / emocija

MIMESIS (imitacija)
L L razum | vestina
dionizi¢no  apolinicno :

posvetni vir individualna (unikatna) narava produkcije

Kot je mogoce videti, je vsak od obeh namisljenih 'polov' razpet tudi
od znotraj. Medtem ko je mimeti¢ni pol razpet med moznostma, da av-
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torsko delo razume predvsem kot kolektivno dejanje, vezano na obstojeco
tradicijo, ali ze povsem individualno, kot unikatno stvaritev, pri inspiracij-
skem polu lahko sledimo dilemi, ali je vir ekstaze bozanski ali posveten.
Nekoliko posploseno bi lahko sklepali, da se tezisce anticnega dojemanja
avtorske produkcije scasoma premika k bolj posvetnenn in bolj individualne-
n. Seveda je v praksi situacija neprimerno bolj kompleksna: skoraj ne-
mogoce je najti ¢iste primere »inspiracijskega« pogleda, podobno pa velja
za utilitarno staliS¢e, ki bi povsem zanikalo moment genialnosti. Tudi ¢e
je pesnik razumljen pretezno kot imitator, ni nikdar reduciran na raven
golega obrtnika — proizvajanje umetniskega dela ostaja raz/oceno od drugih
proizvajalskih praks.”

Iracionalni manikdn torej ostaja relevanten tudi tedaj, ko zamisel o »bo-
zanskem nareku« bledi in se raztaplja v konvencijo, mozen predmet igrive
samoreferencnosti, kot se dogaja na primer v Ovidijevi ljubezenski liri-
ki. Ta s svojo narcisticno, ekscesno tematizacijo pesnika in njegove vloge
ironi¢no sprevraca zanrske vzorce, stereotipe in celo avtorsko teotijo.
Osupljivi razvojni lok, na katerega koncu stoji ravno Ovidijeva elegika,
izkazuje vso kompleksnost anticnega pojmovanja avtorstva. Ovidijevi pri-
merljiva avtorska zavest se mora namre¢ v novoveski literaturi $e dolgo
razvijati, da bi avtor, resda na nekoliko drugacen nacin in v drugacnem
kontekstu, (vhovic) vstopil v samo sredisce literarnega dela kot njegov ge-
nialni originator.* Pestrost, notranje napetosti in evolucijski tok avtorskih
tem znotraj klasi¢ne literature in filozofije Se enkrat dokazujejo, da linear-
ni, kontinuitetni razlagalni modeli zgodovine modernega avtorja enostav-
no ne vzdrzijo.

OPOMBE

'»Tekst« je tu treba razumeti v najsirSem semiotiénem smislu; v tem smislu torej med
avtorje sodijo tudi skladatelji, slikarji, arhitekti, znanstveniki ipd.

% Teoretiki in zgodovinatji avtorstva so opazovali njegove spreminjajoce se reprezenta-
cije, pretehtavali ucinke zalozniskih tehnologij, institucij, zakonodaje o avtorskih pravicah
in cenzure ter analizirali naravo skupinskega avtorstva, plagiata, medbesedilnosti in paro-
dije Bennett, The Author 5).

'V znameniti Swrti avtorja (La mort de 1'Auteur) skusa Barthes pokazati, da avtor (ne-
zavedno) ves cas citira in da je govor o izvirnem avtorstvu nesmiseln. Besedila naj bi
delovala neodvisno od avtorja, pisanje pa je v temelju brez izvora. Tako zeli Barthes
subvertirati strukture mo¢i, ki so vpletene v promocijo figure avtorja v konvencional-
nem razumevanju besedilnosti — zamisel avtorja mu je predvsem »tiranija, ki besedilu ozi
pomen. Tudi Foucault v eseju Kgj je avtor? (Quest-ce que 1'Auteur?) uveljavljeni koncept
avtotja razume kot (nasilen) ideoloski produkt, ki zaznamuje nacin, kako se izogibamo
mnozenju pomenov.

4 Gl C. M. Soussloff, The Absolute Artist 43—72.
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5 Ze v sedemnajstem stoletju se je najrazvitej§i del zahodne Evrope preoblikoval v
druzbo mnozi¢ne potrosnje, literarna dela pa so se — ob narascajoci blaginji in napredku
pismenosti — spreminjala v siroko dostopno blago. Do konca stoletja, ko so se ¢asniki in
periodika trdno zasidrali v zaloznistvu, je mogoce govoriti 0 nastanku mnozi¢nega trga
za literaturo. Pisanje ni moglo ve¢ ostati, kar je bilo poprej, namre¢ cirkulacija omejenega
niza besedil znotraj elite. V Angliji je bil razmah tiskarstva in knjigotrstva zelo zgoden,
zato se je ze v 17. stoletju pojavila potreba po pravni regulaciji avtorskih pravic (copyright);
leta 1710 je t.i. »Statute of Anne« zakonsko ustoli¢il avtorja kot pravno kategotijo. Slo je
predvsem za to, da se je avtorska pravica spremenila v lastnisko pravico, avtorsko delo
pa v trzno blago. Novoveski 'avtor' v smislu pravne kategorije torej ni nastal kot produkt
refleksije v filozofiji ali poetiki, temvec¢ v interesu posla in trgovanja (gl. Rose, Authors and
Omwners).

¢ Ta diskusija, v kateri je bila med drugim »prava vrednost« dela izenacena z njegovo
razdaljo od polja produkcije, seveda ni bila neodvisna od ekonomskih in pravnih perturba-
cij (gl. Pierre Bourdieu, The Rules of Ari).

" Franciskan sv. Bonaventura iz 13. stoletja loci $titi nacelno enakovredne (1) tipe teks-
tualnega proizvajalca: prvi je seriptor, ki dobesedno kopira (prepisuje), drugi compilator, ki
zdruzuje odlomke drugih (citate), tretji comentator, ki dodaja lastne besede in komentatje
k besedam drugih, zadnji pa je auctor, ki navaja lastne besede, besede drugih pa uporablja
kve¢jemu za potrditev lastnih tez.

# Ob strani bomo pustili pomislek, da utegne biti predstava o koherentnem »roman-
ticnem avtorju« le konstrukt, nastal za potrebe 20. stoletja, ki je hotelo obracunati z njim;
oziroma model, ki pretirano poenostavlja sicer paradoksno in nestabilno romanti¢no razu-
mevanje avtorstva. Tezo je nadrobneje razvil Ken Ruthven v Faking Literature, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2001 (Bennett, The Author 71).

’ Demokritovi spisi so zal ohranjeni le fragmentarno oziroma posredno (gl. A. Sovre,
ur., Predsokratiki 194-220).

' Vprasanje 'sporocila’ Platonovih besedil je zaradi njihove literarizirane dialoske struk-
ture, negotove identifikacije Platona-filozofa s protagonistom dialogov Sokratom, $e bolj
pa zaradi ironi¢nosti sokratskega diskurza, zelo zapleteno. »Dobesedno« branje »izgona
pesnikov« je po mnenju mnogih interpretov povsem zgtreseno (Kocijancic¢, Platon 11: 997—
1002).

" Avtorstvo eseja in identiteta pisca ostajata uganki, najverjetneje pa tekst izvira iz pr-
vega stoletja.

"2 Longinus priporoca pesnikom kreativno posnemanije velikih predhodnikov, ¢es$ da iz
ustvatjalnega genija starodavnih piscev kot iz »svetih odprtin« prihaja nekak$na emanacija
v duh tistih, ki z njimi tekmujejo. Zanimivo, da za Longinusa taksni izdelki niso plagiat (O
vzvisenen X11I).

¥ Vsaka od njih ima tudi specifiéno recepcijsko zgodovino, ki je tu ne bo mogode raz-
grinjati, ceprav $e malo ni nepomembna.

'* Anti¢ne teotije pesni§tva oziroma avtorstva so dobro raziskane, tako da teoretska lini-
ja »od Demokrita do Longinusa« deluje skoraj rutinsko (gl. Bennett, The Author, ali Beker,
Povijest knjigevnib teorjja). S tematoloske plati je avtorstvo mnogo slabse raziskano.

' Proces, v katerem se iz nejasnega kotla ustne tradicije postopoma izluscita (fiksirano)
delo in njegov (individualni) avtor, je seveda predpogoj tak$nega tekstualnega »podpisa«.
Transmisija zgodb v ustni kulturi namre¢ nakazuje $e povsem drugacen koncept avtorstva.
Albert Lotd v temeljnem delu The Singer of Tales (1960) trdi, da je treba Homerja videti
hkrati kot posameznika 7z kot ustno izrocilo. Po eni strani je Homer res posameznik, ki je
pesnitvi liada in Odisgja dvignil na raven, ki presega raven drugih znanih ustnih tradicij, a
pti tem ni podedoval le golih zgodb (v smislu s/5¢ja), temve¢ tudi kompozicijske tehnike,
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teme, jezikovne formule, ki so izhajale iz vecstoletne tradicije. Vsaka posamezna izvedba
v ustni epski tradiciji ustvari novo kompozicijo in je enkratna, a istocasno vstavljena v tra-
dicijo. Opozoriti velja, da se problematika »kolektivnega avtorstva« ne iz¢rpa vse do danes
(gl. Stillinger, Multiple Authorship).

16 Ze Mimnermos se v Minljivosti ljubezenskih radosti retori¢no vprasa: »Kaksna je
radost zivljenja brez zlatih darov Afrodite?« (Anticna poezija 142); medtem ko Sapfo v pesmi
Mnogim konjenica se zdi najlepsa odkrito zavrne militantni svet in povzdiguje ljubezen, poezijo
in estetsko razmerje do sveta.

7 Taksna sublimacija nima primere pred Katulom. Zenska zadobi usodno oblast nad
pesnikom, Katulova Lesbija pa postane prototip kasnejsih kraljic srca.

' »Katul« kot lastno ime se pojavlja nekoliko ironizirano, kot nekaksen (samo)nagovor:
»Katul ubogi, zdaj nikar ne nori ve¢! / Pozabi in pokoplji, kar je izgubljenol« (Kazu/ 20).

1 »Pesnikom nékdaj posvecali skrb so bogovi in kralji, / zborovski spevi takrat Zeli so
kupe nagrad, / Neoskrunljiv so ugled in ime castivredno imeli, / tudi z bogastvom obsut
bil je pogosto poet« (Ars amatoria 111: 405—-408).

# Ista tema za spoznanje bolj resno zazveni v sklepnih verzih Ovidijeve epske moj-
strovine: »Delo koncal sem: ne more ga Jupitrov srd in ne ogenj, / niti ne me¢ pokoncati,
ne zob pozresne stardsti. [...] neumtljiv z najboljsim se delom bom svojega jaza / dvignil
visoko nad zvezde |...] v svoji bom slavi na vekomaj zivel« (Metamorfoze XV: 871-879).

* Ovidij seveda svetuje lastne stihe tudi tistim, ki si Zelijo opomoci od ljubezenskih ran:
»Brali obvezno Nazoéna ste Ze pti ucenju ljubezni, / zdaj pa bo Nazo ze spet ¢tivo obvezno
za vas (Remedia amoris T1-72)

*To pa je po Bennettovem mnenju ravno ena temeljnih znaéilnosti romanti¢nega av-
torja (The Idea of the Author 655—-656).

# Nasploh se je ezforicna dimenzija, ki izvira iz prvotne zamisli o bozanskem navdihu,
ves Cas zadrzala — resda v zelo razli¢nih stopnjah — v okviru novoveskega razumevanja
avtorstva.

* Prelomen v tem smislu naj bi bil predvsem Wordsworthov revidirani uvod k Lyrical
Ballads iz leta 1802 (Bennett, The ldea of the Author 654).
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Avtor je mrtev. Naj zivi avtor'!
GaSper Troha

Univerza v Ljubljani
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Ceprav se je v Sestdesetih in sedemdesetih letih prejsnjega stoletja deklarativno
razglasalo »smrt aviorja« (Barthes) in skusalo slednjega nadomestiti z nekaksno
drugacno entiteto (npr. Foucaultova aviorska funkcija), je konec stoletja pokazal,
da je avtor bolj trdoZiv, kot bi lahko pricakovali. Od kod torej ta vecna ujetost in
nedolocljivost literarnega aviorja? Moja hipoteza je, da je odgovor mogoce iskati v
analizi heterogene narave avtorja, konkretneje v analizi dveh njegovih vlog — empiricni
avtor in avtor kot funkcija, ki se po Foucaultu giblje na robu teksta oziroma diskurza.
Razprava se ukvaraja z dvema aviobiografskima tekstoma Lojzeta Kovacica — opisu
prve Solske izkusnje v romanih Basel in Otroske stvari..

Kljuéne besede: literarna teotija / avtor / avtorstvo / avtobiografija / avtobiografska literatura
/ Kovaci¢, Lojze

UDK 82.0:808.1
821.163.6.09-312.6Kovacic¢ L.

Uvod

Roland Barthes je 1. 1968 razglasil smrt avtorja in s tem usmeril pozot-
nost literarne vede na bralca, kar je bila morda najznamenitejsa posledica
krize romanti¢nega koncepta avtorja, ki pa ni uspela povsem ukiniti te
institucije v literaturi. Tomaz Toporisic je to krizo vzel za izhodisce lastne
raziskave dramskega avtotja v 80-ih in 90-ih letih prej$njega stoletja in
ugotovil, da je ti. postdramsko gledalisce, kljub temu da se je zdel dram-
ski avtor nepotrebna in presezena kategorija, ponovno ustoli¢ilo ravno
slednjega (npr. v primerih Sarah Kane in Elfriede Jelinek). Kot pravi
Toporisi¢, »dramski avtor je vedno znova prezivel razlicne clene verige
svojih kriz in vedno znova se je znasel v nespravljivem stanju ujetosti med
izrazoma 'konéati' in 'zaceti'« (Toporisi¢ 269). Od kod izhaja ta zacarani
krog zacetkov in koncev? Je morda posledica heterogene narave nasega
predmeta, natancneje njegovih dveh vlog: 1. vloge empiri¢nega avtorja
in 2. avtorske funkcije, ki je del diskurza ali pa je postavljena na njegovo
mejo?

Na koncu razprave Kaj je avtor? (Quest-ce que 1'Auteur?) je Michel
Foucault zapisal nekatere predloge za nadaljnje raziskave.
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Ali bi ne mogli ponovno preuciti privilegijev subjekta, izhajajo¢ prav iz analiz ta-
kega tipa (histori¢nih analiz diskurza, op. a.)? Dobro se zavedam, da so z notranjo
in arhitektonsko analizo nekega dela [...] ter s tem, da so biografske in psiholo-
ke reference postavili v oklepaj, ze zamajali absolutni znacaj in utemeljiteljsko
vlogo subjekta. Vendar bi se bilo mogoce povrniti k temu vprasanju. Ne zato,
da bi ponovno uvedli temo o izvirnem subjektu, temve¢ da bi dojeli tocke, na
katerih subjekt prodre v diskurz, subjektov nacin delovanja in njegove odvisnosti
(»Kaj je avtorrg, 39).

Foucault torej zagovarja tezo, da bi morali raziskovati vlogo avtorja
tako v njegovi empiri¢ni obliki kot tudi znotraj diskurza. Pricujoca razpra-
va se bo ukvarjala z dvema fragmentoma avtobiografskih romanov Lojzeta
Kovacic¢a, v katerih avtor opisuje svoje prve solske dni. Prvi roman z na-
slovom Buase/ je bil napisan med februarjem in aprilom 1. 1983, drugi z
naslovom Otroske stvari pa marca 2003. Pri analizi bom uporabljal avtobio-
grafske tekste zato, ker je v njih prisotnost empiricnega avtotrja mo¢no po-
udarjena, obenem pa garantira bolj ali manj nespremenljivo zgodbo, tako
da bodo razlike med obema tekstoma brzkone pokazale na vlogo avtorske
funkcije. Rezultati analize bodo odptli nadaljnja vprasanja o zanesljivosti
avtobiografije in vlogi empiriénega avtorja znotraj fikcije. Se preden pa se
posvetimo obema tekstoma, moramo podrobneje utemeljiti naso izbiro
ter predstaviti nekatere lastnosti avtobiografije.

Fiktivna in pragmaticna narava avtobiografije

Ceprav je zanrska doloditev avtobiografije predmet dolgotrajne debate,
v kateri so se pojavili razli¢ni predlogi, od izraza avtobiografska fikcija ali
literatura do romana kot avtobiografije (prim. Koron), bomo za nase po-
trebe izraz avtobiografija uporabljali za razli¢ne tekste, »kjer govori oste-
dnji lik o sebi in svojem zivljenju« (Leben 84). Tako Alenka Koron kot
Andrej Leben, ki skusata avtobiografijo zanrsko umestiti, ugotavljata, da
je njena glavna lastnost mesanica fikcije in realnosti. Ni¢ cudnega torej, da
Leben predlaga metode empiri¢ne literarne znanosti kot najbolj u¢inkovite
za analizo avtobiografije. Te namrec raziskujejo tako empiri¢nega avtorja
v vlogi literarnega proizvajalca kot tudi literarne osebe in pripovedovalce
kot del literarnega obdelovanja (prim. Leben 89).

V nasem primeru so avtot, pripovedovalec in protagonist ista oseba v
razlicnih vlogah znotraj literarnega diskurza. Izkusnja empiricnega avtorja
bi morala ostati enaka, ceprav bomo brzkone morali upostevati moznost,
da avtorjev odnos do lastne preteklosti lahko spremeni tudi njegov spomin
oziroma izkus$njo, ki je vtisnjena vanj. Pripovedovalca-protagonista pisa-
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telj ustvari za vsak tekst posebej, zato je najverjetneje v oziroma na meji
literarnega diskurza. Po eni strani ga ustvarja, po drugi pa je del tega istega
diskurza, ki ga doloca oziroma oblikuje. Ravno zato je avtobiografija pose-
bej primerna za naso analizo, saj se zdi, da sta obe avtorski vlogi, ki ju raz-
iskujemo, posebej poudarjeni in vidni. Zato bi se morali v poteku razprave
dokopati do bolj ali manj jasne slike o njuni obliki, lastnostih in mejah.

Basel

Lojze Kovadi¢ se je rodil v Baslu Svicarki in Slovencu. Njegov oce se je
odrekel $vicarskemu drzavljanstvu v ¢asu ekonomske blaginje in bil zato
skupaj z druzino izgnan v Jugoslavijo L. 1938. V romanu Base/ Kovacic opi-
suje svojo prvo vrnitev v rojstni kraj po Sestintridesetih letih izgnanstva.
Sprehaja se po ulicah in obiskuje kraje, ki so posebej zaznamovali njegovo
otro$tvo, ter svojo sestro Margrit, ki Basla ni nikoli zapustila. Roman je
pisatelj napisal 1. 1983 in izdal Sest let kasneje.

Zanimiva podrobnost, ki jo bralec opazi Ze takoj na zacetku, je spre-
memba pripovedovalca. Roman se namre¢ zac¢ne in konca kot prvoosebna
pripoved, ki je sicer obicajna za avtobiografijo, a ze po prvih nekaj stranch
se pripoved spremeni v tretjeosebno, kar ustvari obc¢utek distance med
pripovedovalcem in junakom. Pripovedovalec spominja na avktorialnega,
ki podaja nekaksno objektivho podobo sveta, opisuje zunanje dogodke
in tudi Custvene reakcije junakov, a kmalu ugotovimo, da se pri slednjih
omejuje na protagonista, pri ostalih osebah pa opise le zunanjo akcijo.
7 drugimi besedami, izbira tretjeosebnega pripovedovalca v avtobiograt-
ski pripovedi, ki bi sicer zahtevala prvoosebno pripoved, daje tekstu vtis
objektivnosti.

Druga, izstopajoca lastnost romana, ki brzkone izhaja iz eksistenciali-
sticnih in modernisti¢nih pripovednih vzorcev, je pogosta uporaba elipse,
kar vodi v nizanje opisov in drobcev spomina, ki ostajajo nepojasnjeni in
nereflektirani, zaradi ¢esar delujejo bolj avtenti¢no.

V odlomku o protagonistovih prvih Solskih dneh se pripovedovalec
takoj po opisu stavbe, kjer je bila neko¢ sola, loti najbolj travmati¢nih do-
zivetij. Objektivni in hladni opis stavbe je v popolnem naprotju z mucnimi
dozivetji — moral se je presesti v prvo vrsto, ker si ni nicesar zapomnil,
kasneje mu niso mogli pomagati niti domaci, tako da je pristal v razredu
pomozne $ole (t.i. Hilfsschule).

Place de I'Etoile. Glej, od velikanske, gotski stolnici podobne $ole iz rde¢ih opek
z dvema stolpoma, v kateri je mali zvon oglasal odmore, je ostala samo nekaksna
majhna, roza izprana sakralna-profana bajta z dvema turenckoma. (Base/ 169).
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Njegovi spomini na $olo se koncajo, ko s spremljevalko zapustita bli-
zino poslopja in se opis premakne v njuno neposredno sedanjost. Base/
spominja na serijo vtisov iz sedanjosti in preteklosti, ki nima urejevalne-
ga nacela ali perspektive, a kljub temu opise identiteto avtorja-protagoni-
sta, o kateri pripovedovalec razmislja na koncu, ko se z vlakom vraca v
Jugoslavijo. Sprasuje se: »Iz katerih izkustev sem se nekaj naucil? In katera
so, ki so se odbrala, da bodo podlaga mojemu kesanjur« (Base/ 187)

Odgovore na ti dve vprasanji je Kovacic iskal v svojem zadnjem pro-
jektu — romanoma Otroske stvari in Zrele reli —, v katerem je skusal potegniti
¢rto pod svoje Zivljenje, a je ostal nedokoncan, saj je umtl med pisanjem
drugega romana, 1. maja 2004.

Otroske stvari

Otroske stvari so zadnji roman, ki ga je avtor dokoncal. Koncal ga je
marca 1. 2003, le dva meseca kasneje pa je izsel pri ljubljanski Studentski
zalozbi. Ceprav je v njem opis pisateljevih prvih izkusenj s $olo kar trikrat
daljsi kot v Bas/u, je zgodba skorajda identi¢na. Obstaja nekaj manjsih ne-
doslednosti — npr. v Bas/u omenja dva ucitelja v Hilfsschule, v Otroskih stvareb
samo enega; v Bas/u ni opisal travmati¢ne izkusnje z izgubo nove $olske
torbe in na splosno je opis v Otroskih stvareh bolj podroben, kljub temu
pa se bralcevo dojemanje obeh fragmentov razlikuje v vecji meri zaradi
oblike naracije

Najbolj ocitni razliki sta: 1. prvoosebni pripovedovalec, ki je prisoten
skozi ves roman in 2. kronolosko in kavzalno urejena zgodba Ofroskib
stvari. Z, drugimi besedami, Ofroske stvari so blize tradicionalni avtobiogra-
fiji, v kateri »govori osrednji lik o sebi in svojem Zivljenju« (Leben 84), in
nam skusajo podati sliko sveta, ki je celovit. Ni¢ ¢udnega, saj je Kovacic
ta roman podnaslovil kot Post seriptum I, s ¢imer je nakazal, da je hotel zao-
kroziti svoje zivljenjsko izkustvo in priti do nekaterih sklepov.

Bolj subtilna, a morda celo pomembnejsa lastnost romana je, da
Kovaci¢ v svojem pisanju uporablja nize metafor in aluzij, ki napovedu-
jejo nadaljnji potek dogodkov in opisujejo protagonistovo notranje doga-
janje. Fragment se tako zacne s strizenjem pri frizerju, ko se mora junak
posloviti od svojih dolgih las in se spremeni v neznanca. Vznemirjenje ob
prvem Solskem dnevu kazi pogled na Hilfsschule in obcutek, da je zaprt v
to institucijo proti lastni volji.

To je bil Ze moj tretji prihod v tuji zavod, v katerega sem moral, a moj pravi odpor
se je zares zacel Sele tukaj. Odvedli so nas v dvostopih v stransko krilo, pred vrata
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na hodniku, kjer so bila na koncu $e ena, zanemarjena vrata, za katerimi je bila
pomozna $ola, ki so jo obiskovali sami bebci in pohabljenci in v katero se je prislo
iz stranske ulice po lesenih stopnicah. (Ozroske stvari 126).

Ta obcutek ujetosti se sCasoma stopnjuje, saj ima tezave z ucenjem in
ga okolica postopoma izlo¢i, zato zac¢ne $pricati Solo in hodi na pomole
ob reki Ren. Tu lahko ponovno sprosti svojo domisljijo, v kateri najbolj
uziva, a obenem ima obcutek, da nikoli ne bo mogel postati uspesni clen
druzbe. Ceprav se zaveda, da lepota in denar lo¢ujeta ljudi med seboj, ve,
»da se mi ta zelja ne bo nikoli izpolnila, tudi ko bom sto let star in hudo
bolan« (Otroske stvari 139). Na koncu je izkljucen iz svojega razreda in po-
slan v pomozno Solo, kar je zanj veliko ponizanje in razocaranje za vso
druzino, a junak najde uteho v tem, da med odmori strasi svoje nekdanje
sosolce. Ucenci iz pomozne $ole namre¢ veljajo za neumne in agresivne,
zato jim gredo ostali s poti. Na koncu odlomka opise tudi svojo vrnitev v
Basel, ki je bila predmet istoimenskega romana, ter svoje razocaranje ob
ponovnem soocenju z enonadstropno stavbo, v kateri je dozivel toliko
travmaticnih izkusen.

Avtor in njegove vloge

Vsekakor se zdi, da bi na podlagi dosedanje analize lahko razlikova-
li med dvema vlogama, v katerih nastopa avtor literarnega dela. Najprej
empiri¢ni avtor s svojo zivljenjsko izkusnjo in spominom, ki je bolj ali
manj nespremenljiv, in avtorska funkcija, ki organizira posamezen diskurz.
V nasem primeru gre za Lojzeta Kovacica, ki opisuje svoja dozivetja v
prvem razredu osnovne $ole, a to stori vsaki¢ na drugacen nacin. V Bas/u
le belezi vtise in svoje reakcije, saj skusa ugotoviti, koliko se je spremenil
v Sestintridesetih letih izgnanstva, in morda priti do korenin svoje usode,
v Otroskih stvareh pa ima ves material pred sabo in ga zgolj urejuje, iSce
vzroke in posledice ter pise lastno kronologijo na nacin, da bi ji kon¢no
nasel nek smisel.

Ravno to dejstvo izpodbija naso zgornjo hipotezo o avtorskih vlogah.
Brez intence empiri¢nega avtorja/avtorjev prav gotovo ne more nastati
noben tekst. Se veg, pri tradicionalnem nacinu pisanja — tu puscam ob
strani nekatere poskuse avtomaticne pisave oziroma ne-avtorskih tekstov,
ki nastajajo s pomocjo rac¢unalniskih algoritmov — avtor izbere osnovne
parametre, kot so oblika pripovedovalca, pripovedi itd.

Avtopoetski teksti so brzkone najzanesljivejsi vpogled v avtotjev eredo
oziroma nacin pisanja, zato si oglejmo Kovaciceva razmisljanja, ki so izsla
v knjigi Literatura ali %ivijenje. Gre za zapis z enakim naslovom, ki ga je
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Kovaci¢ predstavil na literarnem festivalu Vilenica 1. 1995. Med drugim
avtor poda dva razloga za svoje pisanje. »Prvi: da izrazim svojo nesreco.
Drugi: da bi kaosu nasel formo, ki bi se mu mogoce prilegala« (Literatura
31). Takoj za tem zapise svoj pisateljski credo:

Eno prepricanje me preveva od prvega dne pisanja do danes, tako da lahko recem,
da Ze ves cas pisem pod njegovim diktatom. Prepricanje namre¢, da se literatura
nikoli ne sme sramovati pred zivljenjem. In da mora slaba literatura — posebno
kadar si jo zagresil sam — venomer zardevati pred dobro. (Literatura 31).

Lojze Kovaci¢ torej v svojih delih ni le popisoval lastnih spominov,
ampak jim je hotel dati obliko, ki bi organizirala kaoticnost njegovega bi-
vanja. Se posebej to velja za njegov nedokonéani projekt Post seriptum 1 in
11, katerega prvi del so Ofroske stvari. Glede na to dejstvo lahko re¢emo,
da empiric¢ni avtor ni le vir pripovedi, ampak postavlja tudi njene osnovne
parametre (pripovedovalca, protagoniste, vzorec pripovedi). Tu pa smo
ze na meji literarnega diskura, saj smo ob analizi obeh odlomkov pokazali,
da je ravno izbira pripovedovalca vzrok za njune razlike. Uporaba tretjeo-
sebnega pripovedovalca in modernisti¢ne pripovedne tehnike ustvarjata v
Basln obcutek distance in objektivnosti, medtem ko prvoosebni pripove-
dovalec, ki z aluzijami napoveduje razplet dogodkov, ter realisticna pripo-
vedna tehnika brzkone ustvarita bolj neposreden custveni ucinek na bralca
v Otroskib stvareh. Na tem mestu moramo upostevati e eno Kovacicevo
izjavo. Pravi namre¢, da i$¢e obliko, ki bi se njegovemu bivanju prilegala,
in nikoli ne more predvideti, kaksen bo rezultat njegovega pisanja.

Ce sledimo Foucaultevemu izvajanju, lahko recemo, da je vloga empi-
ri¢nega avtorja v tem, da izbere snov in temo pripovedi ter doloci njene
osnovne parametre. S slednjim Ze posega v polje literarnega diskurza, ki pa
je v vedji meri pod vplivom t.i. avtorske funkcije. Ta nastane ravno z inter-
vencijo empiricnega avtorja v diskurz, a sledi lastnim pravilom. Rezultat je
zato nepredvidljiv, Se posebej ce upostevamo tudi reakcijo bralca oziroma-
recepcijo dela. Kovacic ta razmerja opisuje na naslednji nacin.

Iz oc¢i v oci se soocas z njimi [bralci], neizprosno te povprasujejo po vsem — zakaj
si nekje z epitetom, adjektivi ali zgolj s tonom pridusil to ali ono nesreco ali godljo
—in tako vsakokrat znova zves, da tako branje kot pisanje izhajata iz istith pobud.
Ni dovolj, da spises samo dobro knjigo, marvec¢ da si tudi izpises srce iz prsi, da
pustis, da zagorijo vse tvoje zvezde. (Literatura 27).

Ta vprasanja, ki jih obi¢ajno zastavljamo empiricnim avtorjem, bi mo-
rali brzkone zastaviti avtorski funkciji, saj je izbira posameznih besed bolj,
¢e ne izkljuéno domena diskurza.

82



GaSper Troha:  Avtor je mrtev. Naj Zivi avtor!

Bi morali torej ponoviti za Barthesom, da »wvemo, da moramo, c¢e ho-
¢emo pisanju vrniti njegovo prihodnost, preobrniti mit o njem: rojstvo
bralca je treba placati s smrtjo Avtorja« (Barthes 23). Lahko bi si zami-
slili stroj ali celo cloveka, ki bi pisal po vnaprej danih pravilih in dejstvih.
Morda so blizu tega porocila tiskovnih agencij. Seveda lahko kdo ugovatja,
da je tudi ta pravila nekdo dolocil in bi ga zato lahko imeli za empiricnega
avtorja, a moramo priznati, da je ta subjektivnost manj zaznavna, e ni ze
dosegla praga zaznavnosti. Kljub temu pa je Barthesov zakljuc¢ek napacen.
Odvisnost od empiri¢nega avtorja namre¢ Kovaci¢ uporabi pri obrambi
literature pred sodobnimi elektronskimi mediji.

Za vsakim pripetljajem mora biti zmeraj clovek, ki tak dogodek predela v sebi,
v snu in budnosti, kemicno, arhitektonsko, da precizira njegovo tezo v jedru in
lupini. Vse drugo, cesar ne moremo predelati v globini svojega organizma, se nas
ne dotakne in ostaja zunaj nas, zgolj informacija, pusto strnisce, ki se z vsako na-
daljnjo informacijo $iri v nedogled in vseenost. (Literatura 12).

Ni torej le empiri¢ni avtor odvisen od avtorske funkcije, jezika in bral-
ceve recepcije, ampak so tudi jezik, informacija, sprejemnik in avtorska
funkcija odvisni od empiri¢nega avtorja. Govorimo lahko torej o soodvi-
snosti, ki mora biti v sredi$¢u nasega zanimanja.

Zakljucek

Zavedam se, da moja razprava postavlja ve¢ vprasanj, kot daje odgo-
vorov. Sedaj bi morali raziskati vlogo empiri¢nega avtorja v tekstih, ki niso
avtobiografski, v tekstih z ve¢ avtorji, spremembe, ki nastajajo s prevodi,
pri katerih pravila ciljnega jezika in pricakovanja bralcev lahko odigrajo
pomembno vlogo pri kreiranju pomenov itd. Vse to pa moram pustiti za
kako drugo priloznost, saj hocem vsaj delno odgovoriti na svoji izhodis¢ni
vprasanji.

Od kod izhaja zacarani krog zacetkov in koncev? Je morda posledica
heterogene narave nasega predmeta?

Kot je pokazala nasa analiza, je odgovor pritrdilen. Vracanje krize av-
torja je posledica njegove temeljne narave, ki je heterogena. Ker empiricni
avtor in avtorska funkcija nista zakljucena v samih sebi, skusamo zdaj eno
zdaj drugo odpraviti kot odvec¢no in nepotrebno, a ker sta soodvisna, se ju
ne moremo nikoli povsem znebiti. Nedvomno se njuno razmetje spreminja
od teksta do teksta, od zanra do zanra — v naSem primeru avtobiografije ima
empiricni avtor brzkone dominantno vlogo —, prekrivata pa se na samem
pragu diskurza. Slednje seveda dodatno zakomplicira nase raziskovanja, a
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ga ne naredi nujno nemogocega. Morali bi iti v drugo skrajnost in raziskati
tekste, ki jih proizvajajo stroji, racunalniski algoritmi, da bi lahko doloc¢ili
meje avtorske funkcije, poiskali delez empiri¢nega avtorja, ki spremeni tak
tekst v literarno delo, in s tem nadalje raziskali soodvisnost obeh.

Kljub vsemu lahko na tej tocki zaklju¢imo, da nas zavest o tem, da ima
avtor heterogeno naravo, varuje pred skrajnima resitvama — razglasanjem
njegove smrti ali povzdigovanjem njegovega genija — in nas spodbuja, da
razis¢emo kompleksnost moznosti, ki se skrivajo med obema.
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Z utemeljitvami, zakaj »heterobiografija« (fiktivna avtobiografija zgodovinskih oseb)
umesca subjekt v sredisce kompleksnih razmerij med kategorijami zgodovinskega,
Jikcijskega, kritiskega, pravnega in eticnega, clanek obravnava nekatera kljucna
vprasanja, ki jih odpirajo tovrstna besedila.
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V Resnicni zgodovini Kellyjeve tolpe (True History of the Kelly Gang)
Petra Careya razvpiti avstralski izobcenec Ned Kelly napise dve razlicici
pisma, v katerem pripoveduje o svoji bedi in policijskem pregonu ter nato
pripomni: »Tako sem zabredel v ta poklic kot avtor« (318). Eno izmed
obeh pisem je za njegovo e nerojeno hcer, da bi lahko slisala to zgodo-
vino neposredno od oceta in spoznala svoj izvor — drugace od Neda, pri
katerem je oce otrokom zamolcal zgodbo o sebi in o »veliki deportaciji«
in jih pustil »nevedne kot zabje paglavce, izlezene v mlakah na luni« (334).
Drugo pismo je naslovljeno na Donalda Camerona, ¢lana zakonodajne
skupscine, ki naj bi bil, drugace od sodstva in policije, dozdevno pripra-
vljen poslusati Nedovo zgodbo (a je ni). Po eni strani bi ta avtorska drza
Nedu omogocila, da posreduje kulturni, zgodovinski in osebni spomin
na njegovo irsko-avstralsko druzino svoji héeri in ji tako uzavesti njeno
identiteto; po drugi strani bi sodstvo, s tem ko bi slisalo njegovo lastno
zgodbo, Nedu priznalo pravno subjektnost, ki mu je bila odvzeta (bil je
postavljen izven zakona, tako da bi ga bil lahko vsakdo brez oklevanja
ustrelil). Prvo pismo Neda moralno zavezuje k temu, da o sebi pripoveduje
resnico, drugo zahteva isto s pravnega vidika. To se da razumeti kot le rahlo
zapletenejso razlicico Lejeuneve »avtobiografske pogodbey, s katero av-
tobiografski avtor svojemu bralcu na nacin pravne pogodbe jamci, da bo
njegovo pisanje z referencialnega vidika iskreno, in z lastnim imenom, na-
tisnjenim na platnici knjige, zagotavlja istovetnost avtotja, pripovedovalca
in karakterja (Lejeune 206).
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Besede Neda Kellyja, govorjene v prvi osebi, v resnici seveda niso
Kellyjeve, so Careyeve (Cetudi se opirajo na pismi, ki ju je napisal Kelly
sam):' (fiktivna) avtobiografija pripoveduje o neki drugi, zgodovinski
osebi; imenujem jo heterobiografija’ NV heterobiografski situaciji, v kateti
avtor prvoosebno govori kot nekdo drug, ki ga prepoznamo kot zgodo-
vinsko obstojeco osebo, avtobiografska pogodba ve¢ ne velja. Vendar he-
terobiografija prav s tem, ko ne dopusca, da bi od avtorja (ime na platnici)
terjali odgovornost za resnicnost prvoosebne pripovedi (pripovedovalca-
karakterja), Se bolj plasticno predstavi to povezavo avtotja z njegovimi
besedami. S tem ko Carey za svojega protagonista izbere izobc¢enca, e bol;
poudari pravni kontekst te zaveze (kot nakazuje tudi Lejeuneva pogodba),
v katerem nih¢e ne more govoriti kot nekdo drug, privzeti prvoosebni
glas drugega in prevzeti odgovornost za njegove besede. V pravu sta iden-
titeta subjekta in njegova odgovornost za to, kar pove, v neposrednem in
izklju¢nem razmerju, utemeljenem na nameri. Z izjemo privilegiranih situ-
acij (gledalisce, umetnost) se zdi torej izdajanje za nekoga drugega pravno
in moralno sporno. Zanimala me bo prav ta interakcija med pravnim in
eti¢nim ter avtorstvom in avtorsko odgovornostjo, zlasti kolikor zadeva
literarno teorijo.

Eden najostrejsih ugovorov Lejeunevi avtobiografski pogodbi je
zagotovo razprava Paula de Mana Avtobiografija kot raz-osebitev
(Autobiography as De-facement«). De Man obtozi Lejeunea svojegla-
vosti (»in njegovo trdovratnost imam za svojeglavost, ker ne kaze, da bi
bila utemeljena z argumentom ali dokazom« (71)), ¢e$ da bralno pogodbo
obravnava kot pravno, kognitivno in »reprezentacijsko«, pri cemer ne-
nehno preskakuje s »pogodbene« na ontolosko raven in zanemarja dej-
stvo, da je jezik sistem tropov (»Ime na naslovnici ni lastno ime subjekta,
ki je zmozen samospoznanja in razumetja, marve¢ podpis, ki pogodbi
podeljuje pravno, nikakor pa ne tudi epistemolosko veljavnost.« (71)).
Prav v tem kontekstu nastanejo de Manove najbrz najbolj slovece — celo
razvpite — izjave o subjektu. Loti se stalisca, po katerem naj bi v avtobio-
grafiji »naivna oblika referencnosti, reprezentacije in diegeze« obvladova-
la fikcijskost, in se sprasuje: »Smo res tako prepricani, da avtobiografijo
opredeljuje referenca [...]°« Sam dokazuje nasprotno, v najocitnejsem
logi¢nem obratu:

Domisljamo si, da zivljenje proizvaja avtobiografijo kakor posledice akta; mar ne
bi mogli enako upraviceno domnevati, da utegne sam avtobiografski projekt pro-
izvajati in opredeljevati Zivljenje in da to, kar pac¢ dela pisatelj, dejansko vodijo
tehni¢ne zahteve avtoportreta, tako da to v vsakem pogledu dolocajo sredstva
njegovega medija? In e je Ze mimesis, ki naj bi to regulirala, ena izmed oblik figu-
rativnosti, ali torej referent doloca figuro ali je res prav nasprotno: mar iluzija re-



Lucia Boldrini: Heterobiografija, hipokritika in etika avtorske odgovornosti

ference ni korelacija figurativne strukture, torej tako rekoc¢ sploh ne ve¢ preprosto
in nedvoumno referent, marvec¢ nekaj, kar je sorodnejse fikciji, ta pa nato na sebi
lasten nacin vzpostavlja referencialno produkcijor (Autobiography 68—69)

Kot vemo, je de Mana njegova biografija povezala s problemom odgo-
vornosti za besede in ga posmrtno preganjala po odkritju ¢lankov, ki jih
je napisal za kolaboracionisti¢ni ¢asnik med nacisticno okupacijo Belgije.’
Nekateri kritiki so (na primer Corngold) de Manove ponazoritve njegove
teorije v »Autobiography as De-facement« z natan¢nim branjem (close re-
ading) podob razkroja in deformiranja v Wordsworthu in figure nasilja in
razkosavanja, ki se pogosto pojavljajo v njegovem pisanju, dejansko po-
prijeli kot znak nespremenjeno nasilne, fasisticne ¢udi. Tako ne preseneca,
da je de Man — po igti ironije neprostovoljni protagonist tega paradoksne-
ga povratka biografskega avtorja »v sredisce odra« (Burke 1) in za koga
tudi kot nadvse prikladen primer modernega samoprecenjevanja in zloma
— postal bolj ali manj slabo zakrita tema ali pobuda za fikcijo, ki tematizira
zlo¢in in akademski prostor. Taksna sta na primer Smrt avtorja (The Death
of the Author) (1992) Gilberta Adaira in sodobnejsi Mrtvaski prt (Shroud)
(2002) Johna Banvilla.

Adair v strukturi parodi¢nega detektivskega romana podrobno prei-
grava in v dobesednost prevaja paradoksalne okolid¢ine »smrti avtorja«
(seveda z referenco na Barthesovo znamenito razpravo s tem naslovom).
Protagonist Leopold Sfax, ki komajda kaj zakriva Paula de Mana, avtobi-
ografsko pise o svoji mladosti (prej v Franciji kot Belgiji), o svojih kola-
boracionisti¢nih spisih pod nacisticno okupacijo, o povojni emigraciji v
Ameriko, akademski karieri, tesnobi pred razkritjem, o zavracanju mo-
znosti, da bi avtorja povezovali z njegovimi besedami (»smrt avtorja« je
v romanu teotija, ki jo Sfax izumi izrecno za zagotovitev post-facto alibija),
z rabo prepoznavnega jezika, vklju¢no z nekaj citati, in razmislja, kako bi
bilo to lahko povod za obtozbo nasilja (Sfax pojasnjuje svojo »predanost
jezikug, ki jo je »ne le en razjarjeni komentator« opisal kot »v bistvu fasi-
sticno, nabito z ideoloskim nihilizmom in amoralnostjo« (102)). Potem ko
ga ubije eden od njegovih studentov, Sfax pise $e po svoji smrti in s tem
biografsko in teoretsko pretvarja »smrt avtorja« v »dobeseden« dogodek.

Vse to odpira vrsto zanimivih vprasanj, kar pa lahko tu le na kratko ori-
sem. Nanasa se na burno debato o tem, ali naj bi biografsko razkrinkanje
de Mana bodisi enkrat za vselej jasno predocilo v principu eti¢ni manko,
kritisko hipokrizijo in teoretsko dvoumnost dekonstrukcijskega projekta;
bodisi, nasprotno, naj bi de Manovo kritistvo v povojnih desetletjih pred-
stavljalo nelahko refleksijo njegovih zgodnjih ¢lankov (refleksijo razmerja
med jezikom in ideologijo), brez utehe v javni spovedi, v ritualu slovesne
odpovedi in oznanitvi preteklih zmot; v dejanju, ki bi sicer razkrilo kriv-
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do, nedvomno pa je njegova funkcija ociscenje in dekulpabilizacija. S tem
je povezano vprasanje, ali se tisti kritiki, ki so za to, da bi ovrgli teorijo
radikalne jezikovne in literarne avtonomije, posegli po avtorjevi biogra-
fiji, niso nemara zagnali v nekaksno samoopravicujoco akademsko ¢istko
(privoscljivo, hipokritsko kritistvo, ki ga lahko imenujemo tudi hipokritika:
z namenom, da ponavlja in promovira svoja lastna nacela, kar lahko razu-
memo kot oportunisticno izkoriscanje nemilosti, v katero je padel nekdo
drug?). Po drugi strani pa so ti kritiki nemara le opozorili na neizogibno
eticno vez odgovornosti med avtorjem in tem, kar govori, s tem pa na
neizbezno slepo ulico ali celo propad tistih teoretskih pozicij, ki to zani-
kajo. Drugo s tem povezano vprasanje je torej, ali se da razlikovati literar-
no kritistvo (ki poteka izrecno na tekstu) in biografijo (ta je kontekst de
Manovih kontroverznih trditev, da »je s stalis¢a literarne vede premislek
o sodobnem in zgodovinskem bivanju piscev izguba c¢asa« (»Form and
Intent«, 35) (Forma in namera) in da je »smrt zgolj premesceno ime za
lingvisticno trditev« (»Autobiography as De-facement, 81)) ter ali je to
dvoje sploh mozno razlociti. To zaporedoma odpre $e dve vprasanji: ali
veljavnost kake teorije branja zavisi od moralne veli¢ine njenega zagovor-
nika in, kar postavi v zarisce heterobiografska situacija, ali ima avtor (glede
na biografsko dejstvo) sploh pravico, da govori kot neko drugo zgodo-
vinsko bitje: da »uzurpira« glas in besede nekoga drugega — v najboljSem
primeru daje glas drugemu, kakor da bi bil ta glas (nekomu lasten), glas
nekoga drugega. Z drugimi besedami, ¢e nekogarsnje besede povezujemo
z njegovo biografijo in zahtevo po avtorjevi moralnosti, tvegamo, da nas
bo to privedlo do razli¢nih oblik esencializma (je Pound lahko dober pe-
snik, ce je bil fasist? Lahko beli pisatelj predstavlja glas ¢rnega suznja? — gl.
na primer polemiko okrog Izpovedi Nata Turnerja (The Confessions of Nat
Turner) Williama Styrona). A v tem primeru bi se bilo treba tudi vprasati,
kaj ¢e subjekt v svojem Zivljenju nima nobene moznosti za samoreprezen-
tacijo s svojim lastnim glasom — suzenj, nepismeni, izobcenec, ¢igar glasu
zakon ne dovoli, da bi ga bilo slisati. Kaj ¢e so njihovi glasovi lahko slisani
le skozi glas nekoga drugega?® Carey fiktivno govori kot Ned Kelly, ker
Kelly zgodovinsko, pravno ni mogel doseci, da bi ga kdo poslusal njega.
Zahteva, naj avtor sprejme moralno odgovornost, spomni na Sartrovo
zahtevo avtorjem brz po vojni. Njihova dolznost je, da se vprasujejo, kaj bi
se zgodilo, ¢e bi vsakdo bral moje besede (14), in se ravnal po tem. Besede
so nabiti revolverji (15); niso nedolzne in avtor odgovarja za njihov ucinek
prav toliko, kolikor je za strel odgovoren tisti, ki pritisne na petelina. Prav
nasprotno od de Mana, ki vztraja pri nepremostljivi vrzeli med besedo in
svetom, Sartre poziva pisatelja, naj besedam, ki jih je razvrednotila vojna
propaganda, povrne smoter, verodostojnost in integriteto, ki temelji na
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njihovi referen¢nosti (216—19). Prav ta usklajenost besede, sveta in av-
torske intence — kar bi lahko imenovali sartrovska »pogodba« — je temel;
pisateljeve nepogresljive dolznosti.

Oba primera heterobiografije, ki ju obravnavam, se zelo razlikujeta,
vendar pomenljivo odsevata drug v drugem. Obsojeni izobcenec, ki je
bil usmrcen zaradi svojih zgodovinskih, dejanskih zloc¢inov; cigar avto-
biografskega zagovora zakon za ¢asa njegovega zivljenja ni uposteval, je
pozneje prek svojih besed zaslovel kot avstralski nacionalni junak (zavr-
nitvi, da bi ga slisali zaziva, je sledilo posmrtno cascenje). In kritik, cigar
pisanje je bilo za ¢asa njegovega zivljenja delezno velike pozornosti, dokler
ga njegove besede niso dohitele in zacele preganjati ne le njegov ugled,
marvec tudi tehtnost njegove kritiske teorije in zamisli iz njegovih avto-
riziranih spisov. V obeh primerih gre za molk: v enem primeru avtorjev
(de Man se nikdar ni »spovedal, vsaj ne javno, ¢etudi je pisal o izpovedi
Olzgovori (Izpovedi)«; »Excuses (Confessions)«). Mnogim za krivdo, vecjo od
njegovih clankov, velja njegov molk pred javnostjo. V drugem primeru je
molk v vrzeli med avtorjem in naslovnikom, ko so Nedove besede nale-
tele na gluha usesa zakona. Prav iz tega molka piseta Adair in Carey, ko
(v Adairevem primeru parodicno) posojata glas zgodovinski osebi-pripo-
vedovalcu-karakterju; in prav ta molk generira heterobiografijo ter eti¢na
vprasanja, ki jih zastavlja zanr. Zdi se torej, da je heterobiografska prva
oseba mesto, kjer trcijo kategorije literarnega, zgodovinskega, fikcijskega,
kritiskega, teoretskega, pravnega in eti¢nega; da prevprasuje vse nasteto in
razmerja, ki se vzpostavljajo med njimi.

Adairevo The Death of the Author je marsikdo razumel kot posmehljiv
napad na de Mana in dekonstrukcijo, navedki z zadnje platnice opisu-
jejo knjigo kot »briljantno ¢rno satiro na kultotvornost kulture« (Philip
Howard, The Times), kot »resno kritiko zvijacnega intelektualnega giba-
nja« (Lucasta Miller, Financial Times) in »blesceco satiro literarnokritiske
prevzetnosti« — dekonstrukcije, »modnega pristopag, ki predpostavlja, da
besedilo »pomeni to, kar bralec hoce, da pomeni, avtorjeva intenca je
ni¢na, besedilo v resnici nima avtorjev« (Anthony Quinton, The Evening
Standard). Vendar se zdi, da si je kompleksno, izostreno drsenje sloga v
precejs$nji meri prisvojilo de Manov in dekonstrukcijski nauk — nedolo-
cljivosti, apotije, samorazveljavljajoca se narava literature in kritistva.’
Prav na koncu, ki spodnese vsakrsno ambicijo zresnenja, ki bi utegnila
zivotariti v ozadju, Sfax (ki kljub dejstvu, da je bil ubit, v vulgarnem ure-
snicenju »smrti avtorja« nadaljuje s pisanjem) knjigo oznaci za »neresno,
nepoboljsljivo in nepomembno«. Vprasanje, ki se zastavlja, je, ali se te
besede metabesedilno nanasajo na (Adairevo) knjigo, ki smo jo ravnokar
prebrali, ali na zgodbo v zgodbi (Sfaxovo avtobiografijo). Morda celo na

89



Avtor: kdo ali kaj pise literaturo?

90

kljuc tega romana s kljuienr (na de Manovo biografijo). Ali Adaireva knjiga
oporeka dekonstrukciji in de Manu osebno ali se $ali na racun napadov,
ki so ju doleteli. Ali je preprosto (¢eprav dejansko sploh ne tako prepro-
sto) zabavna, duhovita zgodba o resnem vprasanju, kaj pravzaprav lahko
implicira teotija, in o polemiki, ki se je razbesnela okrog »afere de Man.
Vprasanje, ki se zastavlja v iskanju odgovora na te alternative, v bistvu
zadeva osebno stalis¢e Avtorja Adaira — pri ¢emer je pojem »Avtor« ra-
bljen v Barthesovem smislu — kar bi ustrezalo vprasanju: kateri je »pravi
pomen« knjige, kaj »hoceta povedati« knjiga in njen Avtor? (Ne da bi
pozabili, da Barthes ni »ubil« avtorja kot takega, marvec le specificni kon-
strukt dolocenega, prevladujocega, tradicionalnega tipa akademskega kri-
tistva, ki je sebe in svoje interpretacije skusalo avtorizirati prek avtorskega
vonloir dire.) Ne glede na to, katero osebno stalisce se odlo¢imo pripisati
Avtorju Adairu (Ce seveda sploh katero), ta kratek roman izpostavi eti¢ni
vidik avtorske funkcije, vprasanje pisateljeve odgovornosti za to, kar pise;
in roman to pocne tako, da izkoristi prav tiste tehnike, ki so se znasle ali
vsaj dozdevno znasle na udaru, kakor na primer strukturacijo tekstnih
aporij, pretkanost medbesedilnih mrez, obrat principa kavzalnosti, v ka-
terem prvi umor v romanu nastopi kot posledica drugega in se »zakaj« in
»zato« rabita kot zamenljiva (48—49, 59, 129).

Imam izreci $e kake posmrtne poslednje besede? Pravzaprav ne. Kot sem v svoje
razocaranje sprevidel, smrt je zgolj premesceno ime za lingvisti¢no trditev, in po-
cutim se priblizno tako, kot da bi hotel vracilo denarja — morda tudi ti, Bralec, ko
zapiram tole neresno in nepoboljsljivo in nepomembno knjigo. (135)

Smo mi bralci tisti, ki smo se usteli za pet funtov (cena na platnici moje
izdaje v mehki vezavi The Death of the Authorje £4.99) in v vracilo dobili en
peni in ceneno, nicvredno knjigo? Naj zahtevamo denar nazaj? Je vredno
zganjati hrup? Ali pa je bilo tveganje navsezadnje vredno trzne vrednosti
knjige? (The Death of the Author po o¢itnem mnenju njenih zaloznikov, da ni
vredna ponatisa, ze nekaj let ni vec na trziscu, spletna cena izvoda iz druge
roke pa je v ¢asu konference, na kateri sem govorila o teh vprasanjih(T%e
Author: Who or What is Writing Literature?, Slovenija, September 2008), do-
segla 188.51 funtov. Bralec, ki jo je kupil prvi in jo je bil zdaj pripravljen
prodati, je ocitno sprejel modro odlocitev, ko ni zahteval vracila denatja.”)
To se zdi ve¢ kot dobra $ala. Smo nasedli temu, kar je Derrida po izbru-
hu »de Manove afere«, ob hlastnih obsodbah in celo zmagoslavju nekate-
rih, oznacil za petit jen médiocre detektivske fikcije (»Comme le bruit« (214),
zanra, ki malone po definiciji temelji na strukturni in narativni prevari?
Je bil resni¢ni zloc¢in — po Adairu — storjen nad naso lahkovernostjor Ko
pise o Poejevem Umoru v ulici Morgue (The Murders in the Rue Morgue) (eni od
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zgodb, ki jih Adairev roman vplete v svojo mnogotero medbesedilnost),
Shawn Rosenheim dokazuje, da lahko zgodbo razumemo

kot znak, ki na del¢ku zanrske celote indeksira $e globljo prevaro, s tem ko po
pravilu rusi ravnotezje med pripovedno zgradbo suspenza, znacilno za detekti-
vsko zgodbo, in ¢esto nezadovoljivim razpletom. Bralce detektivske fikcije lahko
zmede obcutek, da njeno tipicno gotsko razkritje ni v sorazmerju z moralno tezo,
ki jo predpostavlja pripovedna forma tega zanra. Tudi v tem smislu je Poejev
orangutan emblem svojih bralcev — njihovo pozornost je torej zavzemala pozor-
nosti nevredna pripovedna dilema — ko ugotovijo, da se je resnic¢ni zlocin izvrsil
nad njihovo lahkovernostjo. (68)

Kaj je torej tisti resni¢ni »zloc¢in«? Nas goljufa sama knjiga? Tako pojem
zlo¢insko kot pojem kritisko (etimolosko sorodni si besedi®) implicirata
sodbo, ovrednotenje, izbiro, zmoznost razsojanja — Ned Kelly je prosil
prav za pravno presojo (diskriminacijo), preden bi se sodstvo odlocilo
za obsodbo (inkriminacijo). Mar »kritiStvo« — literarna, estetska in eti¢na
dejavnost, ki se izvrsuje nad besedami drugega — od nas ne zahteva, da
smo manj prenagljeni, skrbnejsi in strozji, ¢e se zelimo izogniti hipokritistvn
(kritistvu s podmiznimi posli — s tem, kar so kritiki Paula de Mana bili
pripravljeni pripisati njemu samemu)? Z drugimi besedami, kaksna je nasa
kritiska vloga in odgovornost (Derrida pise, kako »etika« izvrsuje celo naj-
reduktivnejsa branja, brez ozira na najosnovnejsa pravila diskusije: »la lec-
ture différenciée ou I’écoute de I'autre, la preuve, 'argumentation, 'analyse
et la citation.« ("Comme le bruitg, 225))

Vrnimo se spet k Nedu Kellyju. Besede so lahko nabiti revolverji, kot
je rekel Sartre, a kaj, ¢e zgresijo in tega strela ne slisi nihce. Ned poskusa z
avtobiografijo, a ko sodstvo zavrne, da bi ga poslusalo (s tem, ko sodstvo
odredi, da se na Neda lahko strelja brez kazni, seveda zakonsko onemo-
goci Nedu, da bi sploh lahko izrekel svoje besede), se Ned naposled — in
dobesedno — zatece k nabiti puski. Jedro problema je najbrz to umanj-
kanje poslusanja. Ko avtorjeva avtobiografska odgovornost tvega, da ji
ne bo uspelo — da dobesedno naleti na gluha usesa — kadar drugi, ki so
mu besede namenjene, noce poslusati, upostevati, ovrednotiti, razsojati po
mnostvu njthovih smislov — in ko bi jih morda lahko povezal z biografsko
osebo —, slednji¢ presoditi. Presoja bi bila neizogibno osebna, nakljucna,
moznost zmote ji je inherentna, vendar pa bi se skusala izogniti hipokritic-
nosti. Breme odgovornosti torej ne lezi na avtorjevi strani avtobiografske
pogodbe, marve¢ enakovredno zavezuje bralca/poslusalca/kritika.

To se lahko zdi — in v mnogih ozirih tudi je — izpopolnjena razlici-
ca »rojstva bralcag, ki ga po Rolandu Barthesu generira »smrt avtorja«.
V Barthesovem prevprasevanju razmerja med Avtorjem, Tekstom in
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Bralcem/Kritikom, Avtor (zdaj avtor ali, bolje, pisar) ni¢ ve¢ ne nadzo-
ruje pomena svojega pisanja; in Kritik (zdaj preprosto »bralec«) ni¢ ve¢ ne
odreja vrednosti in pomenljivosti Dela (zdaj Teksta), marvec je svoboden
za udelezbo v igri z njegovo produkcijsko polisemijo. V heterobiografskih
besedilih, ki so vsidrana v zgodovino svojih protagonistov, je posledica
ponovne vpeljave »odgovornosti« kot osrednje kategorije ta, da se zahte-
va po bralskem/kritiskem sodelovanju v besedilni polisemiji ne nanasa le
na njegov smisel (njegov vouloir-dire), ki mora ostati odprt, marvec, Sirse,
na to, kar je Barthes izkljucil: na kompleksnost zgodovinskih in eticnih
situacij, na katere se odzivajo tako pisatelji kot bralci. Sama etimologija
besede »odgovornost« (iz latinske respondere, odgovarjati, odzvati se ) pred-
postavlja odzivanje, odgovarjanje (za), torej dialog in obligacijo. Tudi kot
bralci smo pozvani k temu, da sprejmemo svojo ustvarjalno in dialosko
odgovornost.

Prevzeti breme avtorske odgovornosti torej predpostavlja, da ga do-
polnjuje tudi bralcevo sprejetje tega bremena. V tej zahtevi razlo¢no od-
meva Derridajev argument, da »je uho drugega« tisto, ki podpisuje avto-
biogratsko (The Ear of the Other 51). Uho, ki se posodi, se ne sme delati, da
je gluho. Adaireva The Death of the Author je posvecena »Bralcu« (»To the
Reader«). Po eni strani je lahko naslovnik posvetila nebiografski, razose-
bljena entiteta, ki naj bi se rodila s smrtjo avtorja. Po drugi strani predsta-
vlja tezave, ki jih ima francosko/belgijski kritik z izgovotjavo priporniskih
zobnikov »th« [0] in [3]: tadva postaneta [t] oz. [d], tako da se »the reader«
(»bralec«) spremeni v [de'ri:da], torej v anglicizirano (napaéno) izgovotjavo
Derridajevega priimka, s ¢imer je knjiga u¢inkovito posvecena francoske-
mu filozofu dekonstrukcije.

Ponovno sprejeto prepricanje o avtorski odgovornosti nasprotuje sta-
lis¢em, kakrsno je de Manovo: da »je s stalidca literarne vede premislek o
sodobnem in zgodovinskem bivanju piscev izguba casa«; ali Barthesova
dehistorizacija pisatelja/bralca. Breme enakovredno nalozi tudi bralcu/
kritiku (in s tem nasprotuje simplifikaciji, da »mora avtor govoriti resnico
in stati za svojimi besedami«). Glede na to se zdi, da smo prisli do neke
vrste apotije in da tega problema ni mogoce razresiti s preprostim poj-
mom integritete.

K obema obravnavanima heterobiografskima besediloma lahko na-
nizamo naslednje apotije: v ptimeru Adairea/Sfaxa/de Mana se lahko
zadrzanost in molk krivca, ki noce gmanjsevati svoje krivde z udobno
uteho v javni spovedi, izkaze za najboljsi nacin ohranjanja lastne integri-
tete. Lahko izhaja iz nenehnega notranjega obracuna z njegovo moralno
sporno preteklostjo — ali pa tudi ne: lahko je preprosto primer poskusa,
da bi utekel razkritju. Nikdar ne bomo zanesljivo vedeli. Nasprotno se
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zmore v primeru Careya/Neda Kellyja integriteta vzpostaviti s tem, ko se
nekdo pretvatja, da je nekdo drug — zloc¢inec — in govori z njegovim gla-
som, tako da po eni strani privzema odgovornost za njegove izjave in po
drugi zavrac¢a odgovornost za tocnost prvoosebne pripovedi. Tvega celo,
da priredi njegovo zgodbo in njeno resnico nadomesti z drugo. V tem
primeru odgovornost vzdrzuje integriteta fikcije, ki s tem, ko je fikcija,
avtorju onemogoci, da bi jamcil za verodostojnost svojih besed — to ne
pomeni nujno lazi ali izkrivljanja dejstev, lahko pa tudi: nikdar ne bomo
zanesljivo vedeli.

S to neresljivo ambivalenco ali/ali, ki se koncuje z »nikdar ne bomo
zanesljivo vedeli«, zakljucujem razmislek o »tem poslu kot avtorju, saj
ne morem ponuditi nobenega dokoncnega izhoda iz slepe ulice avtorske
ali bralceve odgovornosti; lahko zgolj predstavim nepresegljive aporije, ki
onemogocajo preproste (eticne in estetske) resitve tako kocljivih in raz-
licnih problematik, kot so pravne, epistemoloske in ontoloske implikacije
»avtobiografske pogodbey, tradicionalne podmene o premoci resnice nad
fikcijo in premoci priznanja nad molkom — vsi ti vidiki se zdijo heterogeni,
vendar jih zdruzuje heterobiografsko besedilo. »Nikdar ne bomo zaneslji-
vo vedeli«: naj nas to ne pripelje do brezupne vdaje ali k lahkotni opustitvi
ideje o odgovornosti, temve¢ naj omogoci, da jo dojamemo kot Se bolj
bistveno in eno osrednjih problematik literarnega kritistva.

OPOMBE

''To je pismo Donaldu Cameronu MLA (ki je v Zakonodajni skup$cini nasprotoval Fe-
lonovemu »Zakonu o aretaciji«) s prosnjo za poravnavo krivice, ki je po Kellyjevih trditvah
doletela njega in njegovo druzino, pismo pa ni bilo objavljeno v ¢asnikih, kot je upal Kelly.
Drugo je oseminpetdeset strani obsezno Jerilderiesko pismo, ki ga je nameraval zasebno
natisniti v Jerilderieju, kjer je oropal lokalno banko (tudi ta nacrt je propadel, ker je tiskatju
uspelo pobegniti, pismo pa je bilo pozneje predano policiji). Rokopis Cameronovega pisma
je izgubljen, pismo obstaja le v kopiji, ki jo je napravil duhovnik. Izvirnik Jerilderieskega
pisma je v victorijski Drzavni knjiznici, kjer hranijo tudi slavni Kellyjev oklep). Faksimile s
transkripcijo je dostopen na: http://www.slv.vic.gov.au/collections/ treasures /jerilderie-
letter/jerilderie00.html (2. 2. 2009). Spisck in transkripcije vseh znanih pisem in belezk
Neda Kellyja je najti na: http://www.itonoutlaw.com/html/writings.html (2. 2. 2009).

2 'Ta pojem sem uporabila npt. ze v »*Allowing it to speak out of him’: The Heterobio-
graphies of David Malouf, Antonio Tabucchi and Marguerite Yourcenar.«

*'To lahko preberemo v: de Man: Wartime Journalism. Drugi zvezek izdaje, Responses on
Paul de Man’s Wartime Jonrnalism v urednistvu Hamacherja, Hertza in Keenana, je zbirka
mnogih odzivov na te ¢lanke, tako v podporo avtorju kot v njegovo obsodbo.

* Jacques Detrida naznani: »il s’agit toujours de sauter sur une occasion [...] On ne rési-
ste plus a la tentation d’exploiter a zout prixc une aubaine« (»Comme le bruit«, 220).

* Marguetite Yourcenar je Hadrijanove spomine (Mémoitres d’Hadrien) (Se en primer hete-
robiografije) opisala kot »portrait d’une voix« (527).
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¢ Tudi biografsko dejstvo, da je Adaire prevedel La disparition Geotgesa Pereca kot A
0id, dokazuje njegovo zanimanje za kompleksne in izzivalne eticne, literarne in tehni¢ne
probleme.

" Najvisja cena, ki jo je bilo v ¢asu tega pisanja najti na spletu, je znasala £59.10, kar je
e vedno precejSen prirast k prvotni ceni.

¥ wZlocing, lat. erimen-criminis (sodni sklep, obsodba, obtozba), iz osnove cernere (odbirati,
razlikovati, odlociti); »kritike, gr. &rinesthai (iz tega: crinein (oddeliti, odlociti, razsoditi), oboje
z indoevropskim korenom *(5)g(e)rei.

POJASNILO K SLOVENSKEMU BESEDISCU

Problematika se razteza med (avtobiografsko) eti¢no kategorijo iskrenosti, ki jo lahko iz-
raza fraza »stati za svojimi besedamic, in pravno kategorijo govorceve (sodne) odgovornosti
za njegove izjave. Vmesnost tega polozaja v heterobiografiji skusa povzeti iztazni kompro-
mis« med obema kontekstoma, eti¢nim in pravnim: biti odgovoren za svoje besede.

Naslov de Manove razprave »Autobiography as De-facement« je prevedla Alenka Ko-
ron (195). Gl Koron: »Roman kot avtobiografija«. Slovenski roman. Obdobja 21. Ljubljana:
Center za slovenscino kot drugi/tuji jezik, 2003. 191-200.

Naslov eseja »Form and Intent« se nanasa na poglavje »Forma in namera v ameriskem
novem kritistvu« (46) v: Paul de Man: Skpota in mid. Prev. Jelka Kernev Strajn. Ljubljana:
LUD Literatura, 1997. 33-46.
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Primerjave med kulturami odpirajo nove perspektive. Pricujoci clanek je primerjalna
razprava o Zahodnih Evropejcih, o tem, kako so se sporazumeli z drugostjo staroselcev
Novega sveta in kako so kot aviorji problematizirali svojo lastno avtoriteto ter pogled
na svel. Reprezentacija staroselcev je tema, ki se nenehno obnavlja. Ta reprezentacija
in prevod'sta pogosto vkljucevala tako premoc nad drugimi, »barbarskimic kulturami
— ali sporazumetje z njimi — kakor tudi dediscino tamkajsnje predhodne viadavine
ali tekmeca. Problemi, kot so uprasange pristnosti pricevany, reforicna pogodba med
piscem in bralcem ter tipologija Starega in Novega svela me zanimajo z vidika resnice
in lazi, o cemer se morajo pogoditi avtorji in bralci popotnih porocil. To imamo lahko
za etnologijo branja ali za uporabo einologije, da bi uvideli drugost znotraj njih ali
med jazom in drugim dramaticno tenzijo, kakrsno so izkusali pisci in bralci nekoc in
Jo izkusajo danes.

Kljuéne besede: literatura in ideologija / zahodna kultura / ameriski staroselci / kulturni
impetializem / drugost

UDK 316.7

Primerjave med kulturami obicajno odprejo nove perspektive. V raz-
pravi se nameravam lotiti vprasanja, kako so zahodni Evropejci pristopali
k drugosti avtohtonih prebivalcev novega sveta (obeh Amerik) in kako je
ta proces preobrazil njihovo dojemanje avtoritete avtotja ter njihov pogled
na svet. Reprezentacija domorodcev je ponavljajoca se tema, ki skupaj s
»prevodom, ki jo nujno spremlja, pomeni sprejetje ali asimilacijo dru-
gih, »barbarskih« kultur ter obenem gradi na dediscini lastnega imperija. V
osebnostih, kot so bile Kolumb, Caminha, Las Casas, Vitoria, Montaigne,
Léry, Ralegh, Shakespeare, Aphra Behn in drugi, so se sprozala vprasanja
o lastni avtoriteti ob njihovih srecanjih z domorodci, suznji in ostalimi
skupinami, ki so predstavljale drugost v obeh Amerikah. Familiarizacija in
potujitev se v posameznih tekstih dogajata soc¢asno. Opisi obicajev, zensk
in kanibalov se naslanjajo na tradicijo, ki so jo zacrtali Herodot, Plinij,
Tacit in drugi. Teoretiki, kot sta Tzvetan Todorov in Michel de Certeau,
so raziskali drugost v kontekstu potovanj v novi svet, sam pa se bom
poskusal priblizati temu problemu z bolj primetjalnega stalisca. Predmet
razprave bom razsiril preko do sedaj za¢rtanih meja Cortésa in Montaigna.
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Bolj kot z vprasanji resnice in lazi, ki se jim avtorji v teh srecanjih niso
mogli izogniti, se bom ukvarjal z retoricnim dogovorom med piscem in
bralcem ter tipologijo starega in novega sveta. Ta pristop bi lahko ime-
novali etnologija branja ali pa uporaba etnologije pri raziskavi notranje
drugosti, dramati¢ne napetosti med sebstvom in drugim, ki ga pisci in
bralci nenechno doZivljajo. Se preden pa se lotim teh vprasanj, se moram
nekoliko podrobneje ustaviti pri konceptu drugosti.

Ozadje

Drugost je nekaj, kar lahko spoznamo v samih sebi. V trenutkih, ko
se zavemo nase odtujenosti od narave, negotovosti zivljenja in gotovosti
smrti, smo odtujeni sami sebi. Tudi ¢e ne gremo nikamor, vidimo zivljenj-
ski krog, a sami stojimo izven te narave.

Ce bi ziveli v omejenem prostoru in opazovali naravo, bi videli roj-
stvo in smrt, mir in nasilje. Enako velja za opazovanje ljudi posamic¢ ali v
skupinah. Ni¢ od tega ni novo, a velja si zapomniti, da drugost ni le nekaj
eksoti¢nega, ampak predstavlja aspekt vsakega od nas.

Ko se otrok nauci brati, dozivi svet v drugi obliki, obliki tiska in jezika.
Otroci prve mesece svojega zivljenja dozivljajo zunanjost, ne da bi jo bili
sposobni artikulirati z besedami. Slisijo zvoke in jih imitirajo ter jih pripi-
sujejo posameznim pojavom. S¢asoma sestavijo besede, stavke in zgodbe
v govoru in pisavi. Naucijo se, da besede odsevajo svet simboli¢no, ne da
bi same posedovale enako materialnost.

Na nek nacin nas skusa jezik preko opisa in razumevanja integrirati v
svet, obenem pa nas od sveta tudi odtujuje. Ce bi bile namre¢ nase misli
in predstave eno s svetom, ne bi potrebovali jezika kot posrednika. Jezik
je torej na eni strani orodje, s katerim razumemo svet okrog nas, na drugi
pa nacin, kako izraziti tujost slednjega. Predpostavimo, da imamo opravka
z otrokom, ki se je v zahodni kulturi naucil brati ob vsega dveh knjigah, ki
bi v zadnjih 500 letih najverjetneje bile Bib/ja in knjiga grskih ali rimskih
mitov. Za nase potrebe so to lahko Ovidove Mezamorfoze.

V teh dveh knjigah, ki jih otrok brzkone prebira v skrajsanih verzijah,
bo spoznal pripoved o padcu Adama in Eve, ki sta jedla od drevesa spozna-
nja, o dobrem in zlem in o razli¢nih transformacijah zivljenja in smrti med
grskimi in rimskimi smrtniki. Te spremembe mu kazejo, da je zivljenje spre-
menljivo, negotovo in segmentirano, a transformacije v Bb/iji in pri Ovidu
nenchno skusajo preseci ta zidovsko-krs¢anski in poganski obcutek kaosa.
Pri Ovidu se ljudje transformirajo celo v zivali ali rastline, da bi usli smrti ter
odtujenosti od sveta, kot se to zgodi v zgodbah o Filomeni in Adonisu.
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V Bibliji je zgodba o izgonu Adama in Eve iz raja pravzaprav zgodba
o odtujenosti od narave, saj prva cloveka Sele po svojem grehu spoznata
obcutek sramu in dojameta svoji telesi kot nekaj, kar je lo¢eno od ostalega
stvarstva. Kljub temu je Bzblja bozanska komedija, ¢eprav opisuje Stevil-
ne cloveske padce in tragedije v smislu de casibus. Oblika Biblije je hkra-
ti tipoloska in komicna. Tipologija se vzpostavlja med rajskim vrtom in
novim Jeruzalemom, Jezus iz Nazareta je novi Adam, kriz je nova verzija
drevesa spoznanja, s katerega sta bila skusana Adam in Eva. Vendar pa je
Kristusova smrt na krizu, ki je narejen iz drevesa in spominja na drevo,
smrt, ki odresi [judi vseh grehov, vecne krivde in smrti.

Clovekov izgon iz raja je nekaksna odtujitev od samega sebe, s ¢imer
tujost, vsaj v zahodnoevropski kulturi in krs¢anstvu posebej, postane se-
stavni del osebnosti posameznika. Sram in krivda tako vstopita v otrokov
svet brzkone po na pol zavestnem nacrtu odraslih.

Ponovitev prapadca Adama in Eve je puberteta, v kateri se seksualni
obcutki, ki so pri otroku prisotni v milih in prikritih oblikah, intenzivirajo.
To seksualno prebujenje moc¢no spominja na zavedanje lastnega telesa pri
Adamu in Evi, ko sta jedla od drevesa spoznanja. Telo postane simbol za
sramoto, kar je seveda mocno problemati¢no ob mocni seksualni sli. Kako
lahko to odtujeno telo poisce drugo telo, da bi ustvarilo novo telo, ki bo
ravno tako rojeno nedolzno, a zaznamovano z izvirnim grehom? Prav
Kristus, ki je bil rojen iz ¢loveka in z razvojem teologije dojet kot sin bozji,
in njegova zrtev odresita cloveka izvornega upora proti Bogu, ki je Adama
in Evo stal enotnega sveta, v katerega ju je Bog postavil.

Padec postane stvar spoznanja (epistemologija) in biti (ontologija) ter
ima moralno poanto (etika). Tudi izdaja in krizanje Kristusa je dejanje
ljudi proti ljudem, v kasnejsih tolmacenjih ljudi proti Bogu. S krizanjem
sina bozjega, ki je bil rojen iz cloveka, Pilat, predstavnik politicne moci
rimskega imperija, omogoci nasilne delitve med ljudmi. To je zlo, ki izhaja
iz greha. Paradoksalno je prav ta greh nacin, na katerega Bog odresi clove-
$tvo njegovih grehov, v tipoloskem smislu pa gre za nekaksno ponovitev
zahteve Abrahamu, naj zrtvuje Izaka. Drugi prihod Kristusa ob posled-
nji sodbi je moznost sprave, ponovne enosti za tiste, ki bodo odreseni.
Prekleti bodo $li seveda v pekel vec¢ne alienacije, medtem ko bodo reseni
postali del bozanske komedije, v kateri bodo drugost, razcepljenost su-
bjekta in greh odpravljeni.

A tu je tudi poganska stran nase kulture. Tako bo otrok nenehno fan-
taziral o uzitkih telesa in Zeljah, ki jih bodo hoteli odrasli vsaj omejiti,
¢e ne ze popolnoma zatreti. Seks, vsaj izven zakona, postane negativno
drugo, ki ga etiketirajo kot greh, sramoto in zablodo. Za poganske bo-
gove, npr. Zevsa, ki se je spremenil v laboda, da je lahko spal z Ledo, pa
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so seks in seksualne osvojitve nekaj povsem drugega. Za boga je to slava,
kot jo razume W. B. Yeats v Led: in labodu, a je hkrati tudi izklju¢no njihov
privilegij, saj je Tarkvinovo posilstvo Lukrecije, ceprav gre za kralja, ka-
znovano z njegovim izgonom iz rimske monarhije in zmago republike.

Lukrecija se ubije od sramu in Brutus, ne pa njen moz Kolatin, v
Shakespearovi pesmi Posilstvo Lukrecije mascuje njegov zlocin. Vendar bra-
lec Shakespearovega teksta ne dobi le moralne lekcije in obsodbe deja-
nja, ampak tudi dobr$no mero retorike zapeljevanja, s katero avtor opise
Tarkvinovo slo. Lukrecija se cuti nepopravljivo ranjena in postane simbol-
na zrtev za Rim, obenem pa gre za povsem ideoloski pogled na posilstvo
in seksualnost, ki naj odtuji zenske od njih samih, ¢eprav za to ne nosijo
nobene krivde. In tako mladi, brzkone pa tudi starejsi bralec vidi, da lahko
postanemo sami sebi drugi, odtujeni tistemu, kar smo, ho¢emo biti ali o
nas pravijo drugi.

V' Biblyi in Ovidu je znanje od samega zacetka povezano s seksual-
nostjo. Bogovi zapeljujejo Zenske in Eva se vda skusnjavi, da bi jedla od
drevesa spoznanja. Skusnjava je povsod in pripoved, teologija ter druzba so
strukturirane na ta nacin, da posameznika nenehno opozarjajo na njegove
pomanjkljivosti, padec in razkol. Nedolznost in izkusnja predstavljata v
tej konstelaciji drugi konec nasprotja uzitek-nevsecnost. Odkritje telesa je,
kot vsako odkritje, prehod od nevednosti k vednosti. Kolumbovo odkritje
Amerike pogosto prikazuje nasprotje med pokritimi telesi Evropejcev in
nagimi telesi domorodcev, pri katerih sta zelja in nedolznost Se pomesana.

Koliko gre za spoznanje in koliko za prikrivanje, je tezko reci, saj je
odgovor odvisen od zornega kota. Otrok je del narave, a hkrati je od nje
odtujen. Kultura ga uci, naj se uresnici v svojem telesu, a ga obenem obtezi
s sramom nad telesom in njegovo seksualnostjo. Poganska in krs¢anska
teleso so v sebi razcepljena in tudi v ostalih kulturah lahko najdemo delitve
v drugac¢nih konfiguracijah. Sam se bom omejil na etnografsko drugost, ki
ima najve¢ opraviti s potovanjem in spoznavanjem ljudstev, ¢eprav si velja
zapomniti, da je na$ hipoteti¢ni otrok, ki je komaj kam potoval in je bral le
dve knjigi, ze tujec sam sebi. Pri tujcih v tuji dezeli so ti obcutki se veliko
mocnejsi in ravno ti bodo predmet mojega nadaljnjega razpravljanja.

Biti tam in videti na lastne oci

Veliko smo razpravljali o otrostvu in o njem se da reci, da se lastnosti,
ki mu priticejo, s ¢asom spreminjajo. V 19. stoletju je Victor Hugo zapisal:
»Kristof Kolumb je odkril le Ameriko. Sam sem odkril otroka« (citirano po
Heywood 20). Ta izjava izhaja iz romanti¢nega pogleda na nedolznost kot
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lastnost otrok, ki jo najdemo tudi pri Williamu Wordsworthu in Williamu
Blaku — slednji jo je opisal v Songs of Innocence and Experience. Tukaj se bomo
ukvarjali s cudenjem in pricevanji odraslih nad neznanimi prostori, kot jih
je opisal Herodot.

Dozivljanje neznanih pokrajin je Herodot opisal v svojih Historijah. V
teh je podoben etnologu, ki razpravlja o navadah drugih. Na nekem mestu
razpravlja o razpadu obicajnih spolnih vlog pri skupini grékih zensk. V
cetrti knjigi opisuje amazonke in poudarja njihovo drugacnost:

Zdaj pa $e nekaj besed o Sauromatih. Ko so se Heleni bojevali z Amazonkami
(Skitje jim pravijo Oiropata, kar bi se po nase reklo ubijalke moz; kajti oior po-
meni pri njih moza, pata pa ubiti) in so, kakor gre glas, po zmagoviti bitki ob
Termodontu z ujetnicami, kolikor so jih mogli dobiti, na treh ladjah odpluli proti
domu, so jih zenske na sirokem morju napadle in poklale. (4.110)

Gre za zenske, ki lahko nadvladajo moske na brezobziren nacin, kar
Herodot pojasnjuje z njihovim imenom — uni¢evalke moskih. Ceprav po
smrti Grkov ne vedo ne kod ne kam, ponovno prevzamejo kontrolo, ko
pridejo do Kremnov: »Ugrabile so prvo ¢redo konj, ki so naletele nanjo, se
okonjile in ropale po skitski pokrajini.« (4.110) Po pokolu za¢nejo amazon-
ke pleniti, kar Herodot opise v naslednjem odlomku: »Skitje si stvari niso
umeli razloziti. Zacudeno so se sprasevali, od kod so se vzeli ti tujci: jezik,
obleka, pleme — vse jim je bilo neznano.« (4.111) Cudenije je del soocanija z
neznanim. Skiti sklepajo o njihovi naravi na podlagi njihovih dejanj in ukre-
pajo v skladu s tem: »Pac pa so jih imeli za mlade moske enake starosti in
so se spoprijeli z njimi.« (4.111) Na bojiscu seveda spoznajo svojo zmoto,
saj najdejo nekaj povsem drugega, kar Herodot izrazi z veliko mero olepse-
vanja: »Po bitki jim je prislo nekaj padlih v roke in tako so spoznali, da so
bile Zenske.« (4.111) Njihova rekacija je konvencionalna v tem smislu, da
najprej pomislijo na spostljiv odnos, ki ga dolgujejo nasprotnemu spolu, in
jih ne prevzame zelja po dominaciji preko fizicnega in seksualnega nasilja.
»Zategadelj so sklenili, da jih nikakor ne bodo ve¢ pobijali, temve¢ poslali
svoje mlade moske k njim, in sicer toliko, kolikor je bilo Amazonk.« (4.111)
Njihova strategija izkoris¢a privla¢nost in ravnovesje: »Ce bi jih napadle,
naj bi se ne upirali, temve¢ pobegnili; kadar bi odnehale, pa naj bi zopet pri-
8li ter v njih blizini postavili tabor.« (4.111) Njihov umik in potem vrnitev,
da bi si bili blize je naravnost komi¢na. Herodot eksplicitno poudarja ta pa-
ritveni ritual: »T'o so Skitje sklenili zato, ker bi bili radi imeli otroke od njih.«
(4.111) Na koncu se Skiti poklonijo tem zenskam s svojo zeljo, da bi preko
njih obnovili svoje ljudstvo. Prav njihova drugac¢nost jih naredi opazne.

Nenavadnost vodi k zblizevanju, saj amazonke, ki ugotovijo, da jim
mladci nocejo ni¢ hudega vsak dan zblizujejo oba tabora in s¢asoma spo-
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znajo: »Mladci niso imeli, prav kakor Amazonke, ni¢ drugega nego orozje
in konje ter so njim enako Ziveli on lovu in ropu.« (4.112) Drugi postane
enak ali vsaj podoben.

Veliko pred Kolumbom, ki je zapisal, da je z domorodci komuniciral s
pomocjo govora in znakov, je podobno situacijo opisal Herodot: »In ko je
eden neko¢ zalotil eno na samem ter jo naskocil, se ni branila, ampak je do-
volila, da jo je vzel. Govoriti sicer ni mogla — saj se nista razumela —, pac¢ pa
mu je s kretnjami narocila, naj pride drugi dan na isti kraj in privede $e koga
s seboj — pri tem je s prsti kazala, naj bosta dva, ¢es da bo tudi ona privedla
prijateljico.« (4.113) Jezik znakov je prvi nacin komuniciranja s tujci, saj
predvideva skupno komunikacijo in zaupanje: »Naslednjega dne je poiskal
isti kraj v druzbi tovarisa in nasel tam svojo Amazonki, ki je ze ¢akala nanj,
in z njo $e neko drugo. Ko so drugi mladci to videli, so se tudi sami spri-
jaznili z ostalimi, da so jim bile na voljo.« (4.113) Njen pristanck je dokaz
ljubezni, ki postane simbol srecanj in zveze med Skiti in Amazonkami.

1z te razlicnosti zrasee nova kultura enakihPoslej so ziveli v skupnem
taboru in slednji je imel tisto za zeno, s katero se je bil zdruzil ob prvem
srecanju.« (4.114) Vendar je zanimivo, da je Herodot pripisal lastnost
drugosti prav zenskam. »Govorici zena se moski niso mogli priuciti, pa¢
pa so zenske privzele jezik svojih moz.« (4.114) Brez Zzenk komunikaci-
ja ne bi bila mogoca. »Ko so se mogli Ze sporazumevati med seboj, so
mozje dejali Amazonkam: 'Mi smo iz dobrih druzin in dovolj premozni,
da nam ni treba ziveti dalje tako. Zategadelj se hocemo vrniti k svojcem
in prebivati med njimi, a tudi tam boste ve nase zene in nobene druge.«
(4.114) A ko mozje pristanejo na to, da bodo Amazonke njihove edine
zene, podcenijo njihovo drugacnost, saj mislijo, da jih bodo lahko brez
vecjih problemov prilagodili svojemu nacinu zivljenja. Herodot poudari to
razli¢nost: Amazonke pa so jim odvraile: 'Me bi ne mogle prebivati med
vasimi zenskami, ker imamo druge navade mimo njih: me smo vajene z
lokom streljati pa kopja metati pa na konju sedeti, na zenska dela se pa ne
razumemo.'« (4.114) Njihova narava bojevnic in loveev ponovno stopi v
ospredje. Izpostavljanje tega problema nakazuje, da se bodo morali Skiti
prilagoditi njihovi naravi. »'Z vasimi je drugace: one presedevajo vse dni
na vozeh in opravljajo zenska opravila, ne hodijo na lov kakor me, pa tudi
nikamor drugam ne.'« (4.114) Moski se bodo morali odreci spolnim vlo-
gam, s katerimi so ziveli do tedaj. »'Zato bi nikakor ne mogle ziveti v slogi
z njimi. Ce nas torej hocete imeti za zene in dokazati, da mislite posteno
z nami, dobro, pa pojdite k svojim starsem ter si dajte izplacati dedino,
potem pa se vrnite k nam in ziveli bomo sami zase!'« (4.114) Ta oblika
doma in druzbenega dogovora je nov nacin sobivanja. Skiti morajo pustiti
svoje tradicionalne vrednote in sprejeti drugost v sebi in svoji druzbi.
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Vendar pa se Amazonke ne zadovoljijo s tem, saj od svojih moz, ko
se vrnejo, zahtevajo: »Me mislimo s skrbjo in strahom na to, da bi morale
bivati v teh krajih, nekaj zato, ker smo vas odtrgale od vasih ocetov, nekaj,
ker smo tako grdo opustosile vaso dezelo. Ker pa ze hocete, da bodimo
vase zene, nujte, odidimo skupno iz te pokrajine ter se naselimo na oni
strani Tanaisal'« (4.115) Mozje se uklonijo tudi tej zahtevi, njihov novi
dom postane tujina.

Po preckanju reke se ustalijo v treh dneh. Herodot predstavi njihovo
zgodovino in tradicijo: »Od tistih ¢asov do danes so zenske Sauromatov
ohranile stari nacin zivljenja, da jahajo na lov skupno z mozmi, pa tudi
same, da hodijo na vojsko in se oblacijo kakor moski.« (4.116) Ni mogoce
govoriti o spremembah v identiteti Amazonk oziroma njihovi asimilaciji v
kulturo Skitov, saj so same bojevniki, ki dolocajo pogoje bivanja in obicaje
ter zavracajo konvencionalne spolne vloge. Herodot te situacije ne opise
v pretekliku, kar bi sicer pricakovali pri mitu, ampak kot del neposredne
sedanjosti, ceprav le poroca o ne¢em, kar so videli drugi.

Zaradi svojega etnografskega pogleda Herodot odlomek o Amazonkah
kon¢a z ugotovitvami o jeziku in navadah: »Sauromati govorijo po skit-
sko, vendar slej ko prej popaceno, ker so se bile Amazonke slabo naucile
jezika.« (4.117) Ceprav so Amazonke boljsi lingvisti in se naucijo jezika
Skitov, se ga ne morejo nauciti pravilno, tako da svojim potomcem pre-
dajajo nek popacen jezik. Pri tem je seveda zanimivo, da moski, katerih
materni jezik je bil skit$¢ina, niso mogli tega popraviti, saj bi upraviceno
pricakovali, da se bodo njihovi potomci naucili maternega jezika tudi od
njih. Herodot je mojster detajlov: »Pri njih se ne omozi nobeno dekle,
preden ni ubila sovraznega moskega.« (4.117) To je prav gotovo nenava-
dna zahteva v grskem ali skitskem kontekstu, bolj razumljiva pa se zdi za
druzbo Amazonk, ki so bile ogrozene s strani moskih. Zanimivo je, da
Herodot tega dejstva ne komentira, ampak dodaja naslednjo podrobnost:
»mnoge ostanejo vse zivljenje stare device, ker ne morejo ustreci obicaju.«
(4.117) Drugost je v tem primeru prepoznana in sprejeta v druzbenem
kontekstu Amazonk, ki imajo svoje moze, a jih morajo kljub temu pobi-
jati. Ta lastnost nove druzbe je paradoks, ki pa ne preraste v konflikt do-
kler mozje, kot pri Herodotu, sprejemajo dane zahteve. Moski se uklonijo
in sklenejo kompromis, zaradi katerega se lahko zvezejo z Amazonkami.
Herodot ne opisuje nobenega nasprotovanja oziroma upora ranjene mo-
skosti ali pa zensk, ki ne bi hotele biti zenske. Amazonke so cudezne in
nenavadne, a ravno zaradi tega opazne. Drugost ni nujno stradljiva, da bi
bila vredna opisa.

Tudi Kolumb se je srecal z ljudmi, ki so imeli drugac¢ne navade in nacin
oblacenja. V zapisih o svojih prvih srecanjih z avtohtonimi ljudstvi, pravi:
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»Prebivalci tega otoka in ostalih, ki sem jih odkril in o katerih imam in-
formacije, hodijo naokrog nagi, kot jih je rodila mati narava, Ceprav se
nekatere Zenske pokrivajo z listom rastlin ali bombazno tkanino, ki jo iz-
delujejo za ta namen« (6). Tu opisuje nagost kot neke vrste pogum in
njeno pokrivanje kot znak spodobnosti, podobno kot ob Evini reakciji,
ko je jedla od drevesa spoznanja. Svojo pozornost kasneje preusmeri na
nacine bojevanja: »Nimajo zeleza in jekla ali drugega orozja, prav tako pa
niso usposobljeni za ravnanje z njim, a ne zato, ker ne bi bili dovolj mo¢ni,
ampak ker so presenetljivo plasni« (6). Njihov karakter je upogljiv in mi-
roljuben, povsem nasproten karakterju Amazonk pri Herodotu. Kolumb
jih opisuje, kot ljudi, ki »nimajo nobenega orozja mimo lesenih palic, na
katere pritrdijo priostreno ost. Poleg tega pa si Se teh ne upajo uporabiti«
(6). Njihovo orozje Kolumba ne ogroza, kar je razumljivo, ¢e pomislimo
na tehnologijo, s katero je razpolagal.

Kolumbov tekst ima etnografsko naravo, saj vcasih opisuje stvari, kot
jih vidi. PiSe o zenskah, posastih, lastnini, rasi in klimi. Za moske zapise,
da so vecinoma, z izjemo kralja, monogamni, za lastnino pa se zdi, da je
skupna. Ceprav je pricakoval, da bo sre¢al posasti, mora priznati, da so
avtohtoni prebivalci dale¢ od tega (14). Vendar pa Kolumb poroca tudi o
stvareh, ki jih ni videl, o zvezi med kanibali in Amazonkami, tistimi, ki jedo
ljudi, in tistimi, ki lahko Zivijo brez moskih: »Sam nisem srec¢al nobenih po-
$asti in tudi nimam taksnih porodil, razen prebivalcev otoka Quaris, dru-
gega na nasi poti v Indijo, ki povsod zbujajo strah in jedo ¢lovesko meso«
(16). Strah pred kanibali se mesa z bojaznijo pred zenskimi bojevnicami,
ki Kolumba plasijo veliko bolj kot so neko¢ Herodota: »T1 imajo odnose z
zenskami z otoka Matinino, ki smo ga prvega odkrili na nasi poti in na ka-
terem ni nobenega moskega« (16). Kolumb nadaljuje v nekak$nem etnolo-
skem tonu. Njegov jezik postane bolj stvaren in distanciran. Te Zenske ne
opravljajo zenskih opravil, ampak uporabljajo loke in pusc¢ice, ki sem jih Zze
opisal, in se oborozijo z bakrenimi ploscami, ki jih imajo veliko« (16; prim.
Hart 1994). Podobno kot Herodot tudi Kolumb skusa opisati druge kul-
ture in spol ter hkrati vzpostaviti avtoriteto lastnega diskurza. Herodotova
tradicija predstavlja Kolumbu tekstualno tradicijo, ne glede na to, ali je $lo
za zavestno intertekstualnost, ki postavlja njegovo pisanje, ceprav je nekaj
povsem novega — gre za Ameriko, ki je bila na novo odkrita —, v znan
okvir. Obstajajo pa seveda tudi druga pricevanja oc¢ividcev.

Pedro Alvares Cabral je $e en dober primer. Potoval je v Afriko, Azijo
in Juzno Ameriko, kjer naj bi Brazilija, ki so jo Portugalci zasedli v ve-
likono¢nem tednu L. 1500, postala njihova osrednja kolonija. Pero Vaz
de Caminha, clan Cabralove posadke, opisuje dogodke na potovanju.
Caminha opisuje podobne teme kot Kolumb. Izpostavlja nedolznost, za-
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radi katere so Indijance zlahka pokristjanjevali, njihovo goloto, zlato in
druge znake bogastva ter bozjo voljo in odreditev. Se preden je Cabral
odplul iz Brazilije v Indijo, je Caminha, ki je bil njegov pisar, pisal kra-
lju Manuelu in mu opisal njihovo bivanje v Braziliji. Caminha, ki je plul
na Cabralovi ladji, pravi, da ubira srednjo pot: »naj njegovo visoc¢anstvo
spregleda mojo nevednost in naj zaupa, da bom zapisal le tisto, kar sem
sam videl in mislil ter ne bom nicesar poveceval ali pomanjseval, da bi
dejstva ublazil ali jih naredil bolj privlacna« (Caminha 5). Sebe predstavi
kot vernega ocividca, kar je tedaj veljalo za avtoriteto (prim. Caminha,
Hart 2003). Naslednji primer pricevanja je zapis Binota de Paulmier de
Gonnevilla, katerega opis potovanja v Brazilijo 1. 1504 je prvi tovrsten
tekst v francoscini. Tudi on se srecuje s podobnimi tezavami kot Kolumb.
Kolumb pise, da so Indijanci imeli Spance za bogove, de Gonneville govo-
ri o Francozih kot o angelih. Podobno kot pri Bernalu Diazu, ki je opisal
Cortesov pohod, tudi de Gonneville opisuje navdusenje Indijancev nad
pisavo. Se ve¢, Jaques Cartier je trdil, da so bili Francozi za Indijance bo-
govi. Podobno kot Gonneville je razumel kriz kot znak za posest, kjer se
zacne kazati ceremonialna uporaba obcinstva. Prisvajanje posesti z zasadi-
tvijo kriza je upostevalo avtohtone prebivalce kot publiko, ki je legitimirala
dejanje. Tekst je bil politicno in etnografsko dejanje, ki je bilo namenjeno
Indijancem, pa tudi tekmecem, saj so Francozi jemali svoj delez novega
sveta v tekmi s Spanci in Portugalci (prim. Les Francais 1946; 1 oyages an
Canada 1981).

Drug pomemben nacin asimilacije drugosti je prevod. Richard Eden
je s pomocjo prevoda zagovarijal anglesko kolonizacijo in kasneje zvezo s
Spanijo. Drug primer je uporaba poroéil oéivideev o francosko-§panskem
sporu na Floridi, kakr$ni sta porocili Jeana Ribaulta in Le Challeuxa v
prevodu Thomasa Hacketa. Prevod se lahko uporablja v politicne, religio-
zne in ostale ideoloske namene. Eden tako raziskuje moznosti zaveznistva
med Anglijo in Francijo, Ribault in Le Challeux pa sta bila francoska pro-
testanta, ki sta ustvarila ¢rno legendo o Spaniji.

Crna legenda in Kolumbovi teksti dajejo pomembne uvide v razisko-
vanje izvorov pisanja o novem svetu. Obtozbe, ki jih je Richard Hakluyt
mlajsi povzel od Bartolomeja de las Casasa proti gpancern, so zelo resne,
saj navajajo poboje in preselitve 12 milijonov ljudi v obdobju 40-ih let.
Te obsodbe so bile znane iz razli¢nih evropskih zapisov, med katerimi so
angleski in francoski prevodi Las Casasa. Hakluyt je prevedel odlomke o
Hispanioli in krutostih, ki so vkljucevale avtorjevo osebno pri¢evanje. Las
Casasovo obsodbo odraza tudi eden od podnaslovov, ki poudarja njego-
vo vlogo ocividca: »Sam sem videl vse, o ¢emer sem govoril.« (Hakluyt,
Disconrse, 56). Ceprav je Hakluyt izbral odlomek o napadu na Indijance
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s psi in odlo¢itvi, da bodo za vsakega Spanca ubili 100 Indijancev, se je
zavedal, da mora biti politicno in religiozno korekten, ceravno je imel po-
membno zaslombo v angleskem svetu in zveze s francoskimi protestnati,
kakrsen je bil Philippe Duplessis-Mornay. Tako je opis grozot dopolnil z
mnenjem katoliske avtoritete, Johannesa Matellusa Sequanusa, ki potrjuje
Las Casasove navedbe (Hakluyt 59, prim. Hart 2001).

André Thevet je bil pomemeben za Sirjenje prvih informacij o Indijancih
med Francozi. Podobno kot Oviedo, ki je napisal kljucni $panski zapis v
20-ih letih 16. st., se je Thevet naslonil na lastna pri¢evanja. Po Kolumbu
se je pogosto postavljalo vprasanje originalnosti: Je bil avtor prica dogod-
kom? Reakcije na Kolumbove tekste so bile razlicne. Nekateri so ga citi-
rali in ga delno dopolnjevali, drugi so trdili, da imajo nove informacije, in
so spodbijali njegova spoznanja. Véasih so ga skusali enostavno prezreti
(prim. Hart 1996). Vprasanja resnice in lazi, pomanjaknja zanesljivosti in
prisvajanja avtoritete so bila na delu pri Thevetu, njegovih predhodnikih,
sodobnikih in naslednjikih.

Druga vpraSanja in zakljucek

Retori¢ni dogovor med avtorjem in bralcem je klju¢ do teh tekstov.
Retorika je bila sredstvo, s katerim so prepricevali monarhe, plemstvo ozi-
roma bralce za ali proti raziskovanju, Sirjenju, naselitvi in graditvi impe-
rija (prim. Hart 2005). Retorika kot umetnost prepricevanja je prav tako
odnos med govorcem in poslusalcem, kot je med avtorjem in bralcem.
Naravo tega odnosa doloca napetost med avtoriteto in podrejenim, z dru-
gimi besedami, vprasanje je, koliko vlozka je vkljucenega v izmenjavo med
produkcijo in recepcijo.

Javnost ni vedno odobravala siritve in sprememb vzorcev iz preteklosti.
Spanski kraljevi svet je tako zavrnil Kolumbovo peticijo. Med decembrom
1486 in januarjem 1487 je zasedala komisija, sestavljena iz /letrados (prav-
niki z univerzitetno izobrazbo na dvoru) in sabios (kartografi in astrologi),
ki je zavrnila Kolumbov nacrt za potovanje na zahod. Svoja dognanja so
posredovali tudi kralju Ferdinandu in kraljici Izabeli. Ucenjaki in suvereni
niso bili vedno navduseni nad ustvarjanjem imperija in Se, ko se je zdelo,
da to navdusenje obstaja, so bili v njem zelo previdni. Tudi po odkritju
Amerike sta se $panska krona in Kolumb bojevala za nadzor nad novimi
ozemlji in lastnistvo nad tamkajsnjim bogastvom. Avtorji, ki so opisovali
nove dezele, kazejo veliko mero ambivalentnosti, saj Indijance opisujejo
enkrat kot posasti, drugic kot prebivalce raja. Verrazzano je v tem pogledu
enak Kolumbu. Mestoma idealizira Ameriko kot paradiz, na drugih mestih
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prikazuje njene prebivalce kot barbare. Prihaja do mesanice Izgubljenih
plemen Izraela in bogastva Orienta.

Drugje deluje Amerika kot ideal, ki naj sodi pomanjkljivosti starega
sveta. Ta kritika ima lahko obliko kr§¢anskega odklanjanja bogastva in modi,
nekateri krscanski intelektualci pa jo uporabljajo za kritiko ekspanzionizma
in kolonializma. Decembra 1511 je dominikanec Antén Montesino pridigal
proti zlorabam Indijancev na mestu, kjer je pristal Kolumb. V pridigi je
napadel guvernerja in naseljence ter jih oznacil za brezverce. Montesinova
pridiga je prizadela Kristofovega sina Diega Kolumba, ki je posredoval
pri Spanskem kralju. Slednji je narocil provincialu dominikanskega reda
v Hispanioli, naj pomiri situacijo. Podobno situacijo kasneje najdemo
v domeni fikcije. Lope de Vega v E/ Nuevo Mundo descubierto por Cristibel
Colin (okrog 1598—-1603) opise indijanskega kralja Dulcanquellina, ki pravi
Kolumbovemu bratu Bartolomeju, da je miroljubno kr$¢anstvo pravi nacin
za spreobrnitev Indijancev (prim. Hart 2005, 3. poglavje). Besede, izrecene
in zapisane, so postale bojno polje za prevlado nad novim svetom.

Vsak od obravnavanih tekstov temelji na avtoriteti vednosti, avtorja,
mecena ali price. V vsem tem se kaze tipologija starega in novega sveta. V
Utopzji (1516) Thomas More postavlja Vespuccijevo potovanje kot kon-
tekst za pripoved Raphaela Hythlodaeusa. Eden od aspektov ideje, da je
mozno najti Utopijo, je dejstvo, da so Raphael in njegovi prijatelji ostali v
neki brazilski utrdbi po odhodu Vespuccija. Thomas More poudarja, da
je bilo prezivetje teh Evropejcev v veliki meri posledica velikodusnosti lo-
kalnega poglavarja in hvali njihovo gospodarsko ureditev. More prav tako
uporablja tipologijo starega in novega sveta, da bi osmesil Evropo. Natural
History of the West Indies (1526) Gonzala Fernandeza de Ovieda naslavlja
Karla V., prav tako pa poudarja pomen izkusnje in pric, ki jo potrdi z za-
vzemanjem za klasicno avtoriteto. Zavzema se za opazovanje narave in ne
za navajanje drugih knjig, ceprav se sklicuje na Plinija in njegovo Natural
History, ki poleg avtorjevih opazovanj vkljucuje tudi korektno citirane vire
za zgodbe, ki jih je Plinij le prebral ali slisal.

V Zelo kratken porocilu o unicenju Indij Las Casas govori o sebi kot o prici
in ocividcu grozot, ki so se dogajale v Ameriki. V sinopsisu pravi: »Toda,
ko je ponovno srecal ljudi, kis ta jih pohlep in castihlepje tako pokvarila,
da niso bili ve¢ podobni ljudem ...« (Las Casas 23) History of a 1"0yage to
the Land of Brazil (1580) Jeana de Léryja opisuje avtohtono prebivalstvo,
da bi kritizirala Francoze doma. Med verskimi vojnami je torej za Léryja
Brazilija postala nekaksen preskusni kamen. L. 1574 je objavil opis oble-
ganja Sancerra, ki ga je sam dozivel. Tipologija je sledeca: avtor je prica, ki
je dozivel strahote v starem in novem svetu. V eseju »O kanibalih« (1580)
Montaigne navaja Platonov opis Solonovega porocila o Atlantidi, da bi
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kritiziral evropsko ekspanzijo in trgovanje v novem svetu. V »O svinjah« se
osredotodi na Spance in se sprasuje, zakaj Amerika ni mogla biti osvojena
v ¢asu Grkov in Rimljanov, ko bi Evropejci tamkaj$njim prebivalcem se
lahko prinesli viline, ne pa da jih sedaj ucijo krutosti in pohlepa. Montaigne
vcasih skusa napisati preprosto in resnicno pripoved o novem svetu, kar ga
vodi v uporabo retoricnega in pripovednega okrasja. Na nekem mestu tako
postavi enega svojih zaposlenih za ocividca. »Ta clovek je bil preprost in
verna prica dogodkom, saj so prefinjeni ljudje sicer bolj zvedavi in opazijo
ve¢ podrobnosti, a jih olepsujejo. Poleg tega si ne morejo kaj, da ne bi vsaj
malo spremenili zgodovine, da bi ji dali ve¢jo prepricljivost in vrednost«
(Montaigne, Essais, 1, 169). De Certeau je mnenja, da Montaigne tu upora-
blja prijeme popotne literature, ki jo obravnava. Uporabi podobno struktu-
ro s potovanjem v tujino, opisom primitivne druzbe in vrnitvijo domov (de
Certeau 69-70; prim. Hart 2005). Razmerje med zgodovino in sedanjostjo
ima stevilne plasti interpretacije, saj so pisci hkrati bralci, o katerih se bere
in pise. Avtorjev drugi so njegova notranja ideja bralca in seveda nepregle-
dna mnozica realnih bralcev, zato ima avtoriteta naravo bralca.

Obstajajo stevilne raziskave teh odnosov avtorstva in avtoritete,
Oviedov primer pa nam lahko sluzi za ilustracijo, saj je sprozil stevilne po-
lemike. Tzvetan Todorov ga opisuje kot zgodovinarja, ki je conkvistador
(Todorov 1992 148), ksenofob in rasist (151). J. H. Elliott zagovarja, da
Oviedo pledira za veéje priznanje Kolumba (Elliott 1992 11), je naravni
zgodovinar poln ¢udenja (21) in prevec spostuje Plinija, postavlja opazo-
vanje nad tradicionalno avtoriteto (40) ter je, podobno kot Léry skepti¢en
do spreobrnitve Indijancev. Anthony Pagden Ovieda opise kot opazo-
valca, ki podobnim pojavom pripisuje identiteto (Pagden 1986 11), kot
zgodovinatja, ki ima slabo mnenje o domorodcih in ga Humboldt imenuje
Plinij novega sveta (Pagden 1993 506). Gre torej za Stevilne plasti v odnosu
med avtorjem in obc¢instvom skozi zgodovino (prim. Hart 2005).

Kot smo videli, so obstajali kontroverzni pisci, kakrsna sta Thevet,
kozmograf francoskega kralja, in Oviedo, ki se je potegoval za podobno
sluzbo na $panskem dvoru tri desetletja pred njim. Thevet trdi, da je zbral
pomembne dokaze in je edini sposoben zdruziti natanéno opazovanje
nove celine z veliko uc¢enostjo. Medtem ko sta Jean de Léry in Francois
de Belleforest smesila njegovo delo, sta ga Ronsard in De Bellay kovala
v zvezde. Spanija je v $tevilnih pogledih oblikovala nase dojemanje no-
vega sveta. Francisco de Vitoria je bil klju¢na oseba pri postavljanju ne-
ljubih vprasanj o vlogi Spancev v osvojitvi Amerik. Vprasal se je npr., po
katerem zakonu so domorodci postali podaniki Spanije. Prav tako se je
spraseval, kak$no pristojnost ima Spanija v primeru civilnih sporov med
domorodci, enako pa je veljalo tudi za pristojnosti v duhovnih zadevah in
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vprasanjih religije, s ¢imer je odpiral vprasanja avtoritete cerkve, suverena
in drzave (konkretno Spanije).

Tudi Walter Ralegh v The Disconerie of the Large, Rich, and Beantiful Enmpire
of Guiana (1596) kaze ambivalenten odnos do predmeta, saj se v opisu
Crne legende postavlja na stran Indijancev. Zagovarja mnenje, da je bila
konkvista nelegalno dejanje, ki je pobilo 20 milijonov ljudi, obenem pa gre
za nacin, kako povecati svoj vpliv v tekmi s Spanci in najti $e vec zlata. V
tekstu se namrec¢ pojavi tendenca, da bi raziskal $panski primer in uporabil
lastne metode, s katerimi bi ga spodkopal.

Ve¢ kot devet desetletij kasneje, 1. 1688, je Aphra Behn objavil roman
Oroonoko, ki kaze Se eno temno plat kolonizacije, nehumanost suzenjstva.
Gre za obrambo afriSkega princa, ki je bil zasuznjen in je poln dvoumno-
sti. Pripovedovalec je tako lahko ena od oseb ali pa Aphra Behn, ki zapi-
suje svoje spomine v obliki romana ali potopisa. Posvetilo nas poduci, da
gre za zapis Behnove izkusnje iz Surinama, a izkusnje se mesajo s fikcijo
ter predstavljajo del druzbenega in literarnega dogajanja.

Resnic¢nost, fikcija in ocitne nepravilnosti so nekaj, s ¢imer operirajo
avtorji in bralci popotne literature o novem svetu. Kralj Brobdingnaga iz
Swiftovih Guliverjevibh potovanj imenuje Angleze Skodljivci, podobno kriticen
pa je Alaudah Equiano v svoji avtobiografiji The Life of Olandah Equiano,
or Gustavus V assa, the African (1789; druga izdaja 1814). V Posvetilu zgor-
njemu in spodnjemu domu britanskega parlamenta opisuje Evropejce kot
golazen, saj se spomni groze, ki so jo prinesli njegovi dezeli. Na koncu
knjige tako pledira za odpravo suzenjstva.

Resnico enega imperija lahko postavimo pod vprasaj in pripovedi o
humanizmu in superiornosti na glavo. Avtoriteta piscev je Se posebej
vprasljiva ob opisih drugega oziroma novih kultur, zato so avtorji in bralci
v Zahodni Evropi in na drugi strani Atlantika postavili pod vprasaj avto-
riteto Evropejcev s tipologijo, ki je pokazala kompleksnost tekstualnega,
kulturnega in politicnega polja. Pojav drugosti pri otroku in v seksualnosti,
torej od znotraj, lahko najdemo tudi pri etnoloski naravnanosti v opisih
drugih kultur.

Prevedel Gasper Troha
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Prispevek tematizira transformativno moc pesemskega diskurza z navajanjem neka-
lerih (zgodovinskih) teoreticnih momentou, ki poezijo obravnavajo kot transforma-
tivno. Pritem se osredotoca na avtorsko figuriran lirski subjekt, na postajanja pesem-
skega jaza kot drugega, obenem pa skusa namigniti na nekalere problemske focke za
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Ta drugost, to »nismo mic je vse, kar je dano videti v ogledalu,
cepray nible ne more povedati, kako se je 3g0dilo, da je tako.

J. Ashbery, Avtgportret v konveksnen ogledaln

V naslovu simpozija odmevata manifesta, ki v marsi¢em predstavljata
mejnika v literarni vedi in druzbosloviju sploh; znameniti Barthesov tekst
Smrt avtorja (1968) (La mort de I'Auteur) in Foucaultevo predavanje Kaj je
avtor? (1969) (Quest-ce que I'Auteur?). Ustaljeno je (prevzeto) prepricanje,
da avtorja v teh tekstih in tudi sicer razglasata izbris avtorja in subjekta v
literaturi in drugih diskurzih. Barthesove teze o smrti avtorja so kasnej-
$e interpretacije namre¢ bolj ali manj upraviceno vpisovale v paradigmo
smrti subjekta. Tudi Foucault na zacetku predavanja morda zavajajoce na-
javlja ponikanje, ¢e ne ze smrti subjekta, ko pravi, da pisanje kot praksa in
ne rezultat — pisava — »odpira prostor, v katerem pisoci subjekt nenehno
izginja« (26). Vendar tako pri Barthesu kot pri Foucaultu oba principa spet
vznikneta. Foucault se je navsezadnje ob koncu svojega zivljenja vrnil k
problemu subjekta.!

V' Swmirti avtorja Barthes resda detronizira avtorja kot novovesko insti-
tucijo individualisticne kapitalisti¢ne ideologije in nanjo vezane pozitivi-
sti¢ne literarne vede, utemeljene na iskanju avtotjeve intence in zapove-
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danega enoznacnega smisla ter obremenjene s psihologisticnim biogra-
fizmom. RuSenje te institucije mu hkrati pomeni zacetek »bralceve ere«.
Ze s tega vidika bi bilo danasnje, Ze dovolj distancirano branje tovrstnih
tez, porojenih v duhu »jezikovnega obrata«, ko se je povsod govoril jezik
sam, predhajajo¢ subjektu, zgolj v smislu izginotja subjekta nereflektirano.
Poleg tega z ustolicenjem bralca Barthes vzpostavi nov subjekt. Tudi ta
je navsezadnje resda dolgo ostal le implicitni teoreti¢ni dispozitiv v na-
daljnjem poststrukturalisticnem razrahljanju (literarnega) teksta kot zaprte,
zaokrozene strukture v neskoncen intertekst, saj se je to rahljanje povecini
dogajalo v polju teorij, ki so se osredotocale na jezik-sistem-kod in posle-
di¢no na brezsubjektno, anonimno, avtonomno iterabilnost, manj pa v
obmodju tistih teoretizacij diskurza in izjavljanja, ki v ospredje postavljajo
intersubjektivnost v radikalni histori¢nost diskurza.” Barthes se je ze nekaj
let kasneje v Ugitkn teksta (1973) (Plaisir du texte) distanciral od svoje ra-
dikalne pozicije in se celo vrnil k avtorju kot bralcevi fantazmi, kot podobi
avtorja v tekstu. Bralec si v tekstu avtotja zeli, potrebuje njegovo podobo.
Vendar ta podoba ni reprezentacija avtorja niti njegova projekcija, je bral-
cev konstrukt. (Le Plaisir 38) Taisti tekst $e jasneje zareze v problematiko
artikulacije subjekta v tekstu in izpostavi problem definiranja literarnega
subjekta na podlagi »materialisticne« teorije subjekta (82). S tem pravza-
prav izpostavi problem pojmovanja literarnega subjekta kot substance in
identitete. Subjekt kot identiteta se, ugotavlja Barthes, na eni strani v teks-
tu sicer $e pojavlja, »a ne kot iluzija, temve¢ kot »fiktivno identitete, kajti
v bralnem dejanju »uzivamo v tem, da sami sebe zamisljamo kot indivi-
duumex, pri cemer pa ne gre za »iluzijo enotnosti«, temvec za »druzbeno
gledalisce, v katerega postavljamo naso mnozino« (83). Po drugi strani
pa v Ugitku teksta najdemo podobo o tekstu, ne kot tkanini, temvec kot
tkanju, podobo teksta kot procesa, kjer se subjekt—pajek para v pajéevini,
ki jo tke (86). Subjekt v procesu teksta, subjekt teksta v procesu? S tem
vprasanjem ne vstopamo v neznano obmocdje, (literarno)teoretska misel se
je s procesualnostjo literarnega besedila ukvarjala vsaj od Ingardna napre;j.
(el. Juvan, Literarna 134).

V Foucaultovem predavanju se ta Barthesova podoba odslikava v kon-
ceptualnem razmisleku. Foucault poudari, da se je treba vrniti k vprasanju
subjekta. Apelira tako na akademizem pozitivisticne tradicije kot na vse bolj
okorelo strukturalisticno modernost. Vrnitev k subjektu je po Foucaultu
potrebna »... ne zato, da bi ponovno uvedli temo o izvirnem subjektu,
temve¢ da bi dojeli tocke, na katerih subjekt prodre v diskurz, subjektov
nacin delovanja in njegove odvisnosti.« (39) Avtorska funkcija, ki jo vpelje
Foucault in v kateri so mnogi kasnejsi interpreti videli predvsem izbris
avtorja in subjekta v diskurzivnem redu, je, kot pravi sam Foucault, »le ena
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od mogocih specifikacij subjektove funkcije« (40). Foucault avtorju kot
avtorski funkciji pravzaprav podeli novo mo¢, ko ga imenuje utemeljitel;
diskurza, in to v casu splosne nenaklonjenosti konceptom avtorstva in
avtorja. Vsi diskurzi z avtorsko funkcijo, pravi Foucault, vsebujejo plural-
nost egov, pri cemer avtorske funkcije ne zagotavlja zgolj eden teh egov-
jazov, temve¢ prav avtorska funkcija sama po sebi, saj omogoca simultano
razprsitev egov. Avtorska funkcija je torej ena subjektnih tock v diskurzu,
ki ima urejevalno vlogo. Avtorja kot avtorsko funkcijo zato ne smemo is-
kati ne v osebi resni¢nega pisatelja ne v (fiktivhem) govorcu (34). Avtorska
funkcija, ki je pri Foucaultu znotrajdiskurzivna funkcija, se nahaja v pre-
gibu med zunajdiskurzivno stvarnostjo in diskurzom, na samem robu dis-
kurza, ta pregib pa vselej ze pomeni razcep, oddaljenost, razliko.

Podobno pojmovanje avtorske funkcije v smislu urejevalnega nacela
na povsem drugacni filozofsko-teoretski podlagi najdemo v Bahtinovem
principu transgredientnosti-zunajbivanja avtorja glede na upodobljeni
svet. Avtorska funkcija pri Bahtinu je t.i. ¢isti ali prvinski avtor, ki je upo-
dabljajoce nacelo, natura creata creans, in se nahaja v delu kot celoti. Princip
zunajbivanja avtorja se pri Bahtinu utemeljuje na postulatu o dialoskosti
oziroma vecglasnosti, ki sta pogoja za obstoj literature. Za Bahtina avtor
kot diskurzivna funkcija razdaja besede tujim glasovom, tudi podobi av-
torja in drugim »avtorskim maskam, in sicer tudi v liriki (Bahtin, Eszetika
294-298).

Uvodni, shemati¢no vpeljani teoreti¢ni zaznamki so zanimivi iz vec ra-
zlogov. Kljub nacelnim razresitvam problematike odnosa med literarnim
subjektom in empiri¢nim avtorjem v velikih literarnoteoreti¢nih sistemih
polpreteklega obdobja se na manj teoreti¢ni, t.j. na bralski, kritiski, eseji-
sticni, pedagoski ravni vprasanje ti. lirskega subjekta e vedno tesno na-
vezuje na vprasanje avtorja in avtobiografske dimenzije pesmi. Literarno-
teoreti¢ni koncepti subjekta v liriki pa so vecinoma temeljili na nekaterih
»vecnih« aksiomih, izpeljanih bodisi iz reinterpretacije (poenostavljene)
romanti¢ne paradigme bodisi iz skrajne antihumanisti¢ne paradigme, »pa-
radigme oznacevalca«. Ce je vprasanje kategorije subjekta vselej work in
progress in je, kot pravi Sartre, predvsem projekt, ki vedno lahko postane
nekaj drugega (Klepec 13), je moderna literarna teorija pojem t.i. lirskega
subjekta vecinoma fiksirala v mesto govorca, katerega govor ni posredo-
van prek nobene druge govorne instance. To enotno, enoplastno mesto,
origo teksta, je tudi v osr¢ju tradicionalnega prepricanja o monoloskosti
lirike.” Tako razumljen pojem lirskega subjekta, ki je nase brez vedjih tezav
vezal dve osnovni paradigmi, je (bil) v Stevilnih poskusih definicij lirike
celo konstitutiven za opredelitev lirike kot nadvrste (prim. Wolf 27-28).
Vendar tudi zgoraj omenjeni paradigmi s tem nista bili presezeni.
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Na eni strani nekatere najnovejse teoreticne obravnave problema, pred-
vsem pod vplivom literarne pragmatike, pretezno afirmativno obravnava-
jo teorijo lirskega subjekta K. Hamburger, ki naj bi ti. lirski jaz povsem
enacila z realnim, eksistencialnim subjektom — pesnikom.* Lirski subjekt,
ki ga Hamburgerjeva postulira kot izjavni subjekt, ve¢inoma razumejo kot
realen, nefikcijski, njegove izjave pa kot fikcijske, pri cemer pa vse obrav-
nave spregledajo specifiko izjavnega subjekta Hamburgetjeve.®

Tako razumevanje je seveda problemati¢no. Prvi¢ zaradi psihologistic-
ne preobremenjenosti z biografskimi in psiholoskimi referencami. Drugic¢
zato, ker zavraca postulat o fikcijskosti literarnega diskurza. Tretjic — ker
se, kolikor pristaja na fikcijskost lirskih izjav, zapira v reprezentacijsko
koncepcijo poezije (in jezika nasploh) in ne prevprasa njene performa-
tivno-transformativne moci. Zgresi tako moment procesualnosti, dogod-
kovnosti (teksta-diskurza in njegovega subjekta), kot razmislek o specifiki
pesemskega izjavljanja in referiranja.

Vendar nepresezeni recepcijski topos, izhajajo¢ iz (trivializirane) roman-
ticne koncepcije poezije kot izklju¢no izpovednega izraza zunajbesedilne
individualne notranjosti, ne predstavlja edine tezave v sodobnem diskurzu
o poeziji. Literarnoteoretski sistemi so v duhu »fenomenoloske redukcije«
subjekt lirike najveckrat fiksirali kot enotno, zgolj govorno fikcijsko instan-
co v zaprtem tekstu, pojmovanem z vidika jezika kot sistema, utemeljenega
na znaku, in ne diskurza v njegovi dogodkovnosti. Najradikalnejsi so v
tem smislu pogledi na subjekt v liriki, utemeljeni na zmotno razumljeni
Mallarméjevi zahtevi po »govornem izginotju pesnika« v tekstu, ki deper-
sonalizacijo v izjavnem mestu, ki je nastopila v moderni liriki, tolmacijo
kot njeno popolno desubjektivizacijo. Po teh prepric¢anjih naj bi subjekt iz
pesmi izginil, ¢im pesem ne vsebuje ve¢ antropomorfne oblike, najveckrat
figurirane s prvoosebnim subjektom izjave, lirsko persono.

Razlog, da se zdi literarnoteoretski koncept lirskega subjekta vse bolj
problematic¢en in neuporaben, gre iskati prav v dejstvu, da se je koncept
oblikoval v okviru filozofskih tradicij, ki so subjekt pojmovale v smislu
(enotne) identitete in substance. Na podlagi premislekov o konfiguriranju
teksta kot diskurza, ki v ospredje postavljajo pojme nefiksiranosti, dina-
micnosti, procesualnosti, in (neegoloskih) teorij subjekta, ki tematizirajo
te iste pojme, bi veljalo ponovno premisliti in skusati opredeliti ravni, na
katerih se artikulira subjektiviteta, ki konfigurira pesniski diskurz in se v
lirski konfiguraciji ustvarja, najprej v samem aktu ustvarjanja, nato pa v ve-
rigi nadaljnjih aktualizacij teksta. To bi obenem ponudilo nekaj smiselnih
nastavkov za rekonceptualizacijo pojma lirskega subjekta.

Barthesova misel o razparanju subjekta v tekstu, Foucaulteva teza o av-
torski funkciji kot eni od subjektnih funkcij, ki omogoca in ureja pluralnost
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egov v (literarnem) diskurzu, predvsem pa na liriko aplicirana Bahtinova
principa gunajbivanje in vecglasnost, ki ju lahko ob podpoti teorije izjavljanja
E. Benvenista in teotije polifonije O. Ducrota® izpeljemo na nacin, da je
mogoce govoriti o dveh konfigurativnih, v zgodovinskih objektivacijah
najveckrat prekrivajocih se poljih subjekta izjavljanja in subjekta izjave,
seveda predstavljajo samo tri od relevantnih vstopov v premisljevanje o
artikulaciji lirske subjektivitete. Na tem mestu so bili uporabljeni kot ozad-
je za razmislek o tisti lirski konfiguraciji, ki v Baudelairevi binarni formuli
O razprsitvi in sredistenju jaga zavzema pozicijo vsaj navideznega srediscenja.
Rimbaudevo spoznanje jaz je nekdo drug problematiko osvetljuje na razlicne
nadine. Cetudi se osredotodimo zgolj na tista besedila v zgodovini lirike,
kjer se razlicna artikulacijska polja pesemske subjektivitete prekrivajo na
nacin, da se konfigurira avtorski subjekt- persona,’ je mogoce opaziti do-
volj jasen zgodovinski lok avtorefleksivnih pesniskih tekstov, metapesni-
skih besedil avtorjev in nekaterih teorij poezije, ki bolj ali manj eksplicitno
tematizirajo postajanja tega drugega pesmi v performativno-transformativni
dinamiki posesis, na temelju osciliranja med identiteto in drugostjo, seveda
vsakokrat v danem zgodovinskem obzorju. Ta tendenca tudi zgodovinsko
stopa v opozicijo z identifikacijsko—avtorsko tezo, ki se je radikalno uve-
ljavila s prehodom v ekspresivno estetiko v romantiki. V nadaljevanju bo
z navajanjem nekaterih zgodovinskih momentov, ki tematizirajo transfor-
mativni dispozitiv poezije, jaz je nekdo drug, nakazanih nekaj problemskih
tock za premislek o subjektni konfiguraciji lirike.

Z vzpostavitvijo nadvrstne triade po dialekticnem principu se je do-
kon¢no uveljavilo razumevanje lirike kot subjektivne oblike pesnistva.
Dokon¢no sintezo romanticnih pojmovanj je podal Hegel v Predavanjih o
estetifei (1835-1838). Po Heglu vsebino lirske umetnine predstavlja indivi-
dualni subjekt, lirska pesem je singularen nacin, kako se dusevnost skozi
to vsebino zacenja zavedati same sebe (Estetika 518). Lirika ustvarja zaprt,
samorefleksiven subjektivni svet, zunanje okolisc¢ine so zgolj izgovor, da
se izrazi dusevnost. Cisti izvir lirike je notranja subjektivnost (527) in vca-
sih je lirska pesem lahko zgolj ¢isto »prepevanje in popevanje« (prav tam),
saj je vloga »zunanje« zvocnosti poudatjanje notranje zvocnosti duse (543)
in zadovoljevanie le te prek glasbe besed (527). Ceprav je lirska pesem
upodobljena subjektiviteta, pa nikjer v Heglovih postavkah ne naletimo
na eksplicitno obravnavo povezave med osebo lirskega subjekta/perso-
ne in avtorjem. Govor je o izrazu subjektivitete na nacin, da ta prezame
ves tekst (525). Seveda to povezavo pri Heglu lahko predpostavljamo.
V Heglovem uvodu v razmisljanje o liriki pa je mogoce opaziti nekate-
re elemente, ki ne govorijo povsem v prid identifikacijski avtorski tezi.
Po Heglu se ustvarjajoci subjekt epike izgubi v predstavljenem predmet-
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nem svetu, ki ga slika. Tej samodtujitvi pa se subjekt lirike izogne tako, da
vase potegne ves predmetni svet in ga prezme s svojo notranjostjo® (516).
Samoodtujitev subjekta, ki je topos lirike od anti¢nih teorij naprej, je pri
Heglu najprej povsem zanikana. V liriki se duh spusca sam v sebe, izstopa
iz objektivnosti predmetov, opazuje svojo lastno zavest in namesto de-
janskosti stvari, predstavlja to zavest v subjektivni dusevnosti (prav tam).
Toda takoj nato je samoodtujitev implicirana, namre¢ samoodtujitev, ki jo
predpostavlja sama mimesis — kot poiesis. Pesnisko izjavljanje ne sme ostati
zgolj »nakljucni izraz subjekta kot takega, njegovih neposrednih obcutenj
in predstav«, temvec se mora pretvoriti v »govor poeti¢ne notranjosti«, ki
resda pripada pesniku kot posamezniku, vendar mora zadobiti jasno splo-
$no veljavo (prav tam). To veljavo Hegel vidi ravno v resni¢nosti obcutenj
in pravilnosti opazovanja. Vendar izpovednost, kolikor to misel beremo
v smislu izpovednosti, tu ni misljena kot neposredna, temve¢ posredna:
pesniski diskurz namrec izjavlja poeticno notranjost; livika upodablja — »zivo si
izmislja in najde ustrezni izraz« (517). Objektivizira in izciscuje: »poezija
nase srce napravi za predmet svoje predelave, vendar ne ostaja samo pri tem,
da vsebino izvrze iz subjekta in jo lo¢i od neposredne povezanosti z njim,
temvec iz nje ustvari oljekt, ki je ociscen vseh nakljucnih razpolozenj in v
katerem se osvobojena notranjost istocasno vraca k sebi v pomirjenem sa-
mozavedanju in je sama pri sebi.« (Prav tam) Tu je lirska mimesis tista, ki je
tematizirana kot agens; tematiziran je njen aktivni znacaj, ki ji ga podeljuje
sama poiesis (prim. Ricoeur, Krog 67-78). Identi¢cnost med notranjostjo in
njenim upodabljanjem Hegel torej implicitno izkljucuje; identi¢na je notra-
njost lahko sama s seboj, vendar je taka notranjost nema in brez predstav-podob
(517). Poezija, kot dejanje, ustvatja in spreminja, transformira (532-533).
Tu se razlika povezuje z obcutjem; kajti, pravi Hegel, srce, ki je pred posesis
le obcutilo, sedaj obcutenje tudi dojame. Implicirana je torej tudi katarzic-
na funkcija lirike. V tem pasusu Eszetike lahko razberemo Ze vse momente,
ki bodo v kasnejsih teorijah lirskega subjekta in poezije zavzemali razlicne
pozicije in se izoblikovali v dve paradigmi, ki bi ju lahko imenovali izpo-
vedno-avtenticna in avtonomno-avtotelicna: subjektivnost, afektivnost,
izpovednost — za katero se zdi, da je reflektirana ob upostevanju trans-
formativnosti posesis—, samorefleksivnost, poudarek na cutno-oblikovni
konfiguracijski plasti. Hegel pa v nadaljevanju pri obravnavi tipov ciste
lirike, na primeru ditirambicne poezije, govori tudi o »izstopu subjekta iz
sebe in njegov|em]| dvig|u] k absolutni biti« (544). Tako vzdigovanje, pravi
Hegel, ne pomeni poglabljanja subjekta v konkretne vsebine, temvec gre
za »nedolocen entuziazem, ki prevzema pesnika v njegovi teznji sproziti,
da bi obcutili in neposredno opazili, kar je za naso zavest neizrekljivo.«
(545) Hegel tu pesniskega entuziazma ne tolmaci le kot izstop subjekta iz
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sebe, kot (transcendentno) teznjo k dvigu v neskonénost (544) in k absolu-
tu, temvec tudi kot (imanentno) teznjo dati obcutiti neizrekljivo. Moment
entuziazma in neizrekljivega Hegel poveze z ritmom. Zdi se, da pri tem
opozori na dvojno vlogo povezovalne in izrazne funkcije ritma, ko pravi,
da subjektivni domisljiji v zanosu pri upodabljanju sluzi ritem. Ta moment
pa je mogoce povezati s Schleiermacherjevo teorijo stila in Novalisovo
teorijo pesniskega upodabljanja, Darstellung, h katerima se bom na kratko
vrnila malce kasneje.

Neizrekljivo, ki je topos poeticne modernosti od romantike naprej,
Hegel torej vpne v zgodovinsko nit teorij (bozanske) pesniske inspiracije
od Demokrita, Platona, Horacija, Kvintiljana, Cicerona pa do renesancnih
reinterpretacij, med katerimi je najslavnejsa in najvplivnejsa Ficinova te-
otija furor divinus. Tu je transformativni dispozitiv poezije tematiziran kot
transcendenten in celo razosebljajoc. V sklopu renesancnih teorij poezije
smo prica prvim teoretskim tematizacijam individualnosti pisatelja, ki pa
je vse do pozne renesanse vezana na neoplatonisticno doktrino pesni-
skega entuziazma in bozanske inspiracije. Dokon¢no se namre¢ oblikuje
intertekstualni in recepcijski topos individualizirane in idealizirane figure
Pesnika-Avtotja, na primeru Danteja in Petrarke.” Individualizirana pe-
snikova oseba se v furor poeticus povzdigne nad ostale. Na podlagi ideje o
nadnaravnem izvoru pesniske inspiracije v pesniskem aktu naj bi se nato
spojila z visjim redom neosebnega oziroma nadosebnega in se, vsaj v te-
oreti¢cnem idealu, v misti¢ni ekstazi absorbirala v neoplatonisti¢cno Eno.
Individualizacija pesniskega genija, s katero se vzpostavi razlika pesnikove
podobe od drugih, rezultira oziroma naj bi v teoretskem idealu rezultirala v
neko drugo razliko, ki naj bi pripeljala do razosebitve. Ce Ze ne razpade jaz,
razpade vsaj identitetno nacelo jaz = jaz. Dialektika individualizacije — ki je
na eni strani peljala h konfiguraciji avtorske lirske persone, na drugi strani
pa v intertekstualni topos figure navdahnjenega Pesnika — in transformaci-
je v ekstazi pesniskega akta, ki jo povzroci predpostavljeni bozanski izvor
inspiracije, namre¢ pogosto dialosko odseva v zivahni polifoni¢nosti rene-
sancne lirike, na primer pri Ronsardu, kjer v izjavnhem mestu pogosto pride
do zdrsa identitete avtorskega subjekta izjave. Vec¢inoma gre za razcep
znotraj same lirske persone na avtorsko persono in njene metamorfoze v
mitoloske subjekte. To razplasti diegeti¢ni okvir na ve¢ ravni, obenem pa
z metapesemskim postopkom osvetli tudi razcep med subjektom izjave in
subjektom izjavljanja (prim. Dauvois 46-58 in 90-103).

Teorija bozanske pesniske inspiracije na dionizi¢cnem temelju odmeva v
Nietzschejevem premisljevanju o litiki v Rojstvu tragedjje iz duba glasbe (1872).
Nietzsche zarise nekaj pomembnih postavk: lirika nikakor ne more biti su-
bjektivna vrsta, subjektivnost, kakor jo pojmujejo sodobni estetiki, je utvara,
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saj vsaka umetnost, da bi sploh bila umetnost, zahteva razresitev jaza, po-
polno objektivizacijo (35). Nadalje: lirika je bistveno vezana na duha glasbe,
lirski ustvarjalni proces izhaja iz glasbenega, ki pa je v temelju dionizicen.
Tako se lirski umetnik v ustvarjalnem aktu najprej v dionizi¢cnem procesu
zlije “s Praenim, z njegovo bolecino in protislovjem, in ustvarja podobo
Praenega kot glasbo« (36). To “misticno stanje samoodtujitve« je razlog,
da se lirikov genij upodobi v celoti lirsko figuriranega sveta, kjer deluje kot
»gibajoce sredisce« (37); v lirski stvaritvi namre¢ ni epskega varovala pred
»zlitjem z lastnimi podobamic; lirsko ustvarjen svet je objektivizacija lirske-
ga genija samega, pravi Nietzsche. Ce sledimo Nietzschejevi logiki, potem-
takem objektivizacija v transformativnem dionizi¢nem procesu ze objekti-
viziranega ustvarjalnega subjekta. Zato tako upodobljena »jazost« ni istove-
tna identiteti empiricnega jaza, temvec je »edina sploh resni¢na bivajoca in
vecna, v temelju stvari mirujoca jazost.« (37) Tega ne gre razumeti zgolj v
luci transformacije oziroma samoodtujitve subjekta v pesnisko-misti¢ni iz-
kusnji, kakor pesniski akt tolmaci Nietzsche, temvec v specifiki strukturira-
nja lirskega diskurza. Na eni strani se upodabljajoci se subjekt objektivizira
na nacin, da se razprsi v lirsko upodobljenem svetu, pri cemer pa ostaja gi-
bajoce srediste. Znotraj tega figurativnega okvira, ki kot pravi Nietzsche, pred-
stavlja »svet podob in prispodob s popolnoma druga¢no barvitostjo, vzroc-
nostjo in hitrostjo kakor v svetu kiparja in epika« (37), lirski genij lahko med
upodobitvami figurira tudi sugjo podobo kot negenija, svoj »subjekt« (37). Tu
naletimo na pomenljivo opozorilo: »Ce je tedaj videti, kakor da sta liri¢ni
genij in z njim povezani negenij eno in kakor da prvi izgovarja besedico 'jaz'
o sebi, nas vendar ta videz ne more vec¢ zapeljati, kakor je gotovo zapeljal
tiste, ki so lirika imenovali subjektivnega pesnika.« (37)

Transformativni dispozitiv poezije je pri Nietzscheju tematiziran v
dvojni luci; kot dispozitiv depersonalizacije-samoodtujitve na eni strani
in kot (sicer implicitni) dispozitiv dialogizacije. Prvi sprovede razprsitev
subjekta, ki ga Nietzsche imenuje lirski genij, v diskurzu. Eno od artiku-
lacijskih mest je tudi /Zrskz lahko avtorski, jaz. Pri tem je pomembno, da
lirski genij deluje kot integrativna instanca — gibalno sredisce, celotne konfi-
guracije. Zato ga lahko razumemo v smislu Foucaulteve avtorske funkcije
kot ene subjektnih funkcij in v smislu Bahtinovega cistega avtorja. Kot
integrativna instanca je 1) instanca govora, 2) je razprsena v elementih
fiktivhega — diegeti¢nega sveta, 3) in to je Se posebej pomembno: sprico
poudarka na njeni utemeljitvi v duhu glasbe, morda lahko predpostavimo,
da pronica v druga mesta energeze teksta, in sicer v plasti, ki v tradicionalnih
teorijah spadajo v obmocje literarne forme.

Transformativni dispozitiv, ki ga tematizirajo doslej omenjene teorije,
lahko v lu¢i premislekov o subjektu pri F. Schleiermacherju, Novalisu,
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F. Holderlinu, v 20. stol. pa pri J.-P. Sartru, M. Franku, delno tudi D.
Henrichu, tolmac¢imo $e na drug nacin; v smislu dialektike predrefleksijske
(neposredne) in refleksijske zavesti. Pesniski diskurz naj bi po teh razmi-
slekih, predvsem pri prvih treh mislecih pa tudi pri M. Franku, ki iz njih
izhaja, predstavljal osrednje mesto dogajanja dinamike med t.i. neposre-
dno in refleksijsko zavestjo.

Vsi ti avtorji vsak po svoji poti, a s podobnimi zakljucki, izvedejo kri-
tiko refleksijskega modela samozavedanja. Identiteta racionalisticnega ali
idealisticnega subjekta ne more biti utemeljena na empiricni zavesti, su-
bjekt v refleksijskem modelu nikoli ne more biti identicen s seboj, saj je v
tovrstnem teoretskem »samopostavljanju« na eni strani odsevajoci jaz- su-
bjekt, na drugi strani pa odsevani jaz-objekt. Vmes je vselej vrzel, zamuda,
manko, ki ustvarja neidentiteto, zato ta model ne zmore zaobjeti nepo-
srednosti samo-prisotnosti biti-jaz (domacnosti s seboj) v pred- ali nere-
fleksijskem stanju, v katerem $e ni prislo do razcepa na subjekt in objekt.
(el. Novalis, Fichte 3—7, Holderlin 26-27, Bowie 196-200, Frank, I.°"U/time
87, Jovanovski 106) Ta nerefleksijski modus Schleiermacher poimenuje
neposredna zavest, Holderlin bit, Novalis obcutje ali samoobcutje, Sartre
predrefleksijska zavest, Henrich domacnost s seboj. Nastavki za tako razu-
mevanje izhajajo iz Fichtejevih uvidov v problemati¢nost refleksijske za-
vesti in »jazosti, ¢eprav mu modela ni uspelo preseci (gl. Frank, L. 'Ultime
30-35). Na podlagi teh premislekov zgodnje romantike in nemskega ide-
alizma je M. Frank izpeljal svojo teorijo subjekta oziroma individuuma in
jo utemeljil prav na dialektiki med refleksijsko zavestjo, ki je pozicionalna,
teti¢na, vzpostavljena na opti¢ni logiki uvida lastnega zrcalnega odseva in
je naperjena na subjekt kot na objekt; in predrefleksijsko zavestjo, ki je
predrazcepna v smislu nedeljenosti subjekta in objekta (Frank, L ‘Ultime
49). Pri tem je bistveno tudi, da Frank pokaze, kako je Schleiermacherjevo
razumevanje individuuma kot neponovljivega, nedeljivega, ireduktibilno
singularnega in dogodkovnega (Frank, L'Ultime 12, 89-90, 93) in kon-
ceptualizacija neposredne zavesti, ki predstavljata eno od teorij v zgodo-
vinski liniji neegoloskih teorij subjekta, povezana s Schleiermachetjevo
hermenevti¢no teorijo jezika, teksta in stila. V slednji je mogoce videti
anticipacijo filozofsko-lingvisti¢nih teorij diskurza. Schleiermacherjeva te-
orija teksta podobno kot nato Bahtinova in Benvenisteva teorija diskurza
uvidi dvoravninskost teksta (Estetika 289, Problemes 11 59-65); raven jezika
kot koda-sistema znakov in raven individualnosti, neponovljivosti izjave.
Neposredna zavest individuuma kot ireduktibilno singularnega in ¢asov-
no-dogodkovno ustrojenega se v tekstu artikulira v obmocdju stila. Oc¢itno
je, da se stil lahko manifestira le na ravni teksta kot diskurza-izjave-izjavlja-
nja, in ne jezika kot koda. Frank glede Schleiermacherjevega pojmovanja

119



Avtor: kdo ali kaj pise literaturo?

120

stila ugotavlja, da, Ce je raven znakov in celo tipov izjav tisto »izrekljivog,
potem je stil tisto »neizrekljivoy, tista energeza subjekta teksta (The Subject
80, 92).

Polg Schleiermacherjeve teorije je za Frankovo sintezo teh teorij su-
bjekta klju¢no Novalisovo razlikovanje dveh modusov samozavedanja, re-
fleksije in obcutja, in njegovega uvida v ustroj individuuma. Podobno kot
pri Schleiermacherju, ki artikulacijo neposredne zavesti veze na umetnisko
ustvarjanje, se tudi Novalisov razmislek o subjektu povezuje z njegovim
razumevanjem poezije in njegovo teorijo pesniskega upodabljanja (prim.
Jovanovski). Novalis individuum uvidi kot v temelju razcepljeno entiteto
(Fichte 25), ki ne more biti ni¢ temeljnega, temvec se kaze kot proces oscili-
ranja med identiteto in ne-identiteto, med Jazom in Ne-Jazom (Fichte 164):
»Jaz oznacuje tisti negativno spoznan absolut — tisto, kar ostane po vsej
abstrakciji — tisto, kar lahko spoznamo le prek dejanja in kar se udejanja
le skozi ve¢no umanjkanje ... Jaz postane ucinkovit in dolocen le preko
svojega nasprotja.« (Fichte 168) To osciliranje, ki dogodkovno, procesual-
no udejani absolutni jaz kot sintezo dveh modusov zavedanja — refleksije
in obcutja — v poeziji, je povezano s procesom romantiziranja. Novalis
ga teoretizira, predvsem pa uresnici v svoji t.i. transcendentalni poeziji
(¢l. Jovanovski). Romantiziranje je »kvalitativho potenciranje«, v katerem
se »nizji jaz identificira z boljsim jazom« (Szer so 202). V tem smislu ga
lahko povezemo s prej omenjenimi teorijami inspiracije iz drugega duhov-
nozgodovinskega okvira, kolikor gre za transformativni dispozitiv. Ce se
subjekt upodobi v avtorsko figurirani lirski personi, je tak subjekt skozi
poeticni transformativ »kvalitativno povisan«. Tudi Novalis podobno kot
nato Hegel sicer zapise, »da je poezija upodobitev duse, notranjega sveta
v njegovi celotnosti« (Szez s0 196), vendar pravi tudi, da poezija »identi¢no
opusca, da bi ga upodobila« (Fichte 3). Upodablja ga morda v obmoc¢ju
tistega, kar Schleiermacher imenuje stil, Frank pa neizrekljivo energese teks-
ta. Tudi Novalisova teorija Darstellung, predvsem v navezavi na vprasanje
subjekta v smislu dialektike refleksije in obcutja, ne navaja le k premisleku
o primerih, kjer gre za ocitno avtorsko figurirano lirsko persono, temvec
nasploh o konfiguriranju subjektivitete v lirskem diskurzu.

Kaksne implikacije ima sklop teorij neposredne zavesti oziroma dia-
lektike med refleksijskim in nerefleksijskim subjektnim modusom, ki jih je
mogoce v okviru teorije poezije razumeti kot novo postajo v tolmacenju
transformativnega dispozitiva poezije, na premisljevanje o lirskem subjek-
tu z vidika, na katerega se osredotoca prispevek? Kako je figuriran avtorski
lirski subjekt v smislu subjekta izjave-lirske persone v luci teh teorij? Je
mogoce reci, da v tem artikulacijskem polju lirske subjektivitete odseva
zrcalna podoba osebne identitete kot zacasni (iluzorni) moment refleksij-
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ske zavesti, ali pa je avtorska lirska persona ze konfigurirana skozi trans-
formacijsko sito dinami¢nega procesa pesmi, kjer naj bi se po Novalisu
in Franku v modernosti na najbolj temeljen nacin dogajal tudi dialekti¢ni
proces refleksijske in predrefleksijske zavesti? Kolikor se ta proces kaze
kot konstitutivni element celotnega lirskega diskurza, je smiselno in po-
trebno iskati in opredeliti druge »subjektne tocke«, v katerih se artikuli-
ra dinamika tega subjekta v procesu. Schleiermacherjeva teorija stila in
Novalisova Darstellung nakazujeta nekaj smiselnih smeri.

Ce pa se osredotodim zgolj na avtorsko figurirano lirsko persono, je
mogoce problem na teoreti¢ni ravni delno osvetliti e z Ricoeutjevo te-
orijo konstituiranja osebne identitete na podlagi konfiguriranja narativne
identitete, pri katerem igra klju¢no vlogo ¢asovnost. Ta proces je tudi ena
od faz konstituiranja subjekta v Ricoeurjevi hermenevtiki subjekta oziroma
sebstva.'’ Narativna operacija po principu neubrane ubranosti konfigurira
narativno identiteto osebe v diskontinuirani dialektiki, ki poteka med iden
- stalno, fiksirano identiteto istosti, temeljeco na nacelu sedimentacije, in
ipse - postajajoco identiteto nasebnosti, temeljeco na nacelu inovacije. Sele
nasebnost kot identiteta-neidentiteta poleg dialektike z istostjo predposta-
vlja tudi dialektiko sebstva in drugosti. Drugost se tako pokaze kot kon-
stitutivna za nasebnost, vanjo vstopa. Nasebnost sebstva namrec¢ implicira
drugost tako, da ene ni mogoce misliti brez druge. Sele skozi nasebnost
sebstvo, subjekt, lahko vzpostavi odnos do drugosti (Soz-meme 13—14, 167—
197). Bistvo narativne identitete, preko katere Ricoeur hkrati metafori¢no
in dobesedno pristopa k problemu konstituiranja osebne identitete in je ne
gre razumeti zgolj v smislu identitete narativnih besedil, temve¢ literarnih
besedil nasploh (Krog 8-9), je torej prav dialektika nasebnosti in istosti, ki
je pravzaprav ze dialektika drugosti in istosti.

Ce pomislimo na vrsto avtorefleksivnih pesniskih tekstov in poetolo-
skih spisov, ki so v zgodovini spremljali pesnisko ustvarjanje, ki implicitno
ali eksplicitno tematizirajo spoznanje jaz je nekdo drug na razlicne nacine, v
prispevku pa jih ni bilo mogoce navajati, je morda smiselno predpostaviti
naslednje: ¢etudi bi pristali na tezo, da je avtorsko figuriran lirski subjekt
v smislu narativne-lirske identitete, ki se v procesu lirskega teksta konsti-
tuira po minimaliziranem principu narativnih drobcev-dogodkov, mogoce
razumeti kot iluzoren moment refleksijske zavesti, ga gre razumeti kot
postajajo¢o identiteto nasebnosti. Ze sama narava strukturacije pesniske-
ga diskurza predpostavlja minimaliziranje principa ubranosti v dinamiki
ubranosti in neubranosti, ki jo Ricoeur na podlagi branja Aristotelove
Poetife postulira kot konfiguracijski model literature. Inovacija, ki je prin-
cip postajanja zpse, nasebnosti, je v procesu pesmi pogosto podprta z me-
taforicnim izjavljanjem, ki predstavlja visek semanti¢ne inovacije. To pa
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tako, da ukinja deskriptivno referencialno funkcijo pesniskega diskurza
na nacin, kot pravi Ricoeur, da pre-opise (redécrit) resni¢nost s tem, ko
ubeseduyje vidike resni¢nosti, ki so lahko izrazeni le z evociranjem in jih
ni mogoce izraziti neposredno z deskriptivnim jezikom, temve¢ vznikajo
le v tenzijskem, dinami¢nem odnosu med rusevinami dobesedne seman-
ticne ustreznosti metaforicne izjave in novo (nelogicno) ustreznostjo. (La
miétaphore 289—-301) Ta teorija metafore, ki je, kot pravi sam Ricoeur, prav-
zaprav teorija pesemskega diskurza (La wétaphore 301), pa seveda ni brez
povezav z Novalisovo teorijo Darstellung, ki »identicno opusca, da bi ga
upodobila.« Po analogiji morda lahko princip metaforicne redeskripcije
(sveta) prenesemo tudi na vprasanje avtorsko figuriranega subjekta. Tudi
avtobiografsko upodobljena lirska persona v pesemskem diskurzu impli-
cira nerazresljivo tenzijo med identiteto in diferenco na nacin, da vselej
ustvarja »podvojeno referenco« (La wétaphore 288).

Lahko re¢emo, da figuralnost pesemskega diskurza predstavlja pesem-
sko fabulo (withes), ki se gradi z upodabljalno operacijo, v kateri prevla-
duje neubranost, s tem pa princip zpse. Neubrani razprsenosti strukturacije
pesniskega izjavljanja je tako sopostavljena oziroma vanjo vpletena iden-
titeta-zpse narativne-lirske identitete-persone, lirskega subjekta, ki postaja
skozi razlicne momente upodabljanja, na nacin, da ne more priti do sedi-
mentacije v zdem. Ti momenti so (neidenti¢ne) upodobitve momentalnih
jazov-person, ki se konstituirajo skozi pesem-proces. Teza o postajajoci
nasebnosti avtorsko figurirane lirske persone-subjekta se zdi smiselna tudi
v primeru prevlade narativne nad figuralno-metafori¢no strukturacijo fa-
bule pesniskega diskurza, ki je ena osrednjih znacilnosti mocnega toka
sodobne, tudi slovenske, poezije. Mogoce je reci, da za poezijo nasploh na
ravni besedilne povezljivosti velja princip zpse. Vendar pa prav tendence
narativizacije poezije navajajo k ponovnem razmisleku o ustaljenih kon-
cepcijah lirskega subjekta, ki se ob tovrstnih tekstih zdijo pogostokrat po-
polnoma neuporabne.

Po Ricoeutju je sele prek identitete zpse, ki je drugost v identiteti, mo-
goce vzpostaviti odnos do drugosti drugega. Avtorsko figuriran jag-drugi
pesmi v njej ice, in morda uzre, tudi drugega-drugega, mu govori. P. Celan
v Bremenskem govoru dialosko bistvo poezije, ki je vedno usmerjena k dru-
gemu, ponazoti s podobo pesmi kot v morje vrzene steklenice: pesem je
vedno na poti k ne¢emu, na poti do “odprtega mesta«, do #-a.

Naj zato na kratko zaklju¢im z omembno tiste plasti naslovne sinta-
gme subjekt pesmi v procesu, subjekt v procesu pesmi, ki misli tudi re-konstitucijo
subjekta v vsakokratnem dogodku Zivljenja teksta, kolikor se po Iserju ob
konstituciji tekstnega smisla dogaja tudi konstitucija subjekta (Iser 236—
240). To Isetjevo tezo iz Bralnega dejanja lahko povezemo z Benvenistevim
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postulatom, da se subjekt v govorici, v govornem dejanju, vsaki¢ znova
konstituira. S tega gledis¢a se v zvezi jag je drugi razpre tudi tista intersu-
bjektivna in interdiskurzivna razseznost jaza kot jezikovne oblike-shiftera,
ki vedno nastopa kot element dvojice jaz-# Toda ta v Benvenistevi teoriji
izjavljanja ne poimenuje nobene leksikalne enote, temve¢ se nanasa zgol]
na individualno govorno dejanje, v katerem je izrecen in v katerem ozna-
cuje govorca (Benveniste, Problemi 283). Tega govorca, [dconciatenr (izja-
vljalec) v Benvenistevi teoriji ne gre zamenjevati z govorec¢im subjektom,
le sujet parlant (govorec). Jaz-#i namre¢ po Benvenistu v tem smislu nista
reprezentacijska, temve¢ indikativna, saj je po Benvenistu realnost, na ka-
tero napotuje, govorna-diskurzivna realnost (Problemi 283—284). Vendar ta
Jaz v Benvenistevi teoriji diskurza ni zgolj subjekt izjave, temvec subjekt
izjavljanja. V prenosu te teorije na pesemski diskurz pa tako razumljeni
subjekt ni lirska persona, Bahtinov lirski junak ali eden od Foucaultovih
razprienih egov, temvec jaz-ti izjavljanja, subjekt-pesem sama, subjekt
procesa-dejavnosti pesmi, ki iz »celotnega teksta naredi jaz in v svojem
procesu transformira tudi bral¢ev jaz« (Meschonnic, Po/itigne 192). S tem
se udejanja/dogaja tudi »radikalno historicna, »transhistori¢na« in »trans-
subjektivna«'! po-etika poezije, v kateti se v dogodku pesmi vedno srecata
dva subjekta v procesu.

OPOMBE

' Gl M. Foucault. L ’bérménentique du sujet. Cours du collige de France 1982—1981. Patiz:
Seuil, 2001.

? Pomenljiva je Barthesova navedba Nietzschejeve misli v Ugitkn v tekstn, s katero za-
nika vladavino bralca: »Ne smemo vprasati: »iK(do interpretira«, temve¢ ima interpretiranje
kot oblika volje do mo¢i svoje bivanje (vendar ne kot bit, temve¢ kot proces, nastajanje),
kot afekt.« (e plaisir 83) Prevod po F. Nietzsche. 10/ja do moii . Poskus prevrednotenja vseb
vrednot. (prev. J. Moder) Ljubljana: Slovenska matica, 1991.

? Kot temeljno monoloska je litika obravnavana npr. pti J. Petersenu, (Wissenschaft von
der Dichtung, 1939), deloma M. Bahtinu, D. Lampingu (Das lyrische Gedicht: Definitionen zu
Theorie und Geschichte der Gatung, 1989).

* K. Hambutger. Die Logik der Dichtung. Stuttgart: Ernst Klett Vetlag. 1957 (1968). Teo-
rijo Hamburgetjeve bolj ali manj afirmativno obravnavajo ali navajajo npr. L. Jenny: “Fic-
tions du moi et figuration du moi« V: Figures du sujet lyrigue. Pariz: PUF, 1996. 99-111; D.
Combe “ La référence dédoublée« Figures du sujet lyrique. Pariz: PUF, 1996. 39-63; A. L.
Lujan Atienza. Pragmitica del discurso lirico. Madrid: Arco Libros, S. A., 2005. 143—152.

> Hamburgerjeva  izjavni subjekt skusa postulirati kot jezikovno-strukturni
element.(Hamburger 58) S tem pa Hamburgerjeva zacrta tudi nacelno razliko med izjav-
nim subjektom, kot ga razume sama, in subjektom, kot se pojavlja v teorijah informacije,
danes bi rekli pragmatike diskurza; njena teorija izjave se Zeli vzpostaviti kot teorija skrite
strukture jezika (56), komunikacijska in informacijska teorija pa obravnavata situacijo go-
vora. Tako posiljatelja v teoriji informacije ne gre enaciti z njenim izjavnim subjektom.
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Prvemu je namrec vselej sopostavljen prejemnik, drugemu pa objekt. V izjavnem sistemu
jezika Hamburgerjeve je izjava ustrojena v relaciji subjekt-objekt.

® Oswald Ducrot. Le Dire et le dit. Pariz: Minuit, 1989.

7 Izraz lirski subjekt v tem prispevku uporabljam v ustaljenem pomenu- v smislu lirske-
ga govorca in ga enacim z izrazom lirska persona. Vse pojme oziroma izraze razumem v
smislu subjekta izjave, tj. instance znotraj diegeti¢nega okvira- predstavljenega sveta teksta.
Prim. Balzalorsky 68

¥ To pa je pravzaprav moment, ki ga teoretizirajo tudi stevilne moderne teorije lirike, ki
se skusajo distancirati od pojmovanja lirike kot subjektivne vrste, s tem, da lirski diskurz
obravnavajo kot prenos na subjektni pol, pri cemer sta subjekt in objekt znotrajbesedilni
strukturni funkciji. (npr. pri K. Hamburger s teoretizacijo izjave, utemeljene v relaciji su-
bjekt-objekt, pri cemer je lirska izjava prenos na subjektni pol; pri J. Kosu s postavko, da »
lirska realnost obraca nazaj k subjektu kot njegova zrcalna podoba.« Kos, Lirika 54)

? Kakor v svoji obsezni monografiji o oblikovanju literarne osebnosti v renesansi ugo-
tavlja J. Lecointe je bil srednjeveski literarni subjekt predvsem produkt teksta, v renesansi
pa se z Boccaciom v njegovem teoretsko-kritiskem tekstu Genealogie deorum gentilinm libri
X177 (1360-1374) vzpostavi nov model literarne osebnosti, ki ne temelji toliko na literar-
notekstnih elementih, kot na dejanskih biografskih podatkih o avtorju. S tem se je zgo-
dil pomemben obrat, ki je vplival na celoten razvoj metaliterarne, a tudi intertekstualne
percepcije. Kajti oseba avtotja od renesanse naprej, ni vec zgolj literarna, pac pa postane
cksistencialna; Dante in Petrarka nista ve¢ le Dante in Petrarka iz Novega Fivljenja in Kanco-
niera, temve¢ navdahnjena genija z idealizirano, a singularno, zunajtekstualno eksistenco.
Gl. Lecointe 236-270.

1 Ricoeutjev model samozavedanja Frank kritizira, ker je utemeljen na refleksijski lo-
giki. (The Subject 5)

" Izraze prevzemam od H. Meschonnica. Uporablja jih v vecini svojih del (npt. Pour la
poétique 1, I, 111, IV, Critique du rythme, Politique du rythme, La rime et la vie, Poétique du traduire,
itd.) v katerih razvija poetiko diskurza, teorijo ritma, poetiko prevajanja.
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Vslovenskem romanu zadnje tretjine 20. stoletja previadujejo literarni subjekti, ki so
mocno vezani na druzbeno situacijo. Literatura namrec v prvi vrsti postavija eticno-
moralno ogledalo druzbi. S pomocjo literarnih likov v razlicnih slovenskih romanih,
njihovih psiholoskih, intelektualnih in nravstvenih stalisc, se kazejo sodbe romano-
pisca kot glasnika nacionalnih usmeritev in popisovalca stanja v sodobni druzbi.
Avtorska volja je nujno povezana z aklom ustvarjanja pripovednega dela, v katerem
avlor resuje zase in za druzbo pomembna nravstvena, zgodovinska in filozofska
vprasnja. S pomocjo zasebnih zgodb in osebnih problemov v sodobnem romanu lahko
lorej raziskujemo razvoj celotne druzbe in kulture v Sloveniji pred demokraticnimi
spremembami s konca 80-ih let in ob krepitvi nacionalne drZave v zacetku 90-ih.

Kljuéne besede: literarna teotija / avtor / avtorstvo / avtobiogtafska literatura / slovenski
roman / 20. st.
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Ko skusamo odgovoriti na vprasanje »Kdo ali kaj pise literaturo?«, mo-
ramo najprej opredeliti enega izmed S$tevilnih moznih pomenov besede »li-
teraturac, tistega, ki je za nas relevanten. To ni literatura kot celota zapisanih
del in izjav, ki so nastajali z razvojem nase kulture, kakor tudi ne strokovna
literatura, neodtujljivi temelj razvoja in napredka, pa¢ pa tako imenovano le-
poslovje, in sicer ne glede na to, da je danes tezko govoriti o lepoti kot zna-
cilnosti sodobne umetniske literature, saj se ta najpogosteje skusa znajti med
kaosom in negacijo. Upostevajo¢ pomembnost $tudij o pisanju in besedilu,
zelimo poudariti (za nase raziskave najpomembnejso) znacilnost umetni-
$kega dela — zavestno upodabljajoée-estetsko celoto. Ce se preve¢ navdu-
$imo le nad funkcionalnim, formalnim pristopom k literarnemu gradivu,
lahko namre¢ reduciramo vlogo avtorja na mnozico nacinov pisanja, ne-
kaksno metodo (podobno raznim pravilom za oblikovanje pravnih aktov).
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Prav pri podobnih zvrsteh literature lahko upraviceno govorimo o resni¢ni
smrti avtorja. Taksna besedila, kdorkoli se jih je Ze izmislil v preteklosti, so
za vedno izgubila notranjo, tako reko¢ duhovno povezavo s svojim virom;
funkcionirajo samostojno, vendar ne Zivijo. S tem izgubljajo neponovljivost
mojstrovine, ki ocara razli¢ne [judi po celem svetu. V umetniskem delu se v
celoto spajajo elementi, ki prihajajo tako iz zunanjih predpostavk kot tudi iz
notranjih znacilnosti avtorjeve osebe, individualnosti.

Ustroj literarnega dela kot skupka posebnih, docela samostojnih ele-
mentov, organiziranje dela v dokonc¢ano celoto je mogoce le prek dolo-
¢ene povezujoce substance, ta pa je lahko samo clovek. To je Se posebej
poudarjal Mihail M. Bahtin ze na zacetku dvajsetih let prej$njega stoletja,
in sicer v delu »Avtor in junak v estetski dejavnosti, ki je postalo temel
njegove filozofske estetike. V skladu z njegovo koncepcijo je ta povezu-
joca substanca junak literarnega dela. Obenem je Bahtin dosledno izpeljal
tole misel:

Da bi se proza zakljucila in se zlila v dokonc¢ano delo, mora izkoristiti estetizirani
proces ustvatjalnega individua, tj. njenega avtotja, v sebi mora odsevati podobo
dokoncanega dogodka avtorjeve ustvarjalnosti, saj v okviru svojega cistega, od
avtorja abstrahiranega smisla ne more najti momentov, ki bi jo zakljucili in arhitek-
tonsko uredili. (baxrum 11; citat je iz »Fragmenta prvega poglavjag, ki ni preveden
v slovenski izdaji).

Po Bahtinu so junak, njegova zavest, Custva in Zelje, se pravi njegova
predmetno emocionalno-intencionalna naravnanost, z vseh strani zajeti
v avtorjevo zaklju¢ujoco zavest o junaku in njegovem svetu. Menimo, da
»smrt avtorjag, ki jo je mnogo pozneje razglasil Roland Barthes, ni mogla
omajati predpostavk ruskega znanstvenika. Kakor Bahtin obravnavamo
avtorja kot »enotno aktivno oblikovalno energijo«.

Razmerja med avtorjem in junakom so kompleksna, niso enoznacna in
zadevajo ne le tako imenovane »gramati¢ne« vidike (kot jim pravi Barthes),
pac pa tudi vidike upodobitve in spoznavno-eti¢ne vidike. Avtor pogosto
poskusa s pomocjo svojega junaka odgovoriti na mnoga zanj zivljenjsko
pomembna eti¢na, zgodovinska, filozofska vprasanja. Vcasih se avtor odre-
¢e polozaju objektivnega »zunajbivanja«' in se priblizuje junaku, tako da se
meje med njima skoraj zabrisejo kakor denimo v avtobiografsko naravnanih
delih, kjer si avtor in junak delita ne samo misli in Custva, temve¢ tudi bio-
grafsko gradivo. Vseeno pa junakov »jaz« nikdar ne postane avtotjev »jaz«,
saj je v njem vselej mogoce zaznati nekaj izmisljije, obcutek ustvarjenosti.”

Dejavnik »avtorske volje« je nelocljiv od dejanja ustvarjanja literarne-
ga dela. Umetniska podoba je venomer odvisna od subjektivnosti njenega
ustvarjalca. Kot re¢eno, avtor v vsakem delu resuje mnoga zanj in za druzbo
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pomembna vprasanja. Celo »€ista« fiksacija osebnih dozivljajev, emocij in
razpolozenj, izrazenih z besedo, predpostavlja moznost vnovicne ali dru-
gotne aktualizacije v svoji izvorni enotnosti podobe, in sicer prek kasnejse
recepcije s strani samega avtorja ali koga drugega. Moznost estetskega ob-
stoja zapisanega teksta je bistveno pogojena z njegovo notranjo enotnostjo
podobe, enotnostjo, ki jo doloca avtor. Ta enotnost se pojavi brz, ko avtor
denimo posamezne pripovedi, sizeje in podobe zdruzi v enoten cikel, tako
da jih bralec sprejema kot estetsko enotne. Tako sodobni roman, ki je pre-
segel zanrske okvire in konvencije prej$njih obdobij, premore obilico »gra-
mati¢nih« in drugih formalnih postopkov, vendar je nacelo organiziranja
misli in podob tudi v tem primeru avtor, njegova ideja, nacrt, volja.

V zadnji tretjini 20. stoletja roman v Sloveniji ostaja eden najbolj pri-
ljubljenih Zzanrov. K njegovemu razvoju so v teh letih prispevali mnogi
notranji kot tudi zunanji dejavniki. Ker je vpisana v §irsi evropski kontekst,
slovenska knjizevnost nikdar ni bila zaprt sistem. Tako lahko slovenski
roman sprejema najnovejse pojave mednarodnih literarnih procesov tako
rekoc¢ brez zamud, obenem pa se podaja na lastne umetniske, estetske poti.
V tem casu je postopni razvoj slovenske druzbe, zaznamovan tudi z neka-
terimi konstitutivnimi spremembami, omogocil pisateljem kompleksno re-
fleksijo dejanskosti. Tudi prelomni leti 1990 in 1991, ko je slovenski narod
pokazal izjemno enotnost, nam lahko veljata za spontan prehod na novo
razvojno stopnjo. Velike zasluge pri tem imajo sami pisatelji, ki so posto-
poma rusili prepovedi in stereotipe, zaobsli razlicne politicne in ideoloske
tabuje, vzpostavljali zgodovinsko pravi¢nost, prevzemali odgovornost za
ohranitev nacionalnega samozavedanja. Slovenski roman je kot nekaksna
slutnja sprememb odigral nacionalno konstitutivno vlogo; skupaj z njim je
druzba postopoma uresnicevala svoj najpomembnejsi cilj, tj. ustanovitev
samostojne drzave, kar se je v zgodnjih 90. letih tudi zgodilo.

Ker zajema polifonijo, ima sodobni roman na voljo stevilna sredstva za
obravnavo pojava cloveka kot takega, pri tem pa stalno preskusa nove po-
stopke, razvija vse kompleksnejse strategije. Bralec je vabljen v raziskovalni
laboratorij, kjer lahko postane prica pa tudi asistent poskusov, ki jih na ¢lo-
veku izvajata pisatelj in zivljenje samo. Sodobni romanopisci domala niso
ve¢ zavezani zanrskim konvencijam. Na vseh ravneh umetniskega tkiva pre-
skusajo najrazli¢nejsa sredstva, celo tista, ki so poprej veljala za nezdruzljiva.
To izrazito potrjuje tudi slovenski roman. V njem soobstajajo in sodelujejo
izmisljija in dokumenti (Drago Jancar, Severni sz, 1984), mnozi¢no in elitno
(Dimitrij Rupel, Leyji delez, 1989), proza in poezija (Joze Snoj, Gavgen hrib:
roman o vojnem otrostvn, 1982), tradicija in eksperiment. Tako je bil na primer
Blatnikov roman-antiutopija s pustolovskim sizejem Plamenice in solze (1987)
sprva zasnovan kot eksperiment po postmodernisticnem modelu.
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Toda slovenski roman zadnje tretjine prejsnjega stoletja zvecine ni ek-
sperimentiral zaradi samega eksperimentiranja, saj je bila v ozadju Zelja
reflektirati dejanskost, in sicer pogosto zasebno zivljenje. V sodobnem
slovenskem romanu so, kakor brzkone tudi v drugih sodobnih knjizev-
nostih, zelo razsirjeni tako imenovani hibridi, ki zdruzujejo znake raz-
licnih Zanrov in se poigravajo z njimi. »Cistih« vzorcev tega ali onega
romanesknega zanra tako rekoc¢ ni ve¢. Vse to pri¢a o popolni pisateljski
svobodi pri izbiri oblik in sredstev pa tudi o zrelosti sprejemnika, bral-
ca, ki ne potrebuje vec¢ zanrskih »konvencij«, saj ga, nasprotno, zanimajo
nove, nenavadne kombinacije, ki dodatno bogatijo njegov um in duha.
Tako prek osebne zgodbe, lastnih problemov in omejenih nalog sodobni
roman reflektira splosni razvoj druzbe in kulture Slovenije na poti k de-
mokrati¢nim spremembam s konca 80. in zacetka 90. let ter iz obdobja
uveljavljanja nove drzave.

Osrediscenost slovenskih romanopiscev na ¢lovekov notranji svet je
omogocila tudi razcvet tako imenovanega avtobiografskega romana,” ki
je bil povsem po meri omenjenega obdobja. Avtobiografski romani pi-
sateljev, kakrsni so Lojze Kovacic, Vitomil Zupan ali Marjan Rozanc, so
dandanes ze klasi¢ni. Med pisatelji srednje generacije lahko mednje doda-
mo Franja Francica ali Andreja Morovica. Avtorsko vlogo v slovenskih
avtobiografskih romanih bi lahko zajeli v naslednje tipe.*

V romanih prvega tipa igra vlogo organizirajoc¢ega nacela lik avtorja, ki
deluje kot eden od likov romana. V taksnih romanih avtor premisljeno de-
monstrira svojo navzocnost, voljo in vednost. Zanj je clovesko Zivljenje na
vsakem koraku neiz¢rpno pestro, zato skupaj z junakom tankovestno raz-
iskuje cloveka in svet. Avtorjev emocionalno-intencionalni odziv, ki daje
enoten ritem® celotni umetnini, je pogosto podkrepljen z lucidno argumen-
tacijo s pomodjo literarnih citatov, zgodovinskih primerov, filozofskih spe-
kulacij, razli¢nih digresij, ki dopolnjujejo podobo junaka, itn. Izrazit primer
je trilogija Vitomila Zupana (»"Menuet za kitaro /na petindvajset strelov/«,
1975, »Levitang, 1982, »Komedija cloveskega tkiva«, 1980).

Drugacna pa so razmerja med avtorjem in junakom v romanih, v kate-
rih se pisatelj skrije za likom pripovedovalca ali samega junaka, ki je obe-
nem prvoosebni pripovedovalec; to velja denimo za avtobiografske roma-
ne Marjana Rozanca (Metulj, 1981, Sentimentalni casi, 1985). Avtobiografija
tu sluzi pisatelju le kot konkretno gradivo. Odprtost cutov, globina notra-
nje samoanalize zgolj podrepijo avtorjevo zeljo, da bi se posvetil razisko-
vanju cloveske druzbe, svoji aktivni druzbeni vlogi, ne pa analizi lastnega
formiranja kot cloveka in pisatelja.

Junak avtobiografskega romana Andreja Morovica (roj. 1960) Bowzba
la petrolia (1989) prav tako ne sprejema obstojecega vrednostnega sistema,



Julia A. Sozina: ~ Avtor kot psiholoska, intelektualna in nravstvena celota ...

zato se poskusa najti v wndergroundu. Pripoved o junakovem blodenju je
polna ironi¢nega in celo sarkasti¢cnega odnosa do dejanskosti in lastnega
zivljenja (droge, konflikti z oblastmi, pohajanja itn.). Kakor akumulator
zbira vidne in zvocne signale ter jih prenasa bralcu, ki mora samostojno
postaviti naglase.

Znana ruska raziskovalka knjizevnosti Lidija Jakovlevna Ginzburg leta
1979 v delu O wwumepamyprom eepoe (O literarnem junaku) pravi, da se zani-
manje za dokumentarnost (in s tem zanimanjem razcvet avtobiografskega
zanra) praviloma poveca v »obdobjih odprtih mej«.® To pottjuje tudi slo-
venski roman. Avtobiografskemu Zanru so se posvetili tudi pisatelji, ki se
poprej niso ukvatjali z njim. Tako Joze Snoj po Gavgen hribu, v katerem
je avtobiografska prvina izrazita, a vendarle prevladuje mitopoetsko na-
celo, in po drugih, od avtobiografskosti precej oddaljenih delih leta 1999
dokoncuje roman Gospod Pepi ali Zgodnje iskange imena, ki izide leta 2000. V
tem romanu pisatelj, Se zmerom zvest svojemu individualnemu poeti¢ne-
mu videnju, nadaljuje najboljso tradicijo ustvarjalnosti slovenskega klasika
avtobiografskega zanra Lojzeta Kovacica.
redkimi izjemami je gradivo umetniskega ustvarjanja saimo zivljenje.
Kovacicev ustvarjalni ¢redo bi lahko oznacili tako: nicesar si ni treba izmi-
sljati, ni¢ ni bolj nabitega s pomeni, kompleksnega in zanimivega kakor
zivljenje samo. To velja za Kovaciceve romane, v katerih je oblika po-
drejena nacelu zvestobe resnici o zivljenju (trilogija Prisles, 1984—1985,
ali roman Otfroske stvari, 2003), kot tudi za dela, ki so pristni formalni
modernisticni eksperimenti (Pe? fragmentor, od katerih sta izsla le prva dva,
in sicer 1981). S svojim ustvarjanjem je Kovaci¢ pokazal, da lahko cista
avtobiografija, preprosta deskripcija lastnega zivljenja, preide iz parali-
terarnega zanra v vrhunsko umetnisko delo, ne da bi izgubila vrednost
zgodovinskega pri¢evanja. Poseben estetski naboj dobi opis tega, kar je
avtor dejansko videl in slisal, saj ta zmore videti dejstvo umetnisko pre-
gnantno.

Kovacicevi avtobiografski romani’ sodijo v poseben tip razmerja med
avtorjem in junakom. Avtor se — kljub zelji, da bi z junakovo pomocjo po-
gledal nase z o¢mi drugega, tj. s polozaja zunajbivanja, dostopnega ustvar-
jalcu umetnine (kakor pri Rozancu) — vselej vraca v svojega junaka kakor
vase, saj ne more najti bolj ali manj trdnega oporis¢a zunaj svojega junaka
in $e naprej vrednoti dogodke iz junakovega zivljenja od znotraj. Niti s po-
modjo nevtralne oblike tretjeosebne pripovedi (Resniciost in Pet fragmentov)
se avtor ne more oddaljiti od notranjega »jaza« svojega junaka. V taksnih
delih se izkristalizira vloga avtorja kot psiholoskega sredisca, ki zdruzuje
okrog sebe razlicne pojave dejanskosti.
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Size romana Resnicnost temelji na dejanskih dogodkih iz Zivljenja pi-
satelja, ki je med sluZzenjem vojaskega roka prebil Sest mesecev v kazen-
skem bataljonu. Tu Kovaci¢ ne prevzame odgovornosti, da bi zatrdil ne-
posredno identiteto med lastno in junakovo usodo, kakor pocne v drugih
romanih. Obenem pa se pisatelj ne Zeli ne zunanje ne notranje oddaljiti
od junaka. Vsi romaneskni dogodki, poteze drugih likov, situacijski opisi
— vse je podano skozi junakovo konkretno, subjektivno optiko, se pravi
vse prej kot nepristransko. Vse informacije se podane v prostorsko-casov-
nem kontekstu junakovega Zivljenja. Brezosebni pripovedovalec dosledno
poudarja, da junak »ni niti sekunde verjel v obstoj [...] resnicnosti od za-
cetka do konca« [(Kovaci¢ 106)], in najbrz prav zato roman ne obravnava
te objektivne dejanskosti. Koncepcija lika junaka se nam pokaze kot po-
polnoma subjektivna percepcija sveta, pogosto zmotna, a za posameznika
dejanska. Kot glavna tema romana se razvija tema cloveskega strahu in
svobode, ki se s¢asoma konkretizirata v bolj specificnih temah, kakr$ne so
razmerja med obsojenci, red v vojski, druzbene spremembe v kontekstu
zgodovinskih dogodkov in kataklizem, mednacionalna razmerja. Pri tem si
roman ne zada objektivne analize teh tem, ceravno v doloceni meri tezi k
vsesplosni veljavnosti. Posamicna opazanja na obce teme so vendatle po-
dana prek junakovega konteksta, prav tu vznikne tisti vseobsegajoci avtor,
cigar ustvarjalna energija je nujna za zakljucenje junaka. Avtor vznika tudi
v ironiji, ki sega od lahkotne $ale do Zol¢nega sarkazma.

Taksna razmerja med avtorjem in junakom — kjer se avtor ne poskusa
lociti od junaka, ta pa zavzema gledisce, s katerega nastaja celotna umetni-
ska razseznost literarnega dela — niso tako zelo redka. Opazujemo jih lahko
denimo v delu Domovina, bleda mati (19806), avtobiografskem romanu Franja
Francica, pisatelja, ki pripada neki drugi generaciji (roj. 1958). Skupni izho-
disci ustvarjalnosti Lojzeta Kovacica in Franja Francica sta zvestoba avto-
biografskemu Zanru in tezka usoda na zacetku zivljenjske poti. Zdi se, da je
omenjeni tip razmetja med avtorjem in junakom v doloceni meri pogojen s
psihi¢no travmo, ki jo pisatelj poskusa premagati v svojem ustvarjanju.

Za sodobni slovenski roman so znacilni dovzetnost za zunanjo dejan-
skost, prevprasevanje lastne poklicanosti v odnosu do te dejanskosti, za-
vracanje trivialnosti — in vse to pri¢a o dolo¢eni usmerjenosti tega romana
k notranji psiholoski refleksiji. Tu moramo seveda dodati, da je psiholo-
skost ze tradicionalna poteza slovenskega romana. Pa¢ pa razvoj sodobne
znanosti, zlasti psihoanalize, vpliv vzhodnih filozofij in nazorov, poveca-
nje dovzetnosti pisateljev pa tudi bralcev za tovrstne teme postavljajo to
tradicionalno psiholosko prvino slovenskega romana na novo raven.®

Poslanstvo avtorja kot psiholoske enotnosti je pomembno tudi v ro-
manih, ki so dale¢ od realisticne zasnove, recimo v Gavgen hribu Jozeta
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Snoja ali antiutopicni dilogiji Berte Bojetu. V romanih Filio ni doma (1990)
in Prigja hisa (1995) pisateljica opisuje od zunanjega sveta izolirana sistema
agresivno-patriarhalne druzbe in poskusi razkrinkati to druzbo, v kateri je
clovek ponizan in brezpraven; v prvem romanu je prizorisée otok, v dru-
gem pa odrocen planinski kraj. V tej dilogiji se avtor ne manifestira, na tok
pripovedi ne vpliva eksplicitno. Pripoved je prvo-, drugo- ali tretjeosebna
ter sestavljena iz razlicnih in razlocenih delov. Pa vendar je poleg sizeja
in glavnih junakov moc zaznati neko silo, ki zdruzuje vse te elemente v
psihi¢no-emocionalno celoto. V obeh romanih junakinja brzkone ni zmo-
zna dejanskega upora zoper obstojeci red. Toda sama dilogija postane tak
upor. Trpljenje, ponizanje, brezdusnost okolice preizkusajo ljudi, ki iscejo
pristnost cloveskih odnosov in potrpezljivo pricakujejo konec muk. Prek
njihovih usod avtor poskusa pokazati bralcu, da lahko ljubezen premaga
strah, da je duhovna trdnost vredna ve¢ kakor zunanja lepota, da $e ni izgu-
bljen boj med oblastjo in znanjem, silama, ki sta zmozni spremeniti svet.

Neka druga avtorska vloga — avtor kot intelektualna celota —je v ospred-
ju postmodernisti¢cnih del. Izrazita primera sta roman Andreja Blatnika
Plamenice in solze ter roman Dimitrija Rupla Leyji deleg. Njuno poetiko ute-
meljujejo palimpsestnost, ironija, igra z literarnim gradivom pred bralcevi-
mi o¢mi, nacelo déga vu, svoboda mezalianse, intertekstualnost. Teksta iz-
koriscata najrazlicnejse prvine splosnoevropskega kulturnega konteksta, in
sicer tako konstitutivne poteze nase civilizacije kakor obi¢ajne pozitivne in
negativne stereotipe. Avtorja se navezujeta tudi na aktualne, casovno ome-
jene izjave. Tako je Blatnik leta 2005 za drugo izdajo med drugim umaknil
nekatere asociacije in aluzije, ki tedaj niso bile ve¢ aktualne. Obenem tudi
taksna literarna dela zaznamuje pisateljeva teznja, da bi nagovoril bralca
kot svojega duhovnega in ne zgolj intelektualnega sodobnika.

V romanu Draga Jancatja Zvenenje v glavi (1998) avtorska volja v enotno
pripoved zdruzi pricevanje udelezenca upora zapornikov v Livadi in molk
starodavnih kamnov. Avtor primerja upor zapornikov z obleganjem utr-
jenega mesta Masada pred ve¢ kot dvema tisocletjema, ki se je koncalo s
samomorom prebivalcev. Sama tema zlocina, upora zoper nepravi¢nost in
kazni izpostavi eti¢ni vidik. Jetnisko »samoupravljanje« se je sprevrglo v tira-
nijo nove oblast, ki se je udusila v lastni nizkotnosti, okrutnosti in razvratu.
Clovegka custva in dejanja so pogosto primerjana z zivalskimi; vendar so v
istih ljudeh tudi drugacna moc¢. Avtorja ne zanima nujnost zunanjih norm
cloveskega vedenja, ki jih podpira ob¢a morala, ampak notranja moc volje,
teznja k pravicnosti (denimo pri Kebru, glavnem junaku-kriminalcu).

V slovenskem romanu zadnje tretjine 20. stoletja prevladuje osebno-
stna struktura, pri cemer je problematika umetnostnega »jaza« nelocljivo
povezana z razvojem druzbene zavesti o vprasanjih osebnosti. Literarna
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umetnina zastavlja bralcu in s tem druzbi klju¢na eticna vprasanja. Lik av-
torja v razli¢nih slovenskih romanih — psiholosko, intelektualno in eti¢cno
nacelo, ki ga avtor utelesa — izraza glediS¢a romanopisca kot zastopni-
ka vsenarodnih tezenj, kot indikatorja stanja sodobne druzbe in kulture.
Sleherno literarno delo razteza niti analogij, korespondenc, antitez in so-
rodstvenih vezi v vse smeri, tako v globino literarne preteklosti kakor v
sirino sodobnega zivljenja. Zadnja tretjina 20. stoletja pomeni za slovenski
roman srecni ¢as premagovanja vsakr$nih ideoloskih kot tudi estetskih
tabujev, nikakor pa ne ¢as smrti avtorja. Nasprotno, po dolgem ¢asu ome-
jitev in boja z zunanjimi ovirami je to obdobje prineslo slovenskim pisate-
ljem obcutje svobode in uzivanja v ustvarjalnosti.

OPOMBE

''Ta pojem je v znanstveno rabo uvedel Bahtin v delu »Avtor in junak v estetski deja-
vnosti« (gl. Bahtin 22).

%S tega gledisca je zgovorno, da Bahtin ni videl nacelne razlike med avtobiografijo in
biografijo.

?'Ta pojem je vecpomenski, raziskovalci mu pripisujejo zelo razli¢ne pomene. Za ne-
katere zadosc¢a Ze sovpadanje avtorjevega in junakovega imena, ¢etudi je size delno fanta-
sticen; drugi pa zahtevajo, da so v tekst vpisani dejanski dogodki iz avtorjevega Zivljenja.
Vprasanje, kaj je avtobiografsko literarno delo, terja temeljito raziskovanje, kakrsno poteka
recimo na Institutu za slovensko literaturo in literarne vede ZRC SAZU, sodelavci katerega
so aprila 2009 vidno sodelovali na mednarodnem simpoziju »Slovenska avtobiografijac, ki
so ga tudi sootganizirali (http://lit.zrc-sazu.si/index.php?q=sl/node/63).

* O nekatetih smo ze podrobno pisali (gl. Sozina).

* Enoten ritem daje nekaksen enoten ton vsem izjavam, saj jim doda skupni emocional-
no-intencionalni imenovalec.

¢ Izraz sodobne odprtosti estetskih mej je bila najbrz tudi diskusija o ktizi (smrti) av-
torja.

" Poleg navedenih gre omeniti vsaj Se avtobiografska dela Decek in smrt (1968), Resnicnost
(1972), Basel (1989) in Kristalni éas (1990).

¥ Psiholoskost se ohranja, Cetudi ne venomer, celo v tako imenovanih »mnozi¢nihg,
bolje, »blagajniskih« opusih.
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V clanku bom na podlagi literarnih del, ki zaradi svoje vplivnosti ucinkujejo kot avto-
riteta in lako odpirajo nove medbesedilne odzive, obravnavala razlicne literarne pro-
cese produkcije in recepcife. Pritem se bom posvetila raziskovanju pojmov »uplivac in
»medbesedilnostic, hkrati pa tudi pojmu »literarne recepcijes, saj se povezuje z obema
zgoraj navedenima pojmoma. Tema, ki druzi obravnavana lilerarna dela in njihova
medbesedilna razmerja, je tema zla in krivde, s katero se srecujemo ob prebiranju
Jobove knjige.! V povezavi s tem bom izpostavila motiv greha in lik Satana. Poudarek bo
na literaturi Thomasa Manna in Goethejevi dramski umetnini Faust. Obravnava leh
del razkriva tudi historicnost pristopou, s katerimi se spopadamo ob njunem branju.

Kljuéne besede: literarna teorija / medbesedilnost / literarni vpliv / literarna recepcija /
tematologija

UDK 82.091

Mednarodni literarni procesi - »vpliv« in »intertekstualnost«

Med najstarejse literarne procese lahko pristevamo pojem »yplivac —
sprva se je izraz nanasal na astrologijo (vpliv zvezd na ljudi), kasneje pa se
je ta pojem prenesel tudi v knjizevnost. O tem razpravlja Gvozden Eror v
knjigi Geneticki vidovi inter(literarnosti), ki svoje ugotovitve strne z naslednji-
mi besedami: »Ob koncu 19. stoletja je postal koncept literarnega vpliva
vsesplo$no sprejet, in sicer kot pojavna oblika, manifestacija vezi med raz-
licnimi knjizevnostmi, razumljen v smislu kavzalnih relacij na geneti¢ni
ravni« (Bror 92) Najpomembnejsa lastnost literarnih »vplivov« je torej
kavzalnost, kar razumemo kot razvojni proces posameznih tem, motivov,
literarnih likov itd. Avtor v svoje delo sprejema in vpleta tuje ideje, motive,
teme, ki pa jih po svoje preoblikuje in jim na ta nacin zagotovi svojo lastno
vrednost. Morda najbolj znan primer takega vpliva najdemo v Dantejevi
Bozganski komedjji, na katero je moc¢no vplival Vergil s svojim slogom in
razumevanjem sveta.”
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- kdo ali kaj pise literaturo?

Ti si moj mojster, knjiga mi domaca,
pti tebi, glej, sem lepega se stila’
navzel, ki s slavo me nekoc¢ poplaca.
(Pekel I: 85— 87).

Vergil je na Danteja vplival z izbiro svoje tematike,’ vendar pa v pes-
nitvi najdemo tudi druge vrste vplivov; poleg idejnih vplivov (religiozni,
filozofski, estetski) Se snovne, oblikovne in stilne’ vplive (povzeto po A.
Ocvirku: Teorija primerjalne literarne 3godovine, 19306). Dantejeva pesnitev Se
danes vpliva na vrsto pesnikov in pisateljev, ki v Boganski komediji odkriva-
jo nove moznosti prikazovanja onstranstva oziroma onstranskega Zzivlje-
nja, z njegovo pomocjo pa razclenjujejo tudi druzbo, svet in preteklost.

Po Bloomovi definiciji lahko o vplivu govorimo Sele takrat, kadar sta v
proces vpleteni dve mocni pesniski avtoriteti:

Pesniski vpliv [...] zmeraj nastane z mimobranjem starejsega pesnika, z ustvatjal-
nim popravkom, ki je v resnici in neizogibno preinterpretacija. Zgodovina plodo-
vitih pesniskih vplivov [...] je zgodovina tesnobe in samih sebe resujocih spak,
zgodovina preobracanja besed, perverzij in premisljenega revizionizma, brez kate-
rega moderna poezija kot taka sploh ne bi obstajala. (Bloom 32)

Na pesnikovo delno nerazumevanje svojega predhodnika vpliva med
drugim casovna oddaljenost, neznanje jezika itd.® Tako ima novonastalo
delo svojo lastno identiteto in karakteristiko. To se najlepse opazi v pri-
merjavi Goethejevega in Mannovega Fausta / Doktorja Fanstusa: »Wlannovo
odstopanje od Goetheja je nadvse ironicno zanikanje tega, da je kakr$no-
koli odstopanje potrebno. Njegovo napacno interpretiranje Goetheja iz-
raza prav branje njegovega lastnega parodisticnega genija, njegov svojevt-
sten nacin ljubece ironije do svojega predhodnika.« (Bloom 54)

Vsak vplivanec v svoje delo vtke ne le ideje in teme, ki jih najde pri svo-
jem vzorniku, ampak vanj vplete — v¢asih hote, drugic¢ spet nehote — duh
svoje dobe, svojega ¢asa in prostora. Tako je vsako literarno delo odvisno
od mnogih vidikov konteksta, ki vplivajo na njegov nastanek.

Lahko recemo, da je literarna umetnina posledica razlicnih vzro-
kov. Vendar pa se moramo pri tem vpradati, ali v tem primeru Se velja
Hermerénova definicija »vplivac: »A je vplival na B z a«. Kot ugotavlja
Jay Clayton: »Takoj ko veriga vpliva seze prek enega clena, ali ne bi mo-
rali raje zaceti govoriti o medbesedilnosti kot pa o vplivu?« (Clayton 38)
Odgovor nikakor ni preprost, zato bom temeljito predstavila pojem »med-
besedilnosti« in probleme, ki se z njim pojavljajo. Na koncu se bom vrnila
k zastavljenemu vprasanju in podala osnovne razlike med »vplivom« in
»medbesedilnostjo«.
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Pojem »medbesedilnosti« (»intertekstualnosti«) se je v knjizevnosti po-
javil pozno. Prvi¢ ga zasledimo v delih Julie Kristeve, ki je izraz vpeljala v
literarno vedo s pomocjo Bahtinove teorije dialoskosti in Saussurovih raz-
iskav anagramov.” Avtorica razume pod pojmom »medbesedilnost« vsako
»tekstovno interakcijo, ki nastaja znotraj enega samega teksta. Za pozna-
valca je intertekstualnost pojem, ki bo oznaceval nacin, na katerega tekst
bere zgodovino in se vanjo vkljucuje« (Pfister 212), kar utemeljuje dina-
mic¢nost posredovalnih procesov. Kristeva nam tako razkriva, da se literar-
na dela medsebojno dopolnjujejo in jih je zato mogoce pravilno razumeti
le s pomocjo dobrega poznavanja literarne tradicije. Julia Kristeva torej v
svoji teoriji razume vse feste kot intertekstualne relacije, zato jo zanimajo
ontoloske znacilnosti besedil: njihova zgradba, pomen, zgodovinske na-
vezave itd. V skladu s tem Kiristeva pravi: »Vsako besedilo je zgrajeno kot
mozaik citatov, vsako besedilo je absorbiranje in transformiranje drugega
besedila« (navedeno po: Eror 239).

Delo Thomasa Manna Jogef in njegovi bratje (Joseph und seine Briider) nam
je precej manj razumljivo, e ne poznamo oziroma nismo seznanjeni z
avtorjevim branjem in prenasanjem idej iz midrasev (Micha Josef bin
Gorion). Jozef v Mannovem romanu predstavlja cloveka, ki se skusnjavi
— Putifarjevi Zeni — ne more upreti zaradi osebne moci (ni podoba nekega
grskega junaka), ampak Sele, ko se mu prikaze ocetov razocarani obraz. Na
ta nacin midra$ odlocilno poseze v samo dogajanje Mannovega romana.
Kot ugotavlja Terry R. Wright: »Midras sluzi kot posredujoci pripovedni
okvir med zgos¢enimi vrsticami Geneze 31 in Mannovim dovr$enim ro-
manom.« (Wright 153)

Marko Juvan pojem »medbesedilnost« rabi kot splos$ni pojem; za po-
sebno, eksplicitno obliko medbesedilnosti pa uporablja izraz »citatnost.
Citatnost je tako »strategija pisanja, ki s svojimi [...] figurami in Zanti zave-
stno racuna na delovanje oziroma aktiviranje kulturnega spomina« (Juvan
2006 285). Po Juvanovem mnenju spadajo v citatnost literarni teksti, ki bi
»brez navezave na tuje ozadje izgubili svojo pomensko in estetsko figuro«
(Juvan 2000 245). Na citatnost nas najveckrat opozatjajo razlicne kazalke,
medtem ko so pojavi obce intertekstualnosti zaradi njihove zunanje nepre-
poznavnosti tezje dolocljivi. Besedilo je citatno $ele takrat, kadar lahko z
gotovostjo trdimo, da se je avtor zavestno skliceval na neko drugo bese-
dilo, pri tem pa racunal na bral¢evo zmoznost prepoznavanja navezav na
prvotno besedilo. Prav zato se lahko strinjamo z Juvanovo trditvijo, da
citatnost »vedno znova prenavlja Zze uporabljeno gradivo. V tem je eden od
dokazov za avtopoeti¢nost literarnega sistema: literatura ne vznika nepo-
sredno iz avtorjeve eksistencialne vrzenosti v svet, ampak se razvija tudi iz
svoje lastne pretekle izkusnje in s svojo lastno snovjo« (Juvan 2006 286).
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Vendar pa tudi citatnost lo¢ujemo na poljudno in elitisti¢cno citatnost.
Elitistiino-hermetitha citatnost predstavlja navezave, kjer je sporocilo — za-
radi nejasnih, celo zabrisanih kazalk — teZje razumljivo. Na ta nacin je
napisana vecina postmodernisticne metafikcije. V nasprotju z elitisticno
citatnostjo, pa bralec hitreje prepozna pofudno citatnost, saj zajema snov
iz klasi¢nega, vsem znanega repertoatja: Dante v svoji pesnitvi veckrat
povzema dogodke, opisane v Bibliji:

O Savel, me¢ prebodel te je zvesti
na Gilbée, ki ni potlej dobila
ne rose ne dezja na tistem mésti!

(Vice XII: 40— 42)

Francoski avtor F. Goyet, ki se ukvarja z raziskovanjem in pojasnje-
vanjem razmerja med »medbesedilnostjo« in »citatnostjo«, ugotavlja, da
medtem ko citat izrecno apelira na nek drug tekst, ki je prisoten, pa pojem
interteksta napeljuje oziroma nakazuje na nek tekst, ki ni nikoli prisoten:
skriti tekst, tekst pod tekstom. Citat je torej ekspliciten, intertekst pa im-
pliciten (prim. Eror 262). Pri razumevanju pojmov »intertekstualnosti« in
»citatnosti« opazimo, da pojem »intertekstualnost« opredeljuje prikrite la-
stnosti besedil, medtem ko je »citatnost« predstavljena kot ocitna lastnost
besedil, zvrsti ali literarnih smeri. Ponovno lahko poudarimo, da so se
»literarni teksti [...] vedno nanasali ne samo na stvarnost (izitatio vitae),
ampak tudi na predhodna besedila (iwitatio veternm)<® (Pfister 210). Kaj je
torej bistvena razlika med pojmoma »vpliv« in »intertekstualnost«?

Pomenska razlika med terminoma izvira iz odnosa oziroma relacij, ka-
terim sta podvrzena teksta. »Vpliv« oznacuje vsako enosmerno delovanje
teksta A za tekst B, medtem ko »intertekstualnost« lahko ponazorimo z
modelom dialoga (Bahtin), kjer gre za dvosmerne inter-akcije besedil A
in B. Odnos med njima pogojuje naslednjo razliko: pri »vplivu« gre za
nujnost temporalnega sosledja, »medbesedilnost« pa ¢asovnega sosledja
— zaradi narave medsebojnega povezovanja tekstov — ne potrebuje.

Zelo pomembna lastnost »vpliva« je kavzalnost: poteze v tekstu B so
simptom vzroka v tekstu A, pri cemer je tekst B podrejen prvotnemu
tekstu. »Vpliv« tako ohranja vzroc¢nost s hierarhi¢no vrednostno konota-
cijo avtoritete. Popolnoma drugace opazimo pri preucevanju pojma »in-
tertekstualnost«: kavzalna hierarhija je dekonstruirana — tekst A je prevzet
in/ali impliciran s tekstom B.”

Razlika med pojmoma izvira med drugim tudi iz razumevanja in pre-
ucevanja postopkov prenasanja prvin (ideje, motivi, teme) iz enega teksta
v drugega. »Vpliv« uposteva razli¢nost in izvirnost teksta B, pri tem pa
vseeno ni razclenjen proces, kako novonastali tekst predeluje elemente
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prvotnega besedila. Avtor si na ta nacin prisvoji, asimilira tuje prvine za
svoje potrebe, svoje literarno delo. V nasprotju z »vplivome, pa »medbe-
sedilnost« razclenjuje vse postopke, oblike in funkcije, ki jih tekst B jemlje
iz teksta A. »Medbesedilnost« postavlja v ospredje recepcijo elementov
prvotnega teksta (teksta A) v njegovi novi preobrazbi (tekst B).

Pomemben razlo¢ek med »vplivom« in »intertekstualnostjo« prinasa
razmerje med avtorjem in bralcem. Avtor Zze od Rolanda Barthesa naprej
ni ve¢ »garant identitete teksta«: to vlogo prevzame bralec, ki je desubjek-
tiviziran."” Pojem »vpliv« nasprotno vzpostavlja intersubjektivne odnose:
avtor teksta A vpliva na avtorja teksta B. Opazimo, da je »garant identitete
teksta« v tem primeru avtor.

Pomembna razlika med »vplivom in »intertekstualnostjo« je v mnogih
primerih pogojena z druga¢nim pogledom na prvotni tekst (tekst A). Pri
»vplivuc je tekst A »pisava s podpisome, kar pomeni, da gre za literarno
delo, katerega avtor nam je znan." Drugacen pogled se nam razkrije, kadar
preucujemo »intertekstualno« literarno delo: tekst A so v tem primeru
lahko anonimni kodi, konvencije, presupozicije.'

Premik od avtorja k bralcu - nastanek nove literarne
paradigme

Pojma »vpliv« in »intertekstualnost« opredeljujeta poseben nacin pisa-
nja tekstov, hkrati pa razclenjujeta vlogo, ki jo imata bralec in avtor v lite-
rarnem delu. Skupaj s preucevanjem obeh pojmov se pojavijo spremembe
v odnosu avtor — delo — bralec, kar predstavlja zacetek nove paradigme v
literarni vedi.

Medtem ko se je tradicionalna literarna veda ukvarjala pretezno z avtor-
jem, pa je modernejsa literarna veda poudarila vlogo literarne umetnine kot
besedila.”” Tako Julia Kristeva razume »medbesedilnost« kot »naéin pisanja
in ne toliko branja« (Rajan 61). Bralec zato pri njej nima posebne veljave, kar
kaze na njeno zanimanje in ukvatjanje s tekstom samim (njegova original-
nost pa je ze problemati¢na — gl. op. 10). Vendar pa Kiristeva, ki pozornost
namenja samo tekstu, zato spregleda neko lastnost besedila: besedilo je po-
gojeno z aktivnimi ali pasivnimi intertekstualnimi relacijami. Pasivne med-
besedilne relacije tvori »zgodovinsko in kulturno drugacen bralec, ki umesca
to, kar sam opredeljuje kot avtonomen prikaz resni¢nosti, na vodoravno in
navpicno os' svoje lastne medbesedilnosti« (Rajan 69).

Preucevanje »medbesedilnosti« Kristevi omogoci globlji vpogled v
samo zgradbo in zgodovino besedila, hkrati pa prav zaradi njene ozke za-
¢rtanosti raziskovanja ostanejo njena razmisljanja o literaturi neizpeljana.
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V nasprotju s Kristevo pa Roland Barthes opazi pomen bralca in zato
svoje raziskovalno delo usmeri v preucevanje njegove vloge: Barthesova
teorija »medbesedilnosti« tako temelji na »bralcu kot organizacijskem sre-
discu interpretacije« (Clayton 21). Nova literarna paradigma v ospredje po-
stavi tretji moment triade: bralca oziroma sprejemnika in z njim povezane
okoliscine sprejema. Barthes premakne poudarek s »pisocega subjekta« na
bralca in na njegovo kulturno identiteto.”” Njegova pomembnost se kaze
zato predvsem v dejstvu, da je med prvimi prenesel poudarek s teksta in

' Kot sam pravi: »Enotnost teksta

avtorjevega ustvarjanja na stran bralca.
ne obstaja v tocki njegovega izvora, ampak v tocki njegovega sprejema. Ta
tocka sprejema pa ne more biti ve¢ oseba: bralec je clovek brez zgodovine,
brez biografije, brez psihologije.« (Barthes 23)

7. Barthesovo izjavo o »smrti avtorja« smo hkrati price izginotju tradici-
onalnega koncepta bralca. Branje zato razumemo — v skladu z Barthesovim
razmisljanjem — kot proces, ki se dogaja, »nikjer in nikomur« (Rajan 73).
Pomembno vlogo avtor vidi v anonimnih citatih, kliSejih, stereotipih itd.,
ki referirajo (med)besedilnost, ne osebo.

Temu sledi tudi Michel Riffaterre, ki je »intertekstualnost« tematiziral
kot »splosno lastnost besedi/ in njihove recepcije« (Juvan 2000: 143, pouda-
rek L. U.). Riffaterre tako izraz »medbesedilnost« omeji na literaturo, saj
samo preko intertekstualnih navezav lahko razumemo smisel in posebnosti
besedila. »Medbesedilnost« Riffaterre razume kot »prisilno sredstvo« — z
njegovo pomodjo literarno delo vodi in usmerja bralcevo interpretacijo te-
ksta. Na tem mestu Riffaterre zahteva hermenevticno branje besedila, saj
le také besedilo dobi to¢no dolocen smisel. Riffaterre je s svojim preuceva-
njem recepcije pomembno vplival na teoretike konstanske sole, ki so se po-
svecali raziskovanju bral¢evega kreativnega branja besedila. Med njthovimi
najvidnej$imi predstavniki sta Hans Robert Jauf in Wolfgang Iser.

JauB povezuje literarno delo z recepcijo takole: »Smisel literarnega dela
ni podan s samim delom, ampak se konstituira Sele v zgodovini recepci-
je« (Burger 139). Jaufovo ukvarjanje z literaturo in recepcijsko estetiko
ga pripelje k ugotovitvi, da je vplivani avtor vedno tudi bralec, »vpliv«
pa je zato posebna oblika ustvarjalne recepcije. Pojem »vpliva« je torej
pogojen z avtorjevim obzotjem pricakovanj, druzbenimi, eksistencialni-
mi in estetskimi potrebami ter z avtorjevim videnjem domace literature.
Novonastalo literarno delo lahko zato, po JauBovem mnenju, »prevzame
probleme predhodnih del in predlaga nove resitve, sodobni sprejemniki
oz. recipienti pa ga bodo sprejemali v okviru dolocenih pricakovany, in nje-
gov vpliv tako lahko seze izven obdobja, v katerem je nastal«'” (Burger 140,
poudarek L. U.). JauP na tem mestu uvede izraz »horizont pricakovanja, s
katerim prikaze, da se komunikativna in druzbenotvorna funkcija umetno-
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sti »zacne ze z implicitnim prevzetjem pricakovanj in norm, vendar tudi
uvidov v izkustvo in vloge drugih, ki vnaprej oblikujejo posameznikovo
druzbeno ravnanje, vendar ga lahko tudi motivirajo in spremenijo« (Jaup
451). Prav s procesom branja pa je omogoceno »osamljenemu bralcu«,'®
da postane »zgodovinska sila«. Vlogo »osamljenega bralca« Jauf3 tako po-
membno spremeni, saj ga prikaze kot aktivni ¢len v procesu nastajanja in
oblikovanja literarnega dela.

Pomen posredniStva pri nastanku literarnega dela

S pojmoma »vpliv« in »intertekstualnost« preucujemo razlicne odnose
med teksti, pri tem pa moramo upostevati Stevilne dejavnike, ki so vpli-
vali na nastanek novega literarnega dela. Pomembno vlogo imajo pri tem
postedniki. !

Pogosto sredstvo za razsirjanje in posredovanje literarnih umetnin
med jezikovnimi skupnostmi je prevod. Pri tem moramo biti pozorni na
dejstvo, da prevod nikoli ne more popolnoma nadomestiti izvirnika. Kljub
temu pa morajo prevodi ohranjati bistvene lastnosti in poteze originala.
Na uspeh nekega literarnega dela v svetu vplivajo spremembe, ki jih je
le-to dozivelo v stevilnih prevodih in priredbah. Opazimo, da s pojmom
»posrednistva« najveckrat imenujemo delovanje »ene knjizevnosti in nje-
nih bralcev v drugi (jezikovni) sredi, vklju¢no s pisatelji kot bralci«® (Eror
221).

Kot povzema Gvozden Eror v knjigi Geneticki vidovi inter(literarnosti)
Daniela-Henrya Pageauxa, je posrednik prenasalec idej in (spo)znanj, ki
razpolaga s precej Sirokim razponom literarnih zanrov, podzanrov in form
(prim. Eror 218).

Posrednistvo torej omogoca, da se prelivajo ideje, teme in motivi, pa
tudi literarne oblike, stili in zanri iz ene literarne umetnine v drugo oziroma
vzpostavljajo medbesedilna razmerja. Pojem »posrednistva« tako zavzema
osrednje mesto v medbesedilni relaciji dveh tekstov: tekst A — posrednik
(npr. prevod) — tekst B.

Tematologija - dinamika motivov in tem med knjiZevnostmi

Smisel nekega literarnega dela se formulira s pomoc¢jo drugih knjizev-
nih del. Motivi in teme tako niso imanentne sestavine nekega besedila,
ampak jih izoblikujejo Sele interpretativne obdelave. Tematologija je zato
na poseben nacin povezana s pojmoma »vpliv in »intertekstualnost«.
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Vsako literarno delo ima svoje lastne znacilnosti, a vendar nekatero delo
bolj, drugo manj natanéno sledi originalu.*! Tako Marko Juvan razlikuje
dve vrsti citatnih perpektiv: asimilacijsko® (ujemanje s predlogo) in disi-
milacijsko® (oddaljevanje in zavracanje predloge).

Yves Chevrel ugotavlja, da je znacilnost mita njegova zmoznost, da
se skozi stoletja modificira in obenem ostaja ista zgodba (prim. Chevrel
18). Chevrelova misel nas pripelje do sklepa, da so literarna dela »nosilci
mitov« (kot motivov, tem, snovi*), saj jih prevzemajo, razvijajo in jim celo
dajejo prvotno obliko, hkrati pa je ukvarjanje z njimi pomembno za razu-
mevanje posameznih kultur.

Medtem ko Chevrel »mit« razume kot »snov« (nem. »Stoff«, op. L. U.) za
oblikovanje, je JauPova razlaga mita nekoliko drugac¢na: »Z 'novim mitom'
razumem nov odgovor na elementarno [...] vprasanje, ki ga je mogoce po-
nazoriti v kaki pripovedi ali utelesiti v drami« (Jau@ 438). Jau3 zato prepo-
zna mit ze v Genezi, kjer gre po njegovem mnenju »brez dvoma za mit, ce
z mitom ne razumemo zgolj kakega znamenitega zgodovinskega dejanja,
temve¢ pripoved, ki ovekoveca neki dogodek izpred zgodovine, ki v svo-
jih razseznostih zajema celoto sveta, vkljucuje clovekov odnos do Boga ali
vidjih sil in odgovarja na elementarno vprasanje tako, da je to zaradi tistega
prvotnega dogodka za vse ¢ase vnaprej odloceno« (JauB 262). Mit, katerega
nam pripoveduje Geneza, je po JauBovi definiciji zato »odgovor na vpra-
sanje, kako in za kaksno ceno se je clovek lahko dokopal do vednosti o
dobrem in zlem«® (JauB 263). Clanek bo v nadaljevanju prikazal, kako na to

26

vprasanje odgovarjajo posamezni primeri* iz svetovne literature.

Funkcija vprasanja in odgovora

Sprasevanje — postavljanje vprasanj in iskanja njihovih odgovorov — je
osnovni princip, ki nas pripelje na pot razumevanja.”’ Zacetki sprasevanja
so povezani s premagovanjem strahov in groze, s katerimi se je soocal
&lovek. Vsekakor moramo na ta nacin razumeti Jobove tozbe Bogu: Cemu
se daje lu¢ trpe¢emu, / Zivljenje zagrenjenim v dusi? / Tem, ki hrepenijo
po smrti, pa ne pride, / ki jo is¢ejo bolj kakor zaklade« (Job 3,20-21).
Starozaveznemu ocaku se na koncu razodene bozja vsemogocnost in nje-
gova dobrota; Job tako v 4 vrstici 42 stolpca nagovori Boga, kjer prizna
na eni strani svojo nevednost ter bozjo modrost in nedoumljivost na drugi
strani: »Poslusaj torej t, jaz pa bom govortil, / wprasal te bom in ti me pouéi.«
(Job 42,4; poudarek L. U.).

Bultmannova trditev — s katero se strinja tudi Jauf — je, da »razumeva-
nje ni zgolj kontemplativen akt, v katerem bi moral interpret zgolj zadusiti
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svojo subjektivnost in pozabiti svoje zgodovinsko stalisce, da bi se lahko
dokopal do objektivhega spoznanja kake stvari. Razumevanje se ves cas
orientira glede na neko doloceno postavljanje vprasanja, glede na 'usmet-
jenost sprasevanja', kar pomeni, da ga vodi nekak$no predrazumevanije
stvari, ki temelji v interesu sprasujocega« (JauB 235). Razumevanje nekega
literarnega dela je potemtakem aktiven proces, ki ga usmerja sprasevanje.
Postavljanje vprasanj pa ze kaze na pricakovanja, ki jih v sebi nosi inter-
pret ali bralec teksta. Pricakovanja in predsodki zato sooblikujejo interpre-
tacijo/razumevanje umetniskega dela.

Jobova knjiga postavlja v ospredje problem teodiceje, po kateri se bozja
pravicnost skriva za kruto realnostjo sveta. Teologija na drugi strani zavra-
¢a clovekovo opravicevanje Boga in njegovih (nerazumljivih) dejanj, za-
vraca pa med drugim tudi »kanon pravicne poravnave kot antropomorfen
in rekurira na iracionalno nedoumljivost bozje volje« (JauB 271).

V biblicnem tekstu postavi prvo vprasanje Bog Satanu: »Si kaj mislil v
svojem srcu na mojega sluzabnika Joba?« (Job 1, 8). Vprasanje takoj na-
kaze, da je razmerje med Bogom in Jobom razmerje med gospodarjem in
njegovim podanikom, hkrati pa v isto razmerje postavlja tudi bozji odnos
do Satana, enega izmed »bozjih sinov«.

Kot smo ze omenili, je pot »na kateri je Adam, teolosko gledano, prive-
den do svojega lastnega sprasevanja, filozofsko gledano, sprememba funk-
cije vprasanja v tok emancipacije. Sele tu lahko zgolj odgovarjajoci Adam
iz zgodbe o stvarjenju kot Job dejansko postane sprasujoci Adam« (JauB
227). Na tem mestu bi si bilo smiselno postaviti vprasanje, kaksno mesto
ima pri tem Satan in ali morda Satan prav na tem mestu postane »sprasu-
joce bitje«. Sveto pismo Satana tu prvic izpostavi in ga dvigne nad druge
angele s tem, da ga postavi v enakovreden dialog z Bogom. To se vidi
predvsem v njegovem protivprasanju, ki kasneje spodbudi stavo: »Mar se
Job zastonj boji Bogar« (Job 1,9). Satanov padec, ki je v Jobovi fnjigi sicer
samo nakazan, je tako na nek nacin povezan z zacetkom sprasevanja. Jauf3
zato povsem upravic¢eno Satanovo obce ime spremeni v lastno.®

Jobova knjiga podaja osrednje vprasanje teodiceje v ze omenjenih ver-
zih: »Cemu se daje lu¢ trpecemu, / zivljenje zagrenjenim v dusir« (Job 3,
20). Na to vprasanje nam svetopisemska knjiga nikjer ne poda tocnega
odgovora, vendar nam zastavlja nova vprasanja o tem ali »Bog zlo zgolj
dopusca ali zeli, in ali ga je sploh mogoce Zeleti« (JauP 273). Razseznost
tega vprasanja se zrcali v pogovorih Jobovih prijateljev o krivdi: »Pomisli
vendar, kdo je bil posten, a je propadel, / kje so se pravi¢ni izgubili?« (Job
4, 7). 1z tega sledi sklep, da kdor trpi, mora biti cesa kriv (prim. JauB 272),
temu pa se na koncu navidezno podredi tudi Job: »Jaz moram veljati za
krivega, / Cemu naj se Se trudim?« (Job 9, 29).
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Vprasanji zla in krivde, ki ju odpira Jobova knjiga, ostaneta tako nerazre-
$eni in omogocata razli¢ne interpretacije. Pridigar (1,18) povezuje modrost
z bolecino in trpljenjem: »Kajti kjer je veliko modrosti, je veliko zalosti: in
tisti, kdor si veca znanje, si veca bolec¢ino, a vendar skozi stoletja »zelja po
vednosti/znanju« $e vedno ostaja. Avgustin v Izpovedih spregovoti, da je
najvecja med skusnjavami prav hrepenenje po znanju in izkustvu:

Razen pozelenja mesa [...] biva v dusi $e drugo pozelenje. [...] Ker je bistvo tega
pozelenja teznja po spoznavanju [...] ga imenuje bozji izrek pogelenje odi. |...] na-
sladnost hodi za tem, kar je lepo, zvonko, vonjavo, okusno, rahlo, radovednost®
pa rada preskusa tudi nasprotno, seveda ne zato, da bi si naprtila kako neugodje,
temvec iz gole sle do preizkusanja in spoznavanja. (Avgustin 231-232)

Greh in kazen, ki ju prinese s seboj zelja po spoznanju, sta najbolj
* 0 Faustu. Ziolkowski ugotavlja, da je prvo spremembo v
razumevanju Faustovega mita prineslo delo neznanega avtotja Historia von
D. Jobann Fausten: »Fausta prvotno zene zelja po znanju, ki bi presegalo tra-
dicionalne doktrine iz sol [....] Zgodnejse zgodbe so preprosto domnevale,
da mora biti Faust v zvezi s hudi¢em, da bi dobil njegovo magi¢no moc.«
(Ziolkowski 56) V tem delu se tudi prvi¢ pojavijo motivi, ki zaznamujejo
kasnejsa dela: pogodba s hudicem, ki je podpisana s krvjo; ime hudica
(Mefisto); Faustova Zzelja po razumevanju osnovnih elementov, iz katerih
je zgrajen svet in do katerega mu lahko pomaga le satan itd.

V nadaljevanju si bomo pogledali, kako te elemente prevzemata v svoji
umetnini Goethe in Thomas Mann, jih povezali z zgodbo o starozavez-
nem Jobu in kako odgovarjata na zastavljeno vprasanje zla in krivde.

Vpliv Jobove knjige na Goethejevo dramsko umetnino Faust je opazen
predvsem v Stevilnih klju¢nih elementih, ki sestavljajo predromanti¢no
pesnitev. Mnogi raziskovalci Fausta so opozorili na podobnost prologa v
nebesih z Jobovo knjigo. Oba protagonista sta tako nedolzna, saj ne vesta
za stavo med Bogom in Satanom/Mefistom. Hkrati pa je treba opozoriti
$e na eno podrobnost: tako v Faustu kot v Jobu je nad Satanom oziroma
Mefistom Gospod. On namre¢ doloci »pravila igre« — Satan v Jobovi knjigi
dobi od njega pooblastilo le za doloc¢eno podro¢je delovanja (Job ne
sme umreti), medtem ko Mefistu dopusca Bog le toliko »destruktivnosti,
kolikor je v korist napredovanja ¢loveka in s tem ¢lovestva« (Janko 1999
35).

Zanimivo je tudi, da v obeh delih Bog izzove Satana. Kot smo Ze opa-
zili, postavi Bog v Jobovi knjigi Satanu vprasanje: »Si kaj mislil v svo-
jem srcu na mojega sluzabnika Joba?« (Job 1,8). Prav tako pa lahko be-
remo v Faustu, da je Bog tisti, ki vprasa po Faustu: »In Faust?« (Goethe
62). Morda je ta izziv bolje viden v nemskem izvirniku, kjer Bog vprasa

razvidna v mitu
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Mefista: »Kennst du den Faustr«, kar pomeni, ¢e pozna Fausta. Iz njunega
pogovora lahko razberemo, da sta si »Bog (Gospod) in Mefisto v tem pro-
logu enakopravna dialoska partnetja«® (Krizman 23). Enako velja tudi za
odnos Bog — Satan v Ze obravnavani Jobovi knjig.

Podobnost med obema knjigama se vidi tudi v tem, da Bog imenuje
Joba / Fausta za svojega sluzabnika. Pti Jobu je to jasneje vidno kot pri
Faustu, kjer Bog vprasa: »Mi on (Faust) slui pravi« (Goethe 62). Ceprav
Faust Gospodu sluzi »v zmedi vjets, je Bog z njim zadovoljen, saj »dokler
splob iste, vsak gresi« (Goethe 62, poudarila L. U.). S temi besedami pa se
nakazuje eden od moznih odgovorov na teodicejsko vprasanje, ki ga po-
stavlja Jobova knjiga.

Goethejeva drama o ¢lovestvu tako podaja odgovor na novo zastavlje-
no, mefistofelovsko vprasanje: je ta svet sploh ustvarjen za ¢lovesko sreco?
(prim. JauB 276) Odgovor se pojavi na koncu drame, kjer Faust spregovo-
ri, za Mefista sicer usodne, besede: »V predslutnji teh neskon¢no sre¢nih
dni / dozivljam zdaj vrhunec vseh slasti« (Goethe 515). Hasselbachova
ugotovitev, da »pri Goetheju Faust, ki deluje zaradi nezaslisanega Zivljenja
in radovednosti, postane iskalec resnice« (Hasselbach 1988: 41), se ujema z
mnenjem Hansa Roberta JauBa: ob Faustovi usodi se je pokazala moznost
cloveske samoizpolnitve in s tem skrita idealiteta ustvarjenega bozjega
sveta (povzeto po: JauP 277), zato lahko Faust najde svojo odresitev le v
svojem neskonénem stremljenju.

Novo interpretacijo faustovske teme, s tem pa tudi nove poglede
na problem krivde in zla, prinasa modernisticno™ delo Thomasa Manna
Doktor Faustus”. Pojem »greha« je prestavljen v okvir ideje o samoodgo-
varjajocem individuumu: »V Faustu je predstavljeno, kako ideja samood-
govornega subjekta prehaja v vsa podrocja druzbene kulture« (Hasselbach
44). V romanu se zato Satan nikoli ne pojavi z lastnim imenom, vendar
nam njegov izvor ni neznan, saj sam sebe oznaéi z besedami: »Ce sem [...],
potem sem lahko samo tisti Edini« (Mann 303, 1. knjiga). S temi besedami
avtor prikazuje napuh in prevzetnost Satana, saj se s temi besedami naj-
veckrat oznacuje Boga in njegovo vseobsegajoco prisotnost. Protagonist
romana — Adrian Leverkithn — ga vidi kot prebrisanega ¢loveka, kar se
opazi v njunem edinem dialogu (XXV. poglavije).

Kljub temu je Satan prisoten skozi celotno umetnino na tih in zato
toliko bolj pomenljiv nacin.

Thomas Mann, na malce komicen nacin, izpostavi $e eno pomembno
lastnost Satana: grozen mraz, ki ga obdaja: » — Mar ne morete opustiti
to grdo navado, ta svoj ledeni duh? — Zal ne. Obzalujem, da ti v tem
ne morem ustreci. Sem pa¢ tako mrzel« (Mann 304, 1. knjiga). Thomas
Mann se je pri tem najverjetneje navezal na Dantejevo podobo pekla, kjer
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Luciferja obdaja vecni led. Hlad v Mannovem delu Doktor Faustus metafo-
ri¢no kaze na pomanjkanje topline med ljudmi, prikazuje stanje posame-
znika v sodobni druzbi. Satan ne pozna ljubezni in usmiljenja: Adriana je
dolgo casa zapeljeval na svojo pot (primer s prostitutko). Prav zato pa ga
Mann obsodi na ve¢ni mraz, hkrati pa tudi na strasno vrocino: »|Blistvo
pekla [...] je v tem, da ne pusca svojim prebivalcem drugega kot izbiro
med skrajnim mrazom in tak$nim Zzarom, ob katerem bi se lahko topil
granit.« (Mann 327, I)

Adrianova izbira poklica odloc¢ilno zaznamuje njegovo povezanost s
Satanom, saj »njegovo potovanje v globine glasbenega ustvatjanja je poto-
vanje v skrajno profanost, v to, kar se nahaja (popolnoma) onkraj jezika in
govora. Skratka: gre za potovanje v demoni¢nost, potovanje v pekel. Kajti
[...] znacilnost pekla, kot tudi glasbe, je v njegovi neizrekljivosti« (Pattison
9). Nenehno iskanje popolnosti svojih stvaritev, Adriana na koncu pripelje
v blaznost. Umetnikova bolezen pomenljivo kaze na razpad modernega
subjekta, njegovo avtodestrukcijo. Leverkithnovo zadnje umetnisko delo
tako nosi pomenljiv naslov: Dr. Faustova tozba.

Roman nemskega romanopisca prinasa drugacen odgovor na zasta-
vljeno vprasanje zla in krivde. Medtem ko Gothejev Faust najde resitev
(svojih Zelja nikoli popolnoma ne zadovolji), pa Mannov “Faust” resitve
ne najde. Kot povzema Hasselbach: »[...] umetniska produktivnost pred-
stavlja zadovoljitev njegovega (Leverkihnovega, op. L. U.) zemeljskega
pozelenja, blaznost pa kazen zanj« (Hasselbach 42). »Moznost cloveske
samoizpolnitve« (nakazana v Goethejevem Fausti) in z njo Leverkihnove
resitve, v. Mannovem romanu tako ostaja neizpolnjena, saj pisatelj — po
besedah Theodorja Ziolkowskega — opisuje »samounicevalno pot Nemcije
v zacetku dvajsetega stoletja« (Ziolkowski 149).

Po Bloomovi interpretaciji je vsako literarno delo napacna interpre-
tacija prvotnega teksta, vendar njegova trditev ne more veljati v polnosti
za obravnavana literarna dela. Jobova fnjiga namrec¢ ne poda odgovora na
zastavljeno teodicejsko vprasanje zla in krivde, medtem ko se Goethe in
Mann spopadata z iskanjem in ponujanjem moznih resitev.

Sklep

Clanek se je ukvarjal s procesi, ki oblikujejo literarno delo. Analiza treh
del (Jobove knjige, Gothejevega in Mannovega Fausta) je pokazala, kako se
v delih prepletata najmanj dva pomembna literarna procesa: vpliv in in-
tertekstualnost. »Vpliv« se je v literaturi pojavil ze kmalu (govorili smo o
Vergilovem stilnem vplivu na Danteja), opazen pa je tudi v sodobni nem-



Lucka Urbanija: Dinamika posredovalnih procesov v literaturi

ski literaturi (pri T. Mannu je podoba pekla oblikovana po Dantejevem 32.
spevu Pekla).

Sodobnejse razumevanje razmerij med (literarnimi) besedili je »inter-
tekstualnost« (slov. »medbesedilnost«). Prvi¢ se izraz pojavi v delih Julie
Kristeve, ki je zacela opozarjati, da se literarna dela medsebojno dopol-
njujejo in jih zato pravilno razumemo le s pomocjo dobrega poznavanja
literarne tradicije. Oblika medbesedilnosti je cizatnost, ki se v obravnavanih
delih pojavi v naslovu Mannovega romana Doktor Faustus™, hkrati pa dela
ne moremo razumeti brez navezav na Historio von D. Jobann Fausten, iz ka-
tere avtor povzema vse odlocilnejse elemente (v tem primeru govorimo o
$irsi medbesedilnosts).

Raziskovanje literarnih del je pokazalo, da na razumevanje posameznih
del bistveno vpliva bral¢eva recepcija teksta (recepcijska estetika). Natancneje
smo si pogledali vprasanja, ki se posamezniku porajajo ob branju Jobove knji-
ge (vprasanji zla in krivde) in odgovore, ki jih na zastavljena vprasanja ponu-
jata Goethe (mozna je junakova resitev) in Thomas Mann (Leverkithna Zelja
po uspehu pripelje v blaznost). Literarni deli podajata drugacen odgovor
zaradi razlicnega dojemanja individuuma, kateri se v Mannovem romanu
(napisanem sredi 20. stoletja) osamosvoji in tako postane samozadosten,
sebi odgovarjajoc subjekt, s tem pa si ogrozi lastni temelj.

OPOMBE

! Biblijo navajam po SSP (1996).

2 Dante se v svoji pesnitvi zavestno naslanja na Vergila, ki je v srednjem veku veljal za
avtoriteto na tem podrocju. Izraz »avtoriteta« je ze od samega zacetka mo¢no povezan s
pojmom »auctor, saj pojem oznacuje avtotja, ¢igar besede so bile delezne spostovanja in
veljave (npr. Cicero, Aristotel, rimski in grski pesniki itd.). Njihova dela so tako pridobivala
na veljavi in moci, odnos med njimi in svetom pa je bil v srednjem veku alegoricen. Kot
ugotavlja Donald E. Pease: »Izkusiti dogodek na alegoricen nacin je pomenilo prestaviti
dogodek iz podrocja osebnega zivljenja v podrodje primernega vpliva. Po tak§nem prenosu
je dogodek postal neoseben« (Pease 1995 106). Z odkritjem Novega sveta pa se je izgubil
pomen pojma »auctor« — pojavil se je namre¢ »novi ¢lovek, ki je v nasprotju s srednjeve-
skimi »auctores« (katerega avtoritativnost je temeljila na boZjem razodetju), imenoval sebe
za avtotiteto svojih besed in je v svoje zgodbe vpletal del svoje osebnosti.

? Kot navaja Barthes, se je stednjeveska retorika napajala ob Ciceronovih in Kvintilija-
novih spisih. V svojih razpravah se je ukvarjala z ukrasi in figurami, »barvamic, kasneje tudi
s poetiko (artes versificatoriae); pri tem so slog delili na tri vrste »Vergilijevega kolesa« (pred-
stavlja figurirano razvrstitev treh slogov): gravis (vzviseni), humilis (preprosti) in mediocrus
(srednji); glede na dve vrsti ukrasa pa slog razdelimo Se na facile in difficile. Z:a visoki slog
so se stednjeveski umetniki zgledovali po Vergilovi Eneidi, kjer je v ospredju gospodujoci
vojscak (Hektor, Ajaks itd.); predstavnik preprostega sloga je brezdelni pastir, kakr$nega
najdemo v Bukoliki (Titir, Melibej); Georgika pa s svojim prikazom poljedelca (Triptolem)
ustvarja srednji slog. (Barthes 1990 39—40).
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* Vergil v prvem spevu Eneide napoveduje slavni vzpon Julija Cezarja (»Slava njegova bo
segla do zvezd, in prav k Oceanu / meje pomaknil bo svoje drzave. In ti ga sprejela /
mirno neko¢ bos v nebesih /.../.Potem umirili se bodo / ¢asi viharni, ket bodo prencha-
le vojne na svetu), kar vpliva na prikazovanje Kristusove veli¢ine v Dantejevi Konzedjji.
>V Boganski komediji se vpliv rimskega pesnika najbolj opazi v posnemanju epskega
(visokega) stila, hkrati pa postaja Vergilov vpliv na Danteja, po besedah Colina Burrowa,
mocnejsi v trenutku, ko ga Vergil na koncu 7 zapusti (Burrow 1997 81).

¢ Hegel razume svetovno zgodovino kot razvoj splosnega duha prek osnovnih stopenj
do absolutnega duha. Bistvo tega razvoja je, da se duh zaveda samega sebe tudi v svoji dru-
gobiti in da ves ¢as ohranja identiteto s samim seboj. Svetovna zgodovina je po Heglovem
mnenju vzporedna z zgodovino posameznih oblik absolutnega duha: umetnosti, religije in
filozofije. Vsebina teh treh oblik je ista (absolutni duh / resnica / ideja / Bog), razlikujejo
se le v nacinu prikazovanja svojega objekta — Absolutnega. Povzamemo lahko, da Hegel na
ta na¢in opazuje istost v razlikah (identiteto v diferencah).

Foucaulteva arheologija kot metoda odkriva odsotnost istosti. Zgodovina pojma, po
avtotjevem mnenju, ni zgodovina njegovega progresivnega izboljsanja, ampak gre za zgo-
dovino njegovih razli¢nih polj konstitucije in veljavnosti. S tega vidika pa Foucault odkriva,
da je novovesko zgodovinopisje delovalo z »ustvarjalnim popravkom«. Ena najbolj bistve-
nih potez nove zgodovine je zato premestitev diskontinuiranega, kamor spadajo mutacije,
transformacije, rezi in prelomi (prim. Foucault 2001 8).

7O tem avtorica spregovori vec v razpravi Sémeiotiké: Recherches pour une sémanalyse (1969).

¥ Avtotji oziroma teksti so bili razglaseni za avtoritete in tako je njihov nacin razlaganja
stvarnosti veljal za obée veljavno.

? Potrebno je opozoriti, da avtoriteta (vpliva) torej ne deluje vec kot avtoriteta — avtor
oziroma tekst, ki se ponovno uporabi v drugem tekstu, izgubi svojo avtotiteto.

1 Desubjektiviziran je tudi avtor, ki skupaj z bralcem tvori vozlis¢e medbesedilnosti.
"Tako govotrimo o vplivu Vergilove Eneide na Dantejevo Bogansko komedjo.

12 Skrajna predstavitev te moznosti je nanasanje na neobstojece tekste, mistifikacije, kate-
rih morda najlepsi primer najdemo v Borgesovi prozi (na primer v Babilonski knjiznici).

1% Ko prevlada tekst v svoji medbesedilni strukturiranosti in recepciji, se Stevilo recepcij
razmnozuje v neskoncnost in ni nujno, da je besedilo dojeto kot (zakljucena) literarna ume-
tnina/delo: nasprotno, dojemanje gre »od dela k tekstu« (Barthes), tekst ni vec zaklju¢eno
delo; postane — diskurz. Opazimo torej, da pride do transformacije v dojemanju besedila:
literarna umetnina postane zato na tem mestu ze problematicen iztaz.

"V posnemanju zgodovinskih in druzbenih stvarnosti, besedilo (za katerega velja pa-
sivna medbesedilnost), rusi sebe in resni¢nost, ki jo prikazuje. Tako nastane prostor med
stvarnostjo in posnemanjem v katerem se besedilo lahko obnasa kot »branje in predmet
njegovega branja« (Rajan 1991 68). Literarno delo, ki je tako oblikovano z intertekstualnimi

relacijami, na ta nacin pospesuje svoje lastno vnovi¢no branje.

' Z identiteto je povezana avtonomna zavest posameznika, ta pa je vir vsega dogajanja
in misljenja. Koncept subjektivnosti problematizira odnos med individuumom in jezikom,
hkrati pa koncept s pomocjo ideologije, pogovora ali jezika zamenja ¢lovesko naravo s
konceptom ljudi. Prav ideologija, pogovor in jezik pa so odlo¢ilni faktotji v konstituiranju
posameznikove identitete. Le ta postane tako posledica teh faktorjev in ne njihov povod.

' Konec Sestesetih leti 20. stoletja se pojavijo spremembe na podrocju filozofije, ki
jih v svoje razprave med prvimi vpelje Hans-Georg Gadamer (Reswica in metoda). Po nje-
govem mnenju je interpretacija kakega literarnega dela vedno vnaprej pogojena z nasim
vnaprej$njim razumevanjem. Pri tem poudarja, da je razumevanje vedno zgodovinsko in
da je predsodek, interpretovo vnaprej$nje razumevanje, nekaj, cesar se ni mogoce znebiti.
Bralec tako delo nekako soustvari, dodaja mu osebnostne ali zgodovinske subjektivnosti.
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Hans Robert Jauf se pri svojem delu naslanja na Gadamerja in ob sodelovanju Iserjeve
estetike ucinkovanja vzpostavi recepcijsko estetiko. Roland Barthes pa se vkljucuje v tretjo
metodolosko paradigmo — bralec — po eseju Swrt avtorja (1968).

17 JauBovo teoreticno delo Estetsko izkustvo in literarna hermenevtika (1998) obravnava na
primeru Jobove knjige funkciji vprasanja in odgovora, saj po njegovem mnenju poleg treh
komponent hermenevti¢nega procesa (razumevanja, razlaganja in aplikacije) prav ome-
njeni funkeiji pomembno vplivata na razumevanje nekega literarnega dela.

'8 Recepcijska estetika zahteva po JauBovih besedah »odprtost do komunikacije, delo-
vanja in znanja, ¢e naj bo umetnost razumljena v druzbeni dimenziji kot zgodovinotvorna
sila« (Jaul3 1998: 450). Bralec zato, po avtorjevem mnenju, ne stoji »zgolj kot bero¢i indivi-
duume, osamljen v druzbenem prostoru, ampak je z izkustvom, ki mu ga omogoca branje,
udelezen pri komunikativhem procesu.

1 Posrednik z vidika prej$njega poglavia tudi ni subjekt, ampak je sam mesto, kjer
deluje medbesedilnost.

» Eror pojmuje »intetliterarnost« kot podrodje z ocitnimi terminoloskimi podobnost-
mi. Tako po njegovem mnenju lahko opazimo, da na primer beseda »plagiat« v vseh jezikih
kaze na majhno skupino z ekvivalentnim, a ne sinonimnim, latinskim korenom.

*' Na tem mestu je potrebno ponovno opozoriti, da »vpliv« (po omenjeni Bloomovi
definiciji) predstavlja kreativno popravljanje predhodnega dela, na podlagi napaé¢ne inter-
pretacije le-tega.

*2 Pretezno asimilacijsko perspektivo uporablja John Milton v Iggubljenens raju; v pesnitvi
se svetopisemska zgodba izgona iz raja ujema z bibli¢no predlogo.

 Disimilacijsko perspektivo oziroma popoln odklon od bibli¢ne predloge opazimo v
delu Izolde Kurz Die Kinder der Lilith.

'V Genezi je mit o stvatjenju sveta povezan z motivi izgubljenega raja, prepovedanega
sadeza in zelje po spoznanju (1Mz 3,5: »tisti dan, ko bi jedla z njega [bi se vama] odptle o¢i
in bi postala kakor Bog, poznala bi dobro in hudo.«). Ti motivi so odloc¢ilnega pomena za
vse nadaljne obravnave tega mita (Milton: Izgubljeni raj itd.).

»S tem v povezavi Milton v Izgubljenem raju ugotavlja, da bi moralo prvo veliko spo-
znanje, »da osamljeni ne more biti srecen, veljati tudi za Boga« (Jauf 1998: 269): »Se zdim
zadosti srecen, ki od nekdaj / sem sam in ni podobnega pod mano, / enakega §e manj? S
kom, ¢e ne s temi, / naj druzim se, ki sem jih vse ustvaril / neskonc¢no nizje od sebe kot
od tebe?« (Milton 208).

% Problem upodobitve zla si bomo najprej pogledali na primeru Jobove £njige, ki zastavlja
nekatera vprasanja na katera bomo nato iskali odgovore v Goethejevi umetnini Faust in
Mannovemu romanu Doktor Faustus.

7TV Genezi (1 Mz 1-3) ima samo Bog pravico do sprasevanja, Adam ima funkcijo pod-
loznika. Adam pridobi vlogo enakovrednega partnerja v dialogu zato Sele takrat, kadar
se dvigne iz svoje funkcije podloznika v Bogu enakovreden polozaj: Adam se torej upre
Bogu, zato pa je izgnan iz raja.

* Sprememba iz obcega imena v osebno lastno ime v JauBovem delu zaradi
nemske posebnosti v slovnici ni tako ocitna kot v slovenskem prevodu.

? Avgustin uporabi na tem mestu iztraz curiositas, kateremu slovenski prevod radovednost
ne usteza popolnoma. Beseda izhaja iz lat. cura (»skeb«), curivsitas je zato Ze po svojem izvo-
ru nasprotje brezskrbnosti. Izraz ima po anti¢nem pojmovanju negativno konotacijo in je
zato v antiéni literaturi veckrat prisoten motiv kaznovane radovednosti (prim. npr. Apulej:
Lukij in osel v Metamorfozab).

¥ Faustovski mit ima drugaéen razvoj kot drugi miti (stvatjenje sveta, Prometej itd.), saj se
opira na zivljenje resni¢nega ¢loveka, po pri¢evanjih rojenega okoli leta 1480. Njegovo Zivlje-
nje je bilo razvpito, znan je bil tudi kot sodomit in carodej (vec v: Ziolkowski 43-49).
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! Gre za navidezno enakopravnost, ki se pojavi na ravni dramsko-dialoske forme. S for-
mo izmenjave sporocil jo dejansko postavlja Bog; on za¢ne pogovor in dolo¢i »pravila igre«.

2 Delo Thomasa Manna Doktor Faustus je nastalo leta 1947 in sodi v obdobje modet-
nizma, vanj pa vidno vstopajo posamezne preokupacije ekspresionistiénega toka in nje-
govih literarnih inovacij. Kot ugotavlja Thomas Anz sta za ckspresionisti¢na dela, nastala
okoli leta 1920, znacilni vizija/utopija boljsega sveta in novi ¢lovek (posledica 1. svetovne
vojne), kasneje se temu pridruzijo Se »izkusnje nemodi in izgube (pomanijkanje) orientacije,
osamitve in odtujitve, gnusa in strahu« (Anz 1987 135). To pa so tudi karakteristike Man-
novega junaka Adriana Leverkithna.

¥ Mann se v delu opira na literarno delo Historia iz 16. stoletja in ne na Goethejevo
dramsko pesnitev Fasust.

* Mann citira naslov Goethejeve knjige Fanst (lat. Faustus), ¢eprav se nanjo v svojem
romanu ne nasloni.
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“The Author: Who or What
[s Writing Literature?”

Vanesa Matajc

Contemporary literary theory examines the author’s role in the crea-
tion of a literary text, as well as of (literary) culture. Representations of the
author’s role answer these two questions in many different ways, depend-
ing on the historical culture in which the questions appear. This situation,
which still qualifies as the contemporary situation in literary theory, of course
differs from the so-called modern views on literature, that is, views devel-
oped since the Renaissance period.

Contemporary literary theory began to re-examine the authot’s role in cre-
ating literature at the very moment when the role of language in creating
subjectivity came under scrutiny, whereas the #odern period had endowed
the term “(literary) Author” with an “undoubtedly” clear meaning: con-
sidering the human being as a creative subject with an inherent ability to
invent or reveal completely new objects, the modern tradition “invented”
the word “Author” in the sense of a recognisable individual who writes
(or creates in the sense of invention) a literary text. This individual text /
work of art was likewise conceived as a unique combination of form and
content, revealing its recognisable meanings and sense as created by the
author’s will, intention, and ability. In the contemporary period, the mod-
ern concept of the author has undergone some basic changes since the
1960s — changes caused by the so-called historical turn, cultural turn, and
— probably the most relevant to the question of literary creation — linguis-
tic turn. Often interdisciplinary, these have operated in the humanities,
including some newly founded disciplines and theories, such as epistemol-
ogy, cultural studies, cultural anthropology, women’s studies, gender and
queer studies, post-colonial studies, and (renewed) cultural history.

The answer to the question of “who or what is writing literature” has
therefore split to pursue two possible directions.

First, the initial presupposition of reality being created by language (by
a convention rather than an individual invention) has crystallised into the
idea of Language writing / speaking a literary text, as well as orchestrating
its reception. The author as the creative subject of a literary work of art is
therefore being replaced with the concept of the intertextuality, the inher-
ent plurality of the dialogical relationship.

And secondly, pointing out the idea of intertextuality, the presupposi-
tions of “the death of the authot” and of the “resurrection” of a text and
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its reader have called into question the author’s authority in the literary
and cultural tradition (represented as a literary or cultural canon) and in
the (cultural) politics. The author’s political authority has been particularly
obvious in literatures subjected to the pressure of national ideologies or
political totalitarianism. Both ideological pressures have been a character-
istic experience of the literatures of Europe, of the former Soviet Union,
etc. The author has been conceived as a constitutive performer of cultural
traditions, and thus of the means by which different political groups have
been able to legitimise their power. Even if “dead”, the author as a creative
subject could be replaced with a cultural-political interpreter of the text.
The interpreter, replacing the author of a literary text, can unite both roles:
the role of an authority and of the inventive author.

In addition, the interpreter’s practice may be an emancipating gesture
for various social groups becoming aware of their suppression. On the
other hand, such a gesture can also provide the emancipation of literature
as an autonomous discourse. The “resurrection” of the authot’s role, even
when referring to the interpreter, can also be a way of providing the au-
tonomy, “literariness”, of literary discourse.

Thematics and scopes structured by this questions are as following:

1) The Author as an individual creator and the Author in the relationship
with his / her culture: the role of the Author in historical inventions of tra-
ditions, the Author as a discursive construction in constructing of the socio-
political identities, the Author in producting mechanisms of the cultures.
This questions have been adressed by Andrej Blatnik and Juri Talvet.

2) The Author as a personal experience, the Author as a subject of
literariness and of a literary work, the concepts of the Author in the 20th
century: virtual author in the new multimedia and its intertextuality. This
questions have been adressed by Mojca Kumerdej, Boris A. Novak and
Florian Hartling.

3) Ancient Greek and the question “who or what is creating literary text
(or: literary work of art)«, Renaissance and the invention of the Author in
the modern Western literary theory, authorial performativity and autobi-
ography in the 20th century. This questions have been adressed by Jera
Marusi¢, Marijan Dovi¢ and Gasper Troha.

4) The Author between Self and the Otherness, the Author between
autobiography and heterobiography, the authorial integrity and authority
from lyrical poetry over novels to the post-colonial studies. This questions
have been adressed by Lucia Boldrini, Jonathan L. Hart, Varja Balzalorsky
and Julia A. Sozina. Traces of this changing conceptualisation of the
Author might be read in the field of concerning the literary influence. This
field has been described by Lucka Urbanija.
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From the Aura of the Artwork to
the (Pseudo)Aura of the Author
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Although post structuralism declared the death of the author, it seems that reality shows
a complelely different picture. In a time when products of the culture industry have lost
aura, this disappearance is compensated for by the auratization of the arlistic act or
of the artist himself. The fascination with the sacred aura of traditional art has been
replaced by the more profane glamour of artistic presentation.
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Although poststructural theory (most explicitly through Roland
Barthes) declared the death of the author, although there is, for example,
in American metafiction a successful deposing of the author as the deter-
mining factor of the text, although the theory of reading calls for a shift-
ing of the focal point from the author to the reader, and although authors
themselves have started to deal with these thematic standpoints in their
literature, it appears that the actual state, at least as pertains to extraliterary
and not the intraliterary author (in which the poststructuralist axis was di-
rected), is precisely the opposite. Today the author is a greater factor in the
field of literature than perhaps ever before in history. It is worth investi-
gating how much of his grandeur is contributed to by what he established
as an author — the very fact of the author’s work.

The New World

Every year thousands of new works of fiction are published in the
United States. Only a select few authors (among them, Cormac McCarthy
and Don Del.illo), who have the option of avoiding the media, allow their
books to speak for themselves. Some, most obviously Thomas Pynchon
(and before him, J.D. Salinger), have spun an enticing media story out of
their very avoidance of the media and public appearances. All others try
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to attract attention in the usual manner: through media presence. The
authot’s name personifies a genre or at least his specific sub-genre and
ensures an appropriate level of production — the author appears as a trade
mark. This effect is especially characteristic for products of popular cul-
ture: 63 of the titles from the American list of the 100 best-selling works
of fiction between 1986 and 1996 were written by a total of only 6 authors
— Tom Clancy, Michael Crichton, John Grisham, Stephen King, Dean
Koontz and Danielle Steel (Epstein 33). Homogenization of the canon
(and the list of the most-sold books is very evidently a canon of popular
literature) is also occurring in “high” culture, where sales are not (yet) as
important as is the presence, in terms of cultural currency, that is provided
when a work appears on syllabi and in translation. There is a snowball
effect when it comes to translation: translations into “big languages” are
followed by translations into smaller ones, and already-translated authors
have an advantage over those who have not yet been translated, as they
have already asserted themselves to a certain extent in the target culture.

In a time when, according to Walter Benjamin, aura in the culture in-
dustry’s products has been lost, its loss is compensated for by the “aura-
tization” of the artistic act (and hand-in-hand with this goes the striking
rise in creating writing programs in the United States in the mid 1960s),
or of the artist himself. In pop art, artistic production represents only the
content of art. The fascination with the sacred aura of traditional art has
been replaced by the secular brilliance of artistic presentation, which is a
phenomenon that influences other fields of art, and also, in a time of the
universal mediatization of all activities and arts — “the media have colo-
nized culture, that they are the primary vehicle for the distribution and
dissemination of culture” notes Douglas Kellner (35) — literature to a fair
extent, as well as the writer, its main representative. The writer himself
acquires Benjamin’s “cult status”, which the work of art has lost in an age
of mechanical reproduction, provided he is high enough up in the hier-
archy and is also protected by means of his inaccessibility, very often in
the physical sense as well. This does not pertain solely to backstage passes
to the rock star’s dressing room. Even finding one’s way to writers is not
easy. One can find specific on-line directions for getting to J.D. Salinger’s
isolated house, along with a warning regarding how far it is safe to walk
because there will surely be someone waiting there with a loaded rifle.
Don Delillo does not appear in public. Thomas Pynchon does not appear
anywhere. By Slovenian standards statements or appearances by Svetlana
Makarovi¢ are a thing of prestige.

Mass production, the very thing that robbed the work of art of its aura,
clearly bestowed this aura on the artists: because his work (at least theo-
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retically) entered each household, it was physically impossible for the art-
ist to follow it and be indelibly linked to it — not unlike the “minstrel” in
Raymond Williams’ studies. But this “auratization” is seeming or delusive,
it is pseudo-auratization, since, according to Benjamin, the “unique phe-
nomenon of [...] distance” and the raising of the artist’s position do not
stem from the artist’s personal indigenousness, but from the totality of the
trade mark which has been created by and asserted through the media, and
in which he or she is least involved in the decision-making and is the most
replaceable constituent element. What the media giveth, the media can
also taketh away, since more important than the author is his or her media
representation. This began to grow immensely in the American media in
the 1980s, and Europe followed with the usual delay, which lasted about
twenty years in Slovenia. The media dedicated more attention to the author
than to the work itself. Trendy newspapers published articles about their
lifestyles, reported which clubs they belonged to and which parties they
frequented, which clothes they wore, the advances they received for their
books and so on. The writer most exposed to the media, Tama Janowitz,
appeared on a number of prominent television shows, such as Late Night
with David Letterman, Good Morning America, and The Today Show. She graced
the covers of trendy magazines, advertised consumer goods, had herself
photographed lying in bed in silk pajamas for the dust cover of her first
book, and had a literary video on MTV. As one who loved advertisements,
and who thought about working at an advertising agency (and actually did
so for a few months, before she was fired as an assistant artistic director),
she was thrilled by such promotion. She pointed out in an interview that,
in an era in which even banks advertise their services, and in which people
do not even purchase cat food if they have not previously seen an adver-
tisement for it, publishing is a good fifty years behind the times because
they refrain from these practices (Schumacher 218).

And so writers acquired the status of celebrities, stars in the manner
of the athletes, silver screen and movie idols before them, which was of
course wonderfully conducive to book sales. Bret Easton Ellis’s agent stat-
ed that he “gets bad reviews, but good publicity”. Not only did he appear
on talk shows, he was present in the media even without the use of the
writer’s media of words — magazines like [Vanity Fair and Interview used him
as photo model, where he did not have to speak or write. Nevertheless
the constant media exposure and constant public presence rob one of the
possibility of splendid isolation which is, at least for writing, a conditio sine
gua non, the necessary condition of creation, and most authors of the new
lost generation lost their creativity or stopped writing altogether, which
was perhaps also due in part to the fact that the media success of this gen-
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eration was rather tightly linked to the cult of youth: David Leavitt pub-
lished his first story in The New Yorker at twenty, and his first book Family
Dancing (1984) appeared two years later, which was unusual in American
literary culture, in which having a book published before the age of thirty
was the rare exception rather than the rule.

Other authors, such as Bret Easton Ellis, who published his first novel
Less Than Zero (1985) at the age of twenty one, began at a similarly young
age. Although the book did not receive a great many positive reviews,
it did receive a few, including comments in those important shapers of
public: the newspapers The Village 1 voice and The New York Times. Penguin
purchased the rights to a paperback edition for $99 000, and Twentieth
Century-Fox obtained the film rights; through the selling of further rights,
thus, Less Than Zero migrated into the mightiest machine of the American
and international culture industry. This business success, however, also
presented the writer with other creative difficulties, as Twentieth Century-
Fox wanted the prevent him from using Clay, the hero of Less Than Zero,
also in the subsequent novel Rules of Attraction, and Ellis assured owner-
ship over his own literary character only after a law suit which ended just
before the publication of the novel.

The publication of this novel was accompanied by a few curiosities
that were characteristic for the end of the 20" century, and these influence
the existence of the literary work and emerge from the area of popular cul-
ture. The first was serialization, a phenomenon in which the characters and
sometimes even the story are carried over from novel to novel. However,
serialization, at least within canonical literature, was usually a marginal
phenomenon: in Ellis, Thomas Pynchon, Mark Leyner and others more
or less secondary characters are carried over from novel to novel, and
not the key structural elements. More significant are the growing links or
even dependence of publishing houses and the film industry — here we must leave
the structure of intraliterary influences aside and focus on social influ-
ences. Traditionally the film industry purchased the film rights of suc-
cessful books and in some cases (perhaps most of all with Puzo and later
Coppola’s The Godfather) the success was repeated or even surpassed in
other media, or in the literature it sought at least a suitable narrative basis,
whereas today the rights to make a film of a novel, especially with proven
successful authors like John Grisham and Michael Crichton, are sold for a
greater sum than the book rights — and this usually even before the pub-
lication of the book, and frequently on the basis of a few-page synopsis
of the book.

Partly the writer of the new lost generation were more evenly than
previous generations formed also by a particular branch of the culture in-
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dustry, the industry of the university, through its departments for creative
writing, which universities began to establish en masse at since the early
1960s and which became not just an extremely attractive study option, but
also a key source of survival for writers who were of any note at that time
in the American literary scene. And so the department for creative writing
at the University of lowa in lowa City, called the lowa Writers” Workshop,
has since its establishment in 1936 played host, as teachers, students and
frequently both, to a number of leading writers from the second half of
the 20th century. A few names should be mentioned: Flannery O’Connor,
Philip Roth, Nelson Algren, Raymond Carver, Andre Dubus, Wallace
Stegner, Kurt Vonnegut, John Irving, Robert Penn Warren ... The majority
of writers from the new lost generation come from the American east coast
and many studied creative writing at Columbia University in New York.
The writer and editor Gordon Lish, who taught some of them (including
Amy Hempel, Nancy Lemann, Anderson Ferrell, David Leavitt ...), had a
real influence on them. Lish was active in a row of different cultural cent-
ers, and he was also employed as an editor of textbooks, before he began
editing prose for Esquire. There he also published Raymond Carver’s story
“Neighbors”, the first story which was published in the all-American mag-
azine, and which turned Carver’s career and destiny around — as a cultural
mediator Lish thus crucially influenced the form of American and later the
world prose scene, since without Carter, that is, without the publication
of “Neighbors”, this would have been drastically different. From there
he went to work at the Knopf publishing house where he published a se-
ries of significant works of American prose, including Carver’s 1981 book
What We Talk About When We Talk About Love.

In contrast to writers of this generation, especially the metafictionalists
who almost without exception spent (also) their professional life in the
comforts of the university, young authors who were born in the 1960s
often knew the workings of the culture industry from the inside. Amy
Hempel was in charge of media contact at the Putnam publishing house,
organized writers’ tours and strove to ensure television promotion for the
publishing house’s authors, and later she had a junior position at the pub-
lisher Crown. Jay Mclnerney worked at one of America’s greatest literary
institution, The New Yorker, which the careers of such writers as Salinger,
Thurber, Updike and E.B. White are linked. But he did not work at The
New Yorker as a writer, not even like the hero of his novel Bright Lights,
Big City, who sent the fiction editor short stories and received from him
impersonal form letters in return. He worked as a “fact checker”, veritying
whether the information cited in the works accepted for publication was
correct. After this (like E.L. Doctorow) he advanced in the hierarchy of
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the culture industry, becoming a reader for Random House and evaluat-
ing the manuscripts they received. From the “gatekeeper’s assistant” at
The New Yorker he changed into the “gatekeeper”, and only the entrance
through the gates awaited him. Those employed in the world of media,
who have replaced employment in the academic world, speak again of the
cultural paradigm shift or of the transfer of the pseudoanra: it previously
the privileged space for passing on the values of cultural elements was at
home in the university, now it had moved into the world of the culture
industry, especially its most capital-laden and influential field, the advertis-
ing industry.

The Old Slovenian Home

A Slovenian author can look for the support of other media (which is
why the most-read Slovenian writer according to the number of library
loans has, since they began counting, been Desa Muck, which is probably
not only a result of readability but also her years of appearing on very
much-viewed Sunday evening television programs) or the support of the
Slovenian writer archetype, which can lend the individual pseudoaura a
certain amount of collective pseudoaura, such as befits a nation that, at
least in the conviction of most individual authors, and also in the direction
of the school system established through cultural paradigms best encapsu-
lated in Ale§ Debeljak’s bon mot about the birth of the nation through the
spirit of poetry, written in the title of the accompanying text to the anthol-
ogy Prisoners of Freedom: Contemporary Slovenian Poetry (Pedernal Press, Santa
Fe, USA: 1994). In Slovenia, too, an author can have a meaning beyond
textuality, he can be more than “only” an author and the Slovenian literary
tradition, in which literature always performed functions outside literature,
assents to this. The most strident literary successes of the 1980s were the
novels Levitan (1982), by Vitomil Zupan, which demystifies the national
war of liberation, Umziranje na obroke (Dying by Instalments) (1984) by Igor
Torkar, which bears witness to the Dachau trials, and No¢ do jutra (Night
until Tomorrow) (1984) by Branko Hofman, which speaks of the Goli
Otok penal colony. The intense interest aroused by these books did not
only help to free Slovenian literature of the theme of national oppression,
but also continued the conflict between the writer and society, which is a
constant (not only of Slovenian) literary history.

We can see the continuation of this conflict even today. The media
and expert response to the decision of the Slovenian court, which dealt
with the books by Matjaz Pikalo Modri E (The Blue E) (1998) and Breda
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Smolnikar’s Ko se tam gori olistajo breze (When the Birches up there Are
Turning Green, 1998) was of course more determinative of the decision
for a second edition of these two books than was their literary quality or
readers’ attraction. Although both authors were the subject of a civil trial,
clash (which was also reflected at the comparative literature symposium in
Vilenica in 2007) continued a particular role of the Slovenian writer: the
writer as victim. As legal victims (Smolnikar, Pikalo), political victims (a
long line leading to Jancar), economic victims (Desa Muck, who is asked
about the limits of library royalties at every public appearance), clan vic-
tims (it is hard to recall a Slovenian writer who in at least one media ap-
pearance did not moan of having been manipulated by this or that centre
of power). And if Slovenian writers used to console themselves that suc-
cess would come at a more convenient time (fifty years after death was
Bartol’s estimation, and he was right), now they can hope for the right
place and point to — an imagined or sometimes actual — better reception in
another culture a la “no prophet is accepted in his own country” (Luke 4:
24). Thus they become geographic, literally born, victims, even beyond the
fact that they are born into the Slovenian language and not, like English
authors, already translated.

It is actually worth going a step further and noting: not only can the
author in the Slovenian literary space be more than “just” an author, he
has to be. Especially in today’s supersaturation of media, when for public
presence the author’s voice (that is, his “autopoetic”’) does not suffice, but
all the more decisive is the context of the Super-Ego, into which he or she
is filed, be it in terms of nation, genre or periodization. For the author’s
legitimization as an author, it is no longer the signified (that is, the author’s
work) that is crucial but the signifier (that is, his recognition as an au-
thor). Borges’ statement, perhaps born of frustration from the increasingly
visual and decreasingly literary culture of modernity, “to be means to be
photographed,” could be extended somewhat: to be a writer means to be
photographed as a writer. A young and cute author is the largest leaser of
media space (which, by the way, pays more per year for media space that
the Ministry of Culture of the Republic of Slovenia spends on printing
and repurchasing books in the public interest) and her gigantic billboard
was graced by the word “writer” already a week after the publication of
her first book, which later actually did become a relatively successful work.
The largest communication magnate decided to cash in on the symbolic
capital of the profession. Perhaps this need for a symbiosis between actual
and symbolic capital can restore believe in the writer’s profession.

However, that the structural space which the American literary space
doles out to the author through media and social prominence, that is, the
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role of the “star”, is replaced in Slovenia with the role of the “victim”, is
already a fact that calls for renewed thinking about the Slovenian national
spirit. At this point, thus, one should, in both national and collegial terms,
fall silent.

NOTES

' A similar phenomenon exists also in Slovenia. If the number of published books
stopped at about 4000 titles last year, the number of novels up for the Kresnik Prize in-
creases with each year: in 1991 there were 17, 45 in 2002, 80 in 2007, and a year later there
were approximately 120 novels. For the Fabula prize there were some 80 collections of
short stories in one year, making for about 200 original prose books. The symbolic capital
of literature, thus, is clearly growing.

% Using the example of Jonathan Franzen in the text Romani nasega ivljenja ne bodo spre-
menili nasega Fivljenja (The Novels of our Life will not Change Our Life, Andrej Blatnik:
Neonski pecati, .UD Literatura: Ljubljana 2005), I have described an interesting variation
on the clash between the author and his representation in the media. The invitation to be
on the Oprah Winfrey Show led Franzen into great independent temptation.

? Elements of the serial novel, which are materialized especially in popular cultural
products (such as Stephen King’s series The Green Mile), differ from historical models (such
as the serial novels by Dickens or Balzac) in that serial novels historically came into being
due to the demands of the target media (newspapers), whereas today they come into being
autonomously and assert their production ways into the majority of other organized book
markets in order to additionally exploit already established novel trademarks.

* The film industry also fuels the creation of film-based books, that is, the teverse proc-
ess of what has just been described — books that are novel versions of the biggest film
successes have become virtually the rule of spin-off exploitation, and the broadening in
the cinematic web thus moves the product into other media, which also includes marketing
the product through film figures, which are especially popular among the young public,
but are by no means limited to them. Such book products achieve rather impressive sales
results: the book written after the script of the first Rawzbo sold 800 000 copies (Kellner 71).
Such inclusion of authors into the immediate marketing of trademarks may be limited to
popular cultural products, but it appears that the new understanding of the writer is that of
a creator who is no longer independent from society, closed in the loneliness of his creative
exile, but as one ordered into the chain of changing relations as a more or less successful
businessman who is in some ways linked to the omnipresence of the film industry. Creative
autonomy is no longer a given; rather it becomes a conscious decision.

WORKS CITED

Epstein, Jason. Book Business. Publishing. Past, Present and Future. New York: W. W. Norton
& Company, 2002.

Kellner, Douglas. Media Culture. Cultural studies, identity and politics between the modern and the
postmodern. London and New York: Routledge, 1995.

Schumacher, Michael. Reasons to Believe. New 1V vices in American Fiction. New York: St.
Martin’s Press, 1988.



The Author and Artistic Creativity

Juri Talvet

University of Tartu
juri.talvet@ut.ce

The postmodern turn in cultural studies, from the 1960s onward, has ever tried to
subvert the authority of ,modern tradition, as a supposed construct of Renaissance
humanists. Instead, it has tried to establish its own authority in which the interpreter
(re-reader, re-conceptualizer) as well as (linguistic ) anonymity and (cultural) plura-
lity of creation has a dominant role.

However, by the end of the first decade of the 21st century, postmodern thinking, despite
its initial novelly, seems to have come to a standstill, in the sense that in its discourses
a strong tendency fo tautology is revealed, while the object of its oppositional discourse
has undergone a regrettable simplification. The question about the author is no excep-
tion in this sense.
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Yuri M. Lotman and His “Semiosphere”

In one of his early, important, and seminal works, Analiz poetitsheskogo
teksta (Leningrad, 1972), the late head of the Tartu (or Tartu-Moscow)
school of semiotics, Yuri M. Lotman (1922—1993), established a basic di-
vision of literary texts: one type of texts, mainly narrative, is governed by
syntagmatic relations, while in the other type of texts, above all constituted
by lyrical poetry, the organizing principle is paradigmatic (93).

As a highly significant hint at the scope of his study (and not excluding
hidden irony), Lotman admits that “the poetic text in the present treat-
ment will not be handled in [...] the totality of its cultural meaning, but
only from a much narrower point of view, accessible to contemporary
science” (5). And in the preceding passage he claims, visually stretching
out the word “scientific”: “but science cannot offer anything else beyond
scientific truth” (5).

The point of the irony is that Lotman, in fact, was passionately inter-
ested in the “totality of cultural meaning” from the very beginning of his
research. A close reading of his allegedly “scientific” texts reveals many
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passages in which he “slips” or “leaps” into the realm of philosophy, be-
yond the rigid bounds of science.

In this book, Lotman hardly applies the notions of “semiotics” or “sem-
iotic”; rather, they emerged gradually, as the Tartu school was expanding.
It remained forever suspect to the official Communist regime. Therefore,
in parallel with “semiotics” an euphemism was applied by Tartu scholars,
denoting the primary object of semiotic research: “secondary modeling
systems”* (Lotman, Kultunrisemiootika 3—4).

There is no denying that Lotman, at least until the end of the 1970s,
could sincerely believe in the capacity of science to expand to the realm of
the arts not only in the formal sense but grasping also its content which,
traditionally, has been the object of metaphysical-philosophic and meta-
phoric speculations. In those times Lotman seriously dealt with the inter-
relations of both hemispheres of the human brain, the possibility of “ar-
tificial reason” and in some articles went as far as to identify culture with
“collective reason” or “collective intellect” (cf. Lotman, Ku/'tura kak).?

However, as an essential background fact, one should not forget that
while science and reason enjoyed a truly deified position in the official ide-
ology of the USSR, contemporary Western philosophy was flatly rejected.
Dismissive commentaries of Soviet or Eastern block Marxist philosophers
on Western “decadent” philosophy abounded, while original philosophic
texts proceeding from the West were never translated or published, at
least until the start of the perestroifea in the USSR in the mid- 1980s.

What I claim here is that Lotman, starting from the 1980s, in accord
with his own theory of “semiospheric” “leaps” and “explosions”, effec-
tuated in his late work a genuine “leap” to a new quality. Lotman the
scientist-semiotician ever more openly became in the last ten years of his
life identifiable with Lotman the philosopher. In a gradually more liberal
socio-ideological condition he could at last deal with the object of his
life-long passion, culture and artistic creation, without externally imposed
restrictions or prescribed self-restrictions.

There is a co-occurrence in the late Lotman with postmodern cur-
rents of thought deriving from the Western centres in the sense that both
overcome the formalist rigidity of structuralism. However, there is also
a substantial divergence of Lotman’s late thought from the postmodern
mainstream of theory. It directly concerns the position and understanding
of the role of the author in artistic creation.

In 1984 Lotman published the article “O semiosfere” (About the
Semiosphere). He introduced the notion of “semiosphere” without pro-
viding any clear-cut definition of it. The point of departure was Vladimir
Vernadski’s terms, “biosphere” and “noosphere”, but Lotman warned
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against drawing parallels with the “noosphere”; rather, he saw an analogy
for the semiosphere in biosphere, in the sense that, as he says, the semiotic
universe or semiotic space can be treated as “a homogeneous mechanism
or even an organism”. Such a “great system”, in which all ingredients and
components are in an open state of dynamic interrelations, can be called
the “semiosphere” (Lotman, Ku/'tura i 13).* As Lotman further claims, “the
semiosphere is the semiotic space beyond which the existence of semiosis
is impossible” (13). Lotman admits that the “semiosphere” is an abstract
phenomenon, yet he denies that its essence is merely metaphorical (12).

Lotman’s key notion in the same article is the “semiotic border”. This
functions as a bilingual translation mechanism adapting signals from the
“outer space” into “our space”. He adds that only by means of the “bor-
der” can the semiosphere establish contact with the “non-semiotic” and
the “foreign semiotic” space (14-15). All translation mechanisms that
serve to intermediate foreign contacts belong to the border structure.
Lotman also claims that semiotic processes are accelerated in the periph-
ery of the cultural ecumene (15), that they are more dynamic in compari-
son with those developing in “centres” or nuclei (16). The interrelation
between the nuclei and the periphery is never rigid, but changing. What
has been considered a “non-semiotic” space can appear as another and
different semiotic space. There is a tendency in semiospheric processes
towards becoming internally ever more varied, without the semiosphere
losing its unity (20).

In what follows, Lotman deals with the conditions of the dialogue that
takes place on the border. He admits that semiotically different spaces, to
establish a dialogue, need invariants or common elements. He speaks of
palindromes, mirrors, the right and the left side, as structural models for
dialogue.

In his last book, Kul'tura i vzryr (Culture and Explosion, 1992), written
shortly before death, Lotman almost abandons his former semiotic vo-
cabulary in order to discuss much more openly the processes taking place
in culture. The book, however, can in retrospect illuminate important as-
pects in Lotman’s thinking, as regards the semiosphere and Lotman’s late
philosophy, on the whole.

Already in a short article published in 1985, when Lotman still identi-
fied culture with “collective intellect” and “collective memory”, the idea of
revolutions in the system of the “cultural grammar” appeared. Lotman’s
emphasis gradually shifts from “collective intellect” to “collective mem-
ory”. He speaks of informative and creative memory, of how actual texts
are illuminated in memory and non-actual texts are left in reserve or as a
potential.
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In Kul'tura i vzryv, Lotman centres on “explosions” and “leaps” in the
systems and processes of culture, as well as in creative minds and created
texts. Also, literature, as a whole can be regarded as a text (179). The key
issue continues to be the “border” as an intersection of different cultural
encodings, but now it is not so much a condition for a dialogue, but for
“explosions” and revolutions. Lotman became explicitly interested in the
irregular and the unpredictable, which were considered by him the very
core of cultural semiosis, in the sense that totally new signs, meanings and
perspectives emerge as the result of “explosions” and “leaps”. At the same
time Lotman admits that for development (the “leap”) both explosiveness
and stability are necessary, the former allows for renovation and the latter,
continuation (16, 20, 26). He also mentions that some cultures develop
only by means of a gradual change, avoiding explosions (17).

Lotman obsetves a gradual degeneration of “explosions” from the 18"
to the 20™ century (22). In this context he contrasts technical-mechanical
explosions with spiritual and philosophic explosions. It becomes clear that
Lotman in his last work is not interested in the regular, the product of
logic and technique, capable of merely imitative explosions (21) but, above
all, in the conditions under which genuine explosions in artistic creation
take place, or, in other words, how and why an author can become an
Author, a supreme creator, and why other authors, the great main body of
creators, are destined to drift in a current or fashion, until a new explosion
drives them virtually into a cultural oblivion.

Arts and religion, as we read in Ku/'tura i vzryv (60) are the highest forms
of conscience. Quite contrary to his eatlier belief in “collective reason”,
Lotman now defies Vladimir Lenin’s saying that religion is the “opium
of the people”, claiming that it is, instead, a “powerful means of self-
organization” (224). In the same book, Lotman also deals with feminist
emancipation and revolution, as well as with dreams, which he calls “a
semiotic window””.

Many other important philosophical ideas can be found in the book,
but now I will try to resume briefly why I consider Lotman’s late phi-
losophy more productive, as regards the interpretation of the author, than
the thinking which has drifted to the start of the current century with
the mainstream of postmodern attitudes, since Roland Barthes, Michel
Foucault and Jacques Derrida.

First, Lotman, in a sense, himself represents the “periphery”, the
zone par excellence for dialogue as well as for cultural “explosions”. The
French thinkers, on the contrary, represent the “centre” and to a great
extent have been dependent on its language. They have relied very confi-
dently on the French language — their “own” language — not much taking
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into the account the language of the European “others”, not to mention
more distant “others”. In another text (2007) on contemporary translation
philosophy, I have tried to show how excessive confidence in one’s “own”
language, especially in philosophers who are so keen about language and
discourses formed by language, tend to debilitate their conclusions about
translation.

By declaring the written language and discourses accumulated in the
written language almost the only meaningful reality, the French thinkers,
to my mind, strongly restrict the field of cultural creation. The remote
background to such thinking could be seen in the famous phrase of René
Descartes: Cogito ergo sum. Reality beyond thinking has no value. The in-
tellectual faculty is declared the supreme criterion, and the physical and
biological worlds must obey it. Man, provided with the faculty of reason,
is the very peak of God’s creation.

Descartes, the child of the Renaissance’s waning, could still only imag-
ine it so, but his compatriots, the 17"-century “postmoderns” Bernard de
Fontenelle and Charles Perrault, went much further. They declared their
own age — naturally, meaning by it their “own” contemporary French liter-
ature — the very peak of literary creation, superior to that of the ancients.

(Post)modern “Progress” in Culture?

Appreciation of literature and the arts is more often than not a matter
of taste, and tastes, as we all know, differ from one person to another,
from one historical epoch and cultural space to another. However, what is
much more significant, especially as related to the postmoderns of the sec-
ond half of the 20" century, is the emergence with the 17"-century “post-
moderns” of the idea of “progress”. New literature is considered superior
to older literature, a belief in a progressive literary development appears.
From such a position, old authors are always overcome by the young. The
new, the modern, is made to be synonymous with the good.

Not only God as the initial creator is denied, but also great authors of
the past are thought to exist only thanks to the genius of the contemporary
critical mind which decides their fate by the critical rewriting or reinter-
preting of their work. According to this view, writers do not know much
about their own creation. The critics are the main authors, without whom
writers would not exist.

In other words, meta-textual and post-textual creation — thus, intel-
lectual creation — is considered superior to original artistic creation which,
being mixed with the sensual and the “low” (non-cultural), comes to be
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considered an inferior activity. As a result, a large sector of postmodern
criticism appreciates, above all, intellectually orientated creation, whose
object and point of departure is culture. In parallel with the high degree of
sophistication in the use of the language in postmodern critical discourses
themselves, irony and mind games, narrative techniques and strategies at-
tract scholars and critics in the first place. They are reluctant to explain the
content of literary works beyond the strictly cultural and the formal. Or, if
they do, they easily fall into the trap of sociological simplifications.

The meta-textual language becomes ever more abstract. Theories de-
part from theories, in the belief that in this way cultural progress can be
achieved.

To use Lotman’s semiotic vocabulary, “syntagmatics” has been turned
into the main sign of cultural scholarship. Following the creed borrowed
from exact and natural sciences, namely, that theory illuminates the path
for practice, probably an analogous “progress” is expected to take place
in culture.

In terms of Lotman’s semiosphere, postmodern-centric cultural think-
ing is attempting to move culture into the “noo-sphere” dominated by
man’s intellectual activity. There, its modification would be subjected to
logic, causality and regularity. Texts are considered as segments in the
anonymous chain of intertextualities, gradually developing towards greater
perfection, like science, under the guidance of theory.

For my part, I confess that, as regards cultural creation, I still believe
much more in “paradigmatics” than in “syntagmatics”. I fully admit that
(linguistic, stylistic and so on) tradition and the general cultural back-
ground are just as strongly conditioning any creation in literature and arts.
However, with Lotman, I tend to believe that the anonymous chain can
be interrupted by a creative author in an act that is not merely cultural but
also existential. Only then does the creative act become an act of semiosis,
creating genuinely new values and making culture richer and more varied
in its content. It is very far from the idea of progress.

Artistic Creation as a Semiospheric and Symbiotic Act

In other words, and moving closer to Lotman’s conclusion: the Author
creates on the open border between culture and life, on the one hand, and
life and death, on the other. He/she brings in all creative faculties at the
same time: memorty, intellect, senses, conscience and sub-conscience. There
are a number of borders and edges open to dialogue as well as “explosions”
in any significant artistic creation and work. However, history also proves
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that in certain historical conditions culture “sleeps”, being replaced by me-
diocre creation in which the copying (re-writing) technique, congenial with
some of the main postmodern theoretical postulates, prevails.

It is a topical truth that the meaning of an artistic work or text is open,
it emerges and becomes modified gradually in time and space, in a dia-
logue between the author and his/her readers. It is a symbiotic process, in
which, as historical experience demonstrates, symbiotic creators — either
authors of original works or critics-interpreters (as authors) — have the
greatest possibilities to establish and influence the canon-formation.

Why speak of symbiotic creators? Because more often than not, espe-
cially in the case of postmodern criticism, there is a tendency to undervalue
the capacity of the authors of literary works for philosophic and metaphysi-
cal thinking. Incidentally, in his article “O semiosfere” Lotman directly con-
nects the notion of the “border” with a semiotic individuality and proceeds
to claim that “the semiosphere is a ‘semiotic personality””
sion to any more concrete formal definition is highly complicated (13).

The greatest writers of the past, without exception, have been such
“semiospheric” or “semiotic-symbiotic” authors in the sense that they
have worked on a number of borders, were perpetually attracted by what
lies beyond the border of the known. They worked like philosophers inter-
preting life, but theirs was the superior art, as they did not limit themselves
to the abstract formulation of ideas and concepts — thus decomposing the
integrity of a human being — but revealed their philosophy in sensual im-
ages, which could be received even by a large public.

I'have published an article (2003) about Cervantes’s theory of the novel,
meaning by it not so much what Cervantes borrowed from Aristotle or
other philosophers, nor his explicitly manifested ideas about literary crea-
tion and the art of the novel, but the theory or philosophy in images,
turned into practice, as it emerges from his Novelas ejemplares and Don
Quixote itself.

whose submis-

Calderon, Camoes, Kreutzwald, Liiv, Pessoa

One of the supreme manifestations of the author in Western literary
history can be found in Pedro Calderén de la Barca’s play, in fact, his
anto sacramental, El gran teatro del mundo (The Great Theatre of the World).
Calderén, like nobody before or after him, manages to assemble on the
theatrical stage the whole of life, God’s creation represented by allegorical
characters. God himself is in the action — called ¢/ Autor, the possessor of
all human knowledge. However, it is Calderén the author of the play who
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makes the conceptual scheme come to life, revive, and emerge through
lyrical and sensual images. Calderdn the author resuscitates God the au-
thor, turning creation into a semiospheric act, not just a mere intellectual
abstract. The play is a vivid dialogue between the original creator (God)
and the interpreter of his creation, Calderén, who becomes an author in
the widest sense of the term.

The Portuguese Lufs Vaz de Camoes, in the late Renaissance did not in-
vent any new aesthetic patterns in his famous epic Os Lusiadas. However, as
an author belonging to the European smaller periphery, Portugal, Camdes
had a keen border sensibility. This could be one of the explanations for
why Camoes was the only Renaissance author who managed to write a
complete national-patriotic epic, something that was attempted also by
the French Pierre de Ronsard, but left unfinished. The great European
nations, by that time, had already created their epics. They could expand
their territories, thus providing their “body” with new energy and vital
force.

Portugal, meanwhile, had for centuries been and was still at that time
strongly menaced by its mighty neighbour, Spain. Camdes’s main achieve-
ment was that in his epic he managed to demonstrate that also smaller,
peripheral nations have their individual identity and are capable of great
spiritual deeds. Camoes constantly emphasises in his Os Lusiadas the voy-
age to India of the Portuguese as a spiritual act, while condemning expan-
sion as guided by earthly greed. His epic became a great spiritual support
for his nation and at the same time was also one of the paradigmatic works
that inspired Romantic philosophers, like Johann Gottfried Herder, two
centuries later, to claim spiritual equality of all peoples and nations, wheth-
er they belonged to centres or peripheries, whether they were physically
big or small.

Some of the most outstanding authors of the Estonian budding na-
tion in the second half of the 19" century and the start of the 20™ century
worked in the same paradigm. They came from even a much remoter
periphery than the one to which Portugal belonged. It was the deepest pe-
riphery also in the socio-psychological meaning, as the Estonians, mainly
a peasant people, were until the start of the 19" century in the humiliating
state of serfdom under the Baltic-German landlords, within the Russian
Tsarist empire.

The two authors whose work has been of a particular significance for
Estonia, are Friedrich Reinhold Kreutzwald (1803-1882) and Juhan Liiv
(1864-1913). Both were poets, semiospheric as well as paradigmatic au-
thors par excellence. Kreutzwald’s parents had been serfs, but after study-
ing at Tartu University he managed to become a medical doctor. In the re-
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mote Southern Estonian border town, practicing as a doctor, Kreutzwald
wrote the epic Kalevipoeg (literally: The Son of Kalev, 1861).

Juhan Liiv’s parents were not serfs, but he too came from a humble
peasant family, and mainly because of poverty never studied at the univer-
sity, though he also lived for several periods in Tartu. In 1893 he suffered
a spiritual crisis and fell mentally ill. However, it remains a fact that the
best part of his poetry was created during the years of his illness, on the
unstable border of madness and sanity.

Kreutzwald provided his epic Kalvipoeg with a scientific framework.
It was first published, with a parallel German translation, in the proceed-
ings of the Learned Estonian Society (Gelehrte Estnische Gesellschaft
/ Opetatud Eesti Selts). The author claimed that the epic was based on
genuine folklore. In fact, it was, at least in part, a mystification on which
Kreutzwald was forced to rely, because otherwise the work would prob-
ably never have been published. Estonian literature did not exist as yet,
and the tsarist censorship would have remorselessly crushed a patriotic lit-
erary work in the bud. In those conditions, support from outside Estonia
was an essential factor in the epic’s coming into existence and its subse-
quent recognition, despite criticism from Hstonians themselves. The St.
Petersburg Academy of Sciences gave Kreutzwald an important award
even before the publication in the Proceedings was finished, while in a
speech in Helsinki in 1859 a Finnish folklorist, S. Elmgren, claimed that
Kreutzwald’s Kalevipoeg was equal to Elias Lonnrot’s Kalevala. As a mat-
ter of fact, in the book form Kalwipoeg appeared first in Kuopio, Finland
(1862), and only after that did publications in Hstonia itself follow.

In parallel with the Portuguese epic of Camoes, Kreutzwald’s periph-
eral epic claimed the individual identity of the Estonian nation and its
yearning for liberty. The work, spiritually, constructs the Estonian nation
and its culture through a powerful series of symbols and lyrical imagery.
Again, it is not a mere mental construct — in contrast to what some post-
modern theoreticians have claimed as the basis of nations’ ontology — but
its roots lie deep in the peripheral consciousness of existence, in which
sensibility, feelings, ideas and philosophy enter into a symbiotic, interac-
tive relationship. Only such works can influence and inspire a collective
public, a wider community, like a nation.

As a result, Kalevipoeg has become a fundamental text for the Estonian
nation and its culture. It created at the same time a complicated myth, in-
fluenced by the subtlest layers of Romantic philosophy (Herder, Goethe).
Although Kalevipoeg in later Estonian culture has often been an object of
irony and parody, its mythical significance has ever expanded. Although
in the English translation of Kalkwvipoeg (by Juri Kurman, USA, 1982)
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Kreutzwald is still being qualified, in the footsteps of the older folkloric
point of view, as a mere “compiler” of the epic, Kreutzwald’s figure as one
of the great European authors of the closing era of Romanticism becomes
ever more apparent, as new approaches appear (see Laak 2008).

Another Portuguese (= peripheral) poet, Fernando Pessoa (1888-1935),
somewhat younger than the Estonian Juhan Liiv, claimed in some of his
work that he was the only truly nature poet, in the sense that by depriving
nature of any ideas and feelings, attributed to it by the Romantic main-
stream, Pessoa really achieved a great poetic-philosophic originality. It be-
came accentuated, as he intentionally fragmented himself by distributing his
authorship, as a poet, among a number of authors, his heteronyms (Alvaro
de Campos, Ricardo Reis, Alberto Caeiro, among the best known).

Thus, in one of his poems (XXVIII) Alberto Caeiro writes:

Por mim, escrevo a prosa dos meus versos

E fico contente,

Porque sei que compreendo a Natureza por fora;
E nao a compreendo por dentro

Porque a Natureza nao tem dentro;

Sendo nio era a Natureza.

(XXVIIT)

(As for me, I write the prose of my verses/ And I am satisfied, / Since I under-
stand Nature from outside; / And I don’t understand it from inside / Because
Nature doesn’t have inside; / Or else it would not be Nature.)

The philosophy of Alberto Caeiro, the teacher of Alvaro de Campos,
produces an impression of extreme rationalism, in which feelings have no
place at all. Some of Alvaro de Campos’s poems (such as his famous Ode
maritima), in contrast, reflect the sexual and physical impulses of nature,
which are deprived of any sentiments and reason, as they are projected
into human action. However, the final portion of Ode maritima, as well as
another famous poem by Alvaro de Campos, Tabacaria, show that the deci-
sions of “pure reason”, as well as those of nature, are reduced to a mere
sexual mechanism — thus analogous with man’s technical striving. In this
there resides a shade of irony. Pessoa the poet in his creative integrity was
still very much acting on the anguish-ridden edge of existence. The move-
ment towards the “safe” centric ground of reason or the imagined “inside”
of nature is hardly more than a parody of man’s rational aspirations.

The same state of a permanent disquiet — and here one can recall
Pessoa’s book of reflections, Livro do dessassosego — is inherent in the poetry
of the Estonian Juhan Liiv. The younger generation of Estonian symbol-
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ists tried to make him a forerunner of their own aspirations, but Liiv was
much subtler. He did not accept the symbolists’ call for strict thymes —i.e.
their formal rationality. Though departing more often than not from vi-
sions of nature, Liiv’s images could seldom be reduced to mere surface im-
pressions or mere hinting at some feelings. Liiv’s poetry contains a strong
intellectual intensity, but his great advantage with most “intellectual poets”
is that his ideas never appeared in their nudeness. They emerged from his
images which, being sensual and lyrical at the same time, and dragged to
the edge of existence, have a magic that a “noo-spheric” poet — regard-
less of his/ her attistic abilities — would never achieve. For that reason in
several of my recent essays about Liiv (cf. 2007) I have seen Liiv as one
of the greatest Huropean existential-lyrical poets and have sought analo-
gies between him and the Basque existential thinker and writer Miguel de
Unamuno, at the other edge of Europe. Their year of birth, symbolically,
coincides.

Finally, does what has been stated above mean that I undervalue the
role of interpreters / rewriters as authors? Not at all. As Juhan Liiv him-
self never managed to publish a book in his life-time, he as an Author
was coined by other, younger authors, the short story and essay writer
Friedebert Tuglas (1886-1971), in the first place. Thanks to Tuglas’s eatly
monographs on Liiv and a substantial selection of Liiv’s work published
by him, Liiv could enter the permanent canon of Estonian literature and
become consecrated by posterity.

We all know very well that the ground for the great canon of Western
literature, if not of world literature, was prepared above all by Romantic
writers and philosophers (Herder, Goethe, the brothers Schlegel and oth-
ers). Several of them were Authors in the deepest sense of the word. Their
semiospheric openness to the “other” was the most important factor in
the establishment of such a fertile symbiotic dialogue between the author
and the interpreter that in the final result both appeared as Authors.

NOTES

! Here and in the following, the translation is mine.

?'The semiotic series edited by Lotman had on its cover the word “Semiotics” in Greek
letters, but its official Russian title, “Trudy po znakovym sistemam” cautiously avoided
the term.

? The short treatise was translated and published the same year in Italy: La cultura come
mente collettiva e i problemi dell'intelligenza artificiale. Urbino: Universita di Urbino, Centro Inter-
nazionale di Semiotica e di Linguistica, Ser. A, 1977, N. 66.

* T use in my references the reprint of the atticle in Lotman 1992.

179



The Author: Who or What Is Writing Literature?

180

WORKS CITED

Laak, Marin. “Kalevipoeg as a Core Text: the Island Maiden’s Thread.” Interlitteraria, 13,
Vol. 1 (2008): 197-213.

Lotman, Yuri M. Analiz poetitsheskogo teksta. Leningrad: Prosveshtshenie, 1972.

— ——. Kul'tura kak kollektivnyi razum i problema iskusstvennogo razuma. Moskva, 1977,

— ——. “O semiosfere”. Trudy po znakovym sistemam, 17 (1984): 5-23.

———. “Pamjat’ v kul’turologitcheskom osveshtchenii.”” Wiener Siawistischer Almanach, Bd.
16 (1985), 5-9; reprinted in Lotman 1992, T, 200-202.

— ——. Kultunrisemiootika. P. Lias, 1. Soms and R. Veidemann (trans.). Tallinn: Olion, 1990.

— ——. Izbrannye stat’i. 1. Tallinn: Aleksandra, 1992.

— ——. Kul'tura i vzryv. Moskva: Progress, 1992.

Talvet, Juri. “Cervantes’s Narrative Theory.” The Atlantic Critical Review, Vol. 2, N. 3 (2003):
1-14.

———. “Contemporary Translation Philosophy: Cannibalism or Symbiosis?” Interlitteraria,
12 (2007): 268-286.

———. “Juhan Liiv and His Existential Poetry.” Juhan Liiv. Mee/ paremat ei kannata | The
Mind Wonld Bear No Better.]. Talvet (ed.), J. Talvet and H. L. Hix (trans.). Tartu: Tartu
Ulikooli Kirjastus, 2007. 29-52.



Between the Divine Spark
and One's Own Death
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In spite of contemporary literary theories, which have taken off writers laurels of the
authorship as an unrepeated original synthesis of form and content and have implan-
ted doubt about creativeness as an effect of author's will, skills and intention, one of the
key features of the traditional authorship concept is kept in the creative process - narcis-
sism as a prolongation of the infantile period and with it connected feeling of creation
ability within the field of unlimited possibilities. The paradox of the literary - and per-
haps of any artistic creativeness - is in this, that a writer feels the most on himself and
Sfor himself in those creative periods, when it seems to him that, pervaded by unlimited,
ocean feeling, he is surpassed by his own creativeness, that thus he alone is not that one,
who controls the process, but he is »merely« means of a creative process.

Keywords: literary theoty / author / authorship / artistic creativity / creative process
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In spite of contemporary literary theories which have robbed the writ-
er of the laurel of authorship as an unrepeatable original synthesis of form
and content and injected doubt into creativity as an effect of the author’s
will and knowledge, one of the key features of the traditional concept of
authorship has been retained in the creative process: narcissism as an in-
fantile extension and the sense of the capability of creation in the field of
unlimited capabilities that is linked with that. And if children are granted
the animistic belief that they, through their wishes and thoughts, can make
the sun rise and the moon wane, and if in adulthood the same conviction is
quickly diagnosed as psychosis, in literature the creating of worlds through
thought alone or — expressed in biblical terms — through the word, is not
only socially acceptable but even respected, even if in some spaces, as in
the Slovenian one, too, (only) symbolically, but also not financially, which
is actually the other, dark side of the symbolic status of Slovenian language
and literature.

Narcissism is built into the author’s wish to unveil his own creative
work and, with that, himself to the public, from whom he expects wishes
and demands praise and reward and is often, in the event of contrary reac-
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tions, childishly offended and insulted. But also authors who do not unveil
their work to the public and “write only for themselves” — although, with
that, they are also writing for the Other — in their intimate aestheticization
of existence, if we take recourse to Freud, retain narcissism as an exten-
sion of childish play, which offers the creator a very particular sort of
pleasure.

Today the author has not only not passed away, but seems very much
alive and fleshy, as he is expected to publicly act as a promoter of his lit-
erature through his image and biography. Yet in the author’s fleshly exist-
ence there lies in the marketing system the fact that the author, not least
for reasons of economic survival, is subjugated to the demands of market
mechanisms and to the pressures of literary production, and the conse-
quence of this can be a loosening of criteria and through this also a sliding
of art into cultural production. Art which points to the real and through it
to the truth, by which the real and truth and visible, if we refer to Gérard
Wajcman, demands its own rhythm — a rhythm which is difficult to con-
trol and which can hardly ever be quickened — while cultural production
comes into being without any greater difficulties during the agreed-upon
terms for delivery. In contrast to cultural production, art should provide
the creator and the recipient with much more than just a polished, relax-
ing pleasure, as it should, in both author and reader, or listener, alike, put
asunder niches, boring holes out of which that truth seeps which culture
blithely strives to keep concealed.

Whenever writers explain their own creative process, such experi-
ments can sound interesting, but at the same time, this process proves
to be an experience to which no other individual has access. And this
other one is not merely a reader, but, concerning his explanation, the other
is the author himself. Freud, who was enchanted by literature, wrote in
his Der Dichter und das Phantasieren (1908): “Wenn wir wenigstens bei uns
oder bei unsersgleichen eine dem Dichten irgendwie verwandte Titigkeit
auffinden kénnten! Die Untersuchung derselben liesse uns hoffen, eine
erste Aufklirung tiber das Schaffen des Dichters zu gewinnen.” But also
when I try to explain my ars poetica, my own method of writing, by myself,
I already during the uttering ask myself whether it is only a matter of my
narrative, of a reconstruction of the creative process. For though there
does not exist an external position from which the author could neutrally
observe himself as he creates, writing is an activity in which subject and
object are profoundly mixed. And if it is a matter of art and not culture,
then in the creative process, if we refer to Lacan, the subject is actually
re-established, and this is in points of non-recognition, where the author
meets in himself that other, his own stranger, who is not integrated into
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his own author’s image, which is really nothing more than a merely imagi-
naty construct.

During the creative process, the perception of time and space is trans-
formed, and in addition to this it is difficult to limit the creative process,
as it occurs not only in a circumscribed situation, seated at the computer
or over a sheet of paper, but also in “un-consecrated” everyday moments,
when suddenly an idea furtively arises, a knot is untied or a sentence hap-
pens to un-husk itself. And because creativity gives rise in the author to
extraordinary enjoyment, to which the creator’s essence and identity are
attached, and of which the author is most keenly aware during those silent
periods of creative blocks, creative drought can cause both the loss of
identity and a sense of having slid into non-being.

The paradox of both literary creativeness and other forms of creative-
ness lies in the fact that although the idea of freedom is linked to creative-
ness, to the free activity in the realm of limitless possibilities, the author
feels most himself and for himself in those creative processes in which
he, pervaded by the ocean of enjoyment, if we employ Freud’s term, ex-
periences it is not he who control creativeness but, on the contrary, he
is controlled by creativeness. But such periods can quickly be converted
into their opposite, when the eruptive source suddenly dries up, some-
times for a lengthy period of time, but sometimes it is drained forever.
And while the enigmatic mechanisms of the creative process open the
niches through which the “Divine spark” occasionally flashes, which the
author experiences as the surplus of his own existence and a firm point
of his existence, during the longer periods of creative drought, when the
creative enjoyment evaporates, along with the certainty of existence that
is linked with it, he can experience himself as a dead author, and his life as
a parasitical one that feeds on the past chapters of a somewhat successful
biography.

But is there a means of triggering creativeness? Positive psychology
believes in this and offers a formula which attributes especially positive
thinking to yoga, meditation and similar relaxation techniques. But if such
a therapy is perhaps effective in management and in similar activities, in
which efficiency counts, efficiency as a regeneration of culture, the artistic
process as a formula for achieving homeostasis, is usually immune. This
is because art usually happens in the extremes, there where there is some-
thing that is too much, which is right because something else is lacking, or
at that times when there is an excessiveness of distress, as André Breton
writes in Arcane 17, which causes a change of the sign, when art as an act
transforms a distress, pain or death into gold, value, life. So Dostoevsky,
according to the words of his wife, as Freud states, wrote in conditions
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that were by no means harmonic — if Dostoevsky, spanned between sky
and hell had ever experienced such conditions at all — but after extremely
exciting and agitating gambling which had ended in bankruptcy and his
self-image, his phantasmal firm core had evaporated between guilty feel-
ings and the loss of dignity.

It is possible to compare creative mechanism with the extensions and
contractions, with deep breathing and with asthmatic restricted breathing,
with peaks, when the author’s ego passes over from nil to the megalomaniac
extensions, all the way to the subterranean, when the author’s ego evapo-
rates and disappears. In creativeness the conscious and the unconscious are
united, the author with his imaginary self is united with the author as the
subject of the unconscious. In creativeness the author’s self-glorification,
which is fastened to the firm core of self-certainty, and the essence of the
dispersion through with the author encounters otherness in himself, when
he stumbles over the third part of the statement cogizo ergo sum, tor this cogito
is not conscious, it is not the firm substantial formation, but his “private”
foreigner, who at skilled artistic articulation can twinkle as a divine spark,
transcendence, or, depending on the creator’s concept of the world, as the
own squeezed scum, as the slippery quantum fraction, which is disappear-
ing constantly, and returning and appearing again and again.

The statement that all the stories have already been told and written has
been chewed over and is superficial, for something like “all stories” does
not even exist, and there exist only the basic human contents like sense
and non-sense of life, essence and non-essence, the mysteries of human
relations and complications, the relation between man and the world and
whatever the world should already mean. And stories, not only narrative
tales, but also other forms of putting-into-words of the distance between
existence and non-existence, are not merely the explanation of reality but
at the same time its construction. Is, consequently, the writing of autobi-
ographies as a putting-into-words of what has happened to us at all pos-
sible, and is there not a way in which we can more radically intervene in
“our life story”’? Although the word itself, language, is a mediator of its
own supposed immediate experience, autobiography is, similarly to the
stream of thoughts of our memories, always a constructed narrative. And
although within ourselves there perhaps even exists a sort of hard drive,
on which the most minute details of our life are inscribed, the searching
for and opening of those documents are controlled by our own censor and
are at the same time the fitter of our memories. I therefore believe that it is
possible through fiction as an intentionally-constructed narrative which is
not obliged to repeat that which we know — because that which we know
is merely a construction that is acceptable to ourselves — more thoroughly
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to poke out also the unpleasant and, especially, the parts of truth that are
foreign to us and to reproduce them through words.

But irrespective of the various creative methods and genres, there al-
ways exists a trace of the author in the writing — and this more than in
the choice of innumerable reworking of themes and contents, in the vary
manner of their handling, in the structure of writing and in the author’s
perspective, for already a slight shift in perspective can illuminate the ob-
ject so that it is seen completely differently than we are used to seeing and
knowing it. These conscious-unconscious choices, whether the author be
aware of them or not, encompass his spiritual, material, emotional and
other experiences. And it is precisely on this sharpness and on these edges
that there remains the trace of authorship and of the author, and this trace
is not only stronger but also truer than the accompanying, agreeable con-
structed public image and biography of the author.

Translated by Jason Blake
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This paper analyses the history of the category originality, which is a conditio sine qua
non of any authorship. It takes as a starting point Lotman’s models of “aesthetics of
identity’, characteristic for the Middle Ages, and ‘aesthetics of difference’, which pre-
vailed in the last centuries. It owes a lot also fo Mortier’s thesis that originalily became
an artistic criterium already in the period of the Enlightenment, and not only later,

in those of Romanticism and Modernism, as we usually think. The changing of the
concept of the authorship over the centuries had ils consequences also for the changing
of the status of translation: in the Middle Ages a translation was always an adaptation
as well; the rise of the Author to the throne of the absolute Creator of the artistic world
caused the fall of the status of translators, since their activily was seen as secondary.
This hierarchic relation lasted until recently, when Postmodernism in literature
(Borges ) and phenomenology and reception theory (Rezeptionsdsthetik) rehabilitated
translators in the field of literary criticism. The thesis about the death of the Author
could be traced implicitly already in Mallarmé’s poetics; explicitly it was developed by
Valéry. The writer of this article, a poet himself, is convinced that the Postmodern limi-
tation of the arrogance of the Author was necessary, but that repeating Barthes’ slogan
about the death of the Author is no longer productive: we live in a period when the glo-
bal economy is based on copyrights, which Capital is trying to steal from their original
creators and owners - authors who are alive and kicking.

Keywords: literary theory / author / authorship / imitation / originality / authenticity /
historical overwiews / Mortier, Roland
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This paper is dedicated to the analysis of a category which is closely
connected with the notion of the author and serves as the conditio sine gna
non of any authorship: it is the category of originality, of aesthetic innova-
tion. The etymological source of that category is, of course, the Latin word
origo — originis. The French structuralist Paul Zumthor has in his brilliant
book Essai de poétigue médiévale lucidly defined the relation between the
author and the language during the Middle Ages: “Le poéte est situé dans
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son langage plutit que son langage en lui”’” (“The poet is anchored in his lan-
guage more than his language in him.”) (68) Contrary to our contemporary
image that the text emerges from the author, the medieval author came
from the text. Everything in the Middle Ages was a text, so there was no
place or need for any originality.

The cultural typology founded by Jurij M. Lotman can serve as a start-
ing point for our analysis. Lotman has delineated a clear difference be-
tween “the aesthetics of identity” that was characteristic of antiquity and
the Middle Ages, on the one hand, and “the aesthetics of difference” char-
acteristic for the modern era, on the other. “The aesthetics of identity”
is based on the identification with the models — ¢/chés which are already
known to the audience and which have entered into the system of “rules”
(Lotman 1970 245). Individual innovation was rejected as a sin, an expres-
sion of vanity, because this aesthetics demanded loyalty to the ancient,
“God-given” patterns (Lotman 1970 120).

“The aesthetics of difference” is a system in which the nature of the
codes is not known to the audience before the beginning of artistic percep-
tion. Against the models of reality the reader is used to, the artist imposes
his own, original solution, which he considers to be more real (Lotman
1970 248).

According to today’s copyright laws Shakespeare would be accused
of plagiarism because he frequently borrowed themes and motifs, sto-
ries and dialogues from elder playwights or Italian Renaissance writers
of novellas. Fortunately, Shakespeare was better than the authors from
who he was so shamelessly “stealing”. A pamphlet written in 1592 by
the playwright Robert Greene (one of the so-called “University Wits”), in
which he defined the young Shakespeare as a “shake-scene” accusing him
of stealing from others, proves that “the aesthetics of identity” was over-
ruled by “the aesthetics of difference” approximately at that time, in the
late Renaissance. Such a criticism would not have had any validity in the
Middle Ages when everybody “was stealing”. Taking from other sources
was a normal part of the creative process.

Such an understanding of culture and art had far reaching consequenc-
es for the relations between the author and the translator. In the Middle
Ages the translator was always an adapter as well. The borders between
the original text, an adaptation and a translation were blurred. That is the
reason why translations were frequently treated as original works: Romaunt
of the Rose is simultaneously considered to be Chaucer’s translation of
the French verse novel Roman de la Rose, which was originally written by
Guillaume de Lorris and Jean de Meung, and Chaucer’s own work. This
interweaving of the creative and translation activities was possible in the
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manoeuvring space between them — usually called the adaptation. The basic
relations between the original, the translation and the adaptation have
been well defined by the Slovene translation theorist Majda Stanovnik:
“As far as the language is concerned, the translation is entirely different
from the original, but it maintains its individual and genre form; the adap-
tation changes the purpose of the original, frequently its genre character
as well, but it clearly remains attached to it with paraphrases and quota-
tions.” (Stanovnik 1998 35) Here we are trying to put these relations into
a historical perspective.

“The aesthetics of difference” has crowned the author as a sovereign
Prince of Imagination, as a Creator of the artistic world who enjoyed di-
vine atributes. Consequently, the artistic creation was understood as ¢reatio
ex nihilo. This process of the sacralization of the Author happened primari-
ly on the basis of the category of originality. There is no originality without
the Author. An author, who is not original, is a contradictio in adiecto.

The rise of the Author had negative consequences for the status of the
translator: the translating activity which had enjoyed such a lofty reputa-
tion in the Middle Ages for its religious, intellectual and cultural impor-
tance, turned out to play just a secondary role, as the translator was a serv-
ant of the creative power of the Author, the Master of the artistic world.
Joachim du Bellay, a poet and a member of the French Renaissance Pléade,
wrote venomous arguments against translators in his manifesto Défense et
Llustration de la langue frangaise (1549):

Mais que dirai-je d'ancuns, vraiment mienx: dignes d'étre appelés traditenrs que traductenrs? Vn
qu’ils trabissent cenx: qu’ils entreprennent exposer, les frustrant de lenr gloire, et par méme moyen
séduisent les lectenrs ignorants, leur montrant le blanc pour le noir (...) O Appolon! O Muses!
Profaner ainsi les sacrées reliques de I'Antiquité! (Du Bellay 1988: 58-59).

But what should I say about some people who would rather deserve to be called traitors instead
of translators? If they betray those whom they should present, robbing them of their glory, and
in this way seduce ignorant readers, selling them white for black (...) O Appolo! O Muses! To
profane like this the sacred relicts of the Antiquity!

This humiliating status of translators lasted until very recently: it was
Postmodernism which rehabilitated the activity of translating. As in
many other dimensions the initial role in this development was played
by Jorge Luis Borges: if we re-consider his oeuvre from the point of
view of the relation between authors and translators we come to the
surprising conclusion that the heroes of Borges” novels and stories are
frequently translators, not authors. As Tonko Maroevi¢, a Croatian art
and literary historian, pointed out in his book The Reader of Borges, Borges
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has rehabilitated the dignity of readers and reading (Maroevi¢ 2005 340).
Reading is no longer a passive process — it has become an utterly creative
activity, a real spiritual adventure. And what are translators — if not the
most passionate, systematic and precise readers? In the field of theory
this change in mentality was prepared by philosophers of hermeneutics
and phenomenology, among others by Roman Ingarden, who pointed
out that the text of the literary work is just a basis which must be activelly
completed by the reader and his/her mental horizon (Ingarden 1973:
50). This tendency has been further developed during the past decades
by reception theory (Rezeptionsdsthetik), which has reversed the traditional
relation between the origin and the target language: if in old times liter-
ary history was almost exclusively focused on the author and therefore
treated relations between different national literatures through the impe-
rialistic prisma of “influence”, the primary field of research of reception
theory is the target language, namely varied strategies of the adaptation
of the original texts into the — aesthetic, historical, social, etc. — contexts
of the target culture. The author here plays no role; personally, I find this
position too radical.

By the way: precisely Shakespeare’s creative “reception” of other au-
thors”
generally, artistic work original? We all agree that the originality of Antigone

material” raises a crucial question: on which level is a literary and,

does not depend on the story itself which belongs to #y#hos, but on various
authors interpretations of this tragic story: Sophocles’ Antigone is differ-
ent from Jean Anouilh’s or Dominik Smole’s (the Slovene playwright has
written a poetic version of the fratricide at the end of the Second World
War in which the main heroine, Antigone, never appears). The story itself,
therefore, belongs to everybody, to the tradition of the Western civiliza-
tion and to the treasury of the world culture ... although we are cleatly
aware that Sophocles’ originality is deeper and primordial in comparaison
with the later adaptations of this mythological story. Sophocles is the first,
he is a source, but Anouilh and Smole are equally original. It is more
difficult to understand Shakespeare’s phenomenon: he is one of the first
authors, the Author in the emphatic sense of the word, although, as we
have already pointed out, certain segments of his dramaturgy, plots and
dialogues would according to the today’s copyright laws be treated as:
plagiarism.

Contrary to the widely spread conviction that the coronation of the
Author as an absolute dictator of the creative originality stemmed from
the Romantic and Modernist cult of so-called artistic freedom, the analy-
sis by the Belgian literary historian Roland Mortier in his book Originality
(L originalité) shows that the category of originality had its origin in the pe-
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riod of the Enlightenment. The subtitle of this systematic and lucid analy-
sis is significant: “Une nonvelle catégorie esthétique au siecle des Lumiéres” (A new
aesthetic category in the century of the Enlightenment).

The notion of originality has, of course, its own pre-history which is
— it cannot be otherwise — closely connected with the history of mimesis,
the basic category of both Western art and theory of art. In the Middle
Ages and beyond mimesis was not understood merely as an imitation of the
reality, as it had been originally in Plato’s and Aristotle’s philosophy (with
all the differences in their understanding of rea/ity), but as an imitation of
other, previously existing artistic works and authors as well. In this sense
originality is the opposite of mimesis ot imitatio (a Latin translation which
reduced the original semantic wealth of the ancient Greek term mimesis to
mere craft).

According to dictionaries the word original has several meanings, such
as: original literary or scientific work in the language in which the author
has written it; a sculpture or a painting as created by a visual artist, contrary
to its reproduction; the first example of a legal document, etc. Besides
these positive meanings there is, however, a negative meaning as well:
original can be a name for a weirdo. Abbé Féraud drew the following distinc-
tion in his Dictionnaire critique de la langne francaise (3* book, 1787, quoted by:
Mortier 1982 33).

— Un auteur original est un homme de génie — An original author is a genius
mais but
— un original est un homme bizarre et singulier. — — an original is a bizarre and weird person.

The opposition between imitation and originality was at the core of La
Querelle des Anciens et des Modernes in the 16™ and 17" centuries: the dilemma
was whether to imitate classical aesthetic ideals and authors or to create
original works.

Surprisingly modern is the definition of the notion Imitation in the
famous French Encyclopédie (1765); it was most likely written by Diderot
himself. It is an unusually long description, which starts with the defini-
tion: “On peut la définir, emprunt des images, des pensées, des sentiments, qu’on
puise dans les écrits de quelgue anteur, et dont on fait un usage soit différent, soit
approchant, soit en enchérissant sur l'original.” (Mortier 1982 27) Imitation, ac-
cording to Diderot, is lending of images, thoughts and sentiments from
other autors in three possible ways — copying them, or making from them
something different or richer. The most shocking sentence in Diderot’s
analysis is: “La bonne imitation est une continuelle invention.” (“A good imita-
tion is a constant inovation”.) Diderot’s conclusion is, therefore, very
positive: “Ainsi limitation née de la lecture continuelle des bons originanx, ouvre
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Limagination, inspire le godit, étend le génie, et perfectionne les talens.” Roughly
translated: imitation of good original soutces opens imagination, inspires
the taste, widens the genius, and raises the talents (Mortier 1982 27-29).
Very modern, indeed!

Alexander Pope criticized imitators, accusing them of producing just op-
portunistic and slavish copies of pre-existing greater works. Nevertheless,
he insisted on the principle of the imitation, but the imititation of — Nature
itself (quoted by Mortier 1982 44):

First follow Nature, and your judgement frame
By her just standard, which is still the same ...

In his introduction to an edition of Shakespeare Pope wrote (quoted
by Mortier 1982 46): “The poetry of Shakespeare was inspiration indeed;
he is not so much an imitator, as an instrument of Nature.” Pope antici-
pated the meaning which Nature was about to play in the value system of
the Enlightenment. Enlightenment philosophers understood originality
as an important criterium and a positive evaluation in aesthetic judge-
ments, but they still insisted on the basic principle of mzmesis. And if an
author does not imitate his predecessors’ works, classical ideals and idols,
what does he imitate? He imitates Nature. In the most radical variations
of this understanding the auhor is Nature itself. Here we have entered the
realm of philosophy. What is Nature? Is it the ancient Greek physis? Or
the Renaissance natura? Is it Spinoza’s “natura naturata” (created nature)
or his “natura naturans” meaning “creative nature”, which is Spinoza’s
name for the Creator, for Godr Indeed: is it Spinoza’s pantheist “Dewus
sive Natura” (God or Nature)? Or is it the Nature of scientific laws which
can be empirically established and verified? What is the relation between
the aesthetic laws of Art and Nature? Does Nature belong to the realm of
the so called su#blime as Kant understood it? And what is the ethical nature
of Nature? Is Nature Good or Evil? For Rousseau, Good, for Marquis
de Sade, Evil.

The turning point in the rise of the author to the role of the king of the
artistic world occurred in the period of Pre-romantics, and it was marked
by the essai of the English poet Edward Young “Conjectures on original
Composition” (1759). As Roland Mortier justly remarks: “Young’s importance
was less in ideas than in the efficiency of their expression.” (Mortier 1982 76). This
essay spread all over Europe and charmed many young spirits with its
freshness and passion. A true announcement of the Romanticism.

Why did this decisive initiative come from England, and not from
France (as was usual at the time) or Germany? In the 18" century the
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normative Classicism was still so strong in France that it did not allow
for such outburst of innovations. French literature gathered revolution-
ary force only a century later, when Symbolists carefully examined poetic
language, reaching the peak in Rimbaud’s abolition of the mimetic prin-
ciple in Ifuminations and with Mallarmé’s thesis that poetry was not writ-
ten by I, but by the Language itself. Contrary to the prevailing opinion,
the Enlightenment imposed itself in German speaking countries relatively
late: Kant’s definition of the Enlightenment, which introduced the term
Aufklirung in the German language and culture, was published only in
1784, in the note Was ist Aufklirung in the Berlinische Monatsschrift (Mortier
1982 14).

Young’s enthusiasm for originality was taken over by Lessing,
Klopstock, Hamann, Herder and poets of the movement S#urm und Drang;
it is characteristic of the German spirit that they radicalized the notion
of originality into the idea of a genius in different variations (Originalgeist,
Originalgenie, Kraftgente, etc.).

It is worth mentioning that in addition to the principles of mimesis and
originality there was always the third principle — authenticity. Mortier claims
that it is based on the criterium of zuzensity and that it involves expression as
the basic strategy of the artistic process (Mortier 1982 129). This principle
functions as an imitation of Nature wizhin the author himself. The mimetic
principle is, thus, maintained, but interiorized.

In the last decades literary criticism dismantled the throne on which
the Author was crowned by Romanticism and its last descendant, the
radical Modernism with its glorification of the principle of innovation.
Avant-guard movements in the 20" century frequently used the criterium
of innovation as the only remaining aesthetic principle. The cult of the
Author as a divine Creator was in desperate need of critical distance and
soberness. But there is still a basic question whether art is possible with-
out the author. To put it more precisely: the signiture of the author on
the cover of the book is definitely not necessary — we would understand a
novel or a volume of poems equally well even in the case of anonymous
authorship. The simple level of the authorship is not essential — essential
is the other level which Lotman has in The Structure of the Artistic Text called
“the author’s model of the world” (Lotman 1976 369). This model, this
prisma through which the world is shown in a literary work — that is the
“author”.

The question of the relation between the artistic work and the authot’s
personal experience is even more complicated. Mallarmé has erased the
principle of the first person singular in poetry, but was no less personal,
nor did his author’s authority suffer in any way from it. Quite the contrary:
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he is one of the greatest and most revolutionary authors of the modern
era. But although he apparently erased the personal experience, it is in-
scribed into his poetic language. Mallarmé frequently wrote sonnets de-
scribing empty rooms (for example Sonnet en -yx). Translating Mallarmé
into Slovene I have found an explanation for this obsessive theme in the
cycle Pour un tombean d’Anatole (For Anatol’s Grave), where Mallarmé ex-
pressed his pain after the death of his son at the age of eight. There were
other dead souls haunting him: his mother, who died when he was a child,
leaving him and his younger sister Matie orphans and intensifying their
relation; the death of the little sister a few years later... The seemingly
formal, impersonal and cold emptiness of Mallarmé rooms turned out to
be the mortal absence of the human beings he loved, and the poetic word
was the only way to call them back. (Novak 2006 318-323) The personal
experience is the fire through which “Yes mots de la tribn” (“the words of the
tribe”’) must go in order to obtain “un sens plus pur’ (“a purified sense”) — to
quote in full Mallarmé’s lines from his sonnet Ie Tombean d’Edgar Poe (The
Grave of Edgar Poe):

Donner un sens plus pur anx mots de la tribu. (Mallarmé 1975 94)

Literally: To give a purified sense to the words of the tribe.

Mallarmé transcended the monopoly of the Author by means of his
prophetic words in the essay “La Crise du Vers” (“The Crisis of Verse”),
namely that “/ poéte céde iniciative anx mots” (“the poet yields the iniciative
to words”) (Mallarmé 1945 325). That is also the message of the following
anecdote: when his friend, the painter Edgar Dégas, lamented that he had
so many brilliant ideas, but that he could not write good poems, Mallarmé
gently responded: “My dear Dégas, poems are not written with ideas, but
with words.”

Mallarmé’s follower Paul Valéry radicalized this tendency of the aboli-
tion of the traditional understanding of the Author. He was one of the
young “mardistes” (the term coming from the French for Tuesday) who every
Tuesday evening from 1880 to the mid nineties gathered in the “poetic
salon” — more precisely: the kitchen — of Mallarmé’s modest appartment
at the Rue de Rome in Paris to worship Poetry and its personification,
Mallarmé. They called him Maitre, encompassing the word’s entire range
of meaning, from “craftsman” to “teacher” to “boss.” Contrary to the
great majority of poetic “apprentices” who — according to Harold Bloom
— feel “the anxiety of influence”, Valéry found unbearable any compari-
son between him and his Maitre Mallarmé, and that is why he protested
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against the comparative analysis of Henri Ghéon who had placed Valéry
above Mallarmé. Here we encounter the problem of influence, an utterly
sensitive topic for authors. Departing from his own poetic experience and
with his exceptional power of self-reflection Valéry has seen this problem
not as a trauma, but as a possibility for a poetic growth, quite differently
from the tradional literary history. He has articulated this with breathtak-
ing cynicism in his volume of essayistic fragments and poetic aphorisms
Tel Quel: “There is nothing more original, more mine, than to feed with
the others. But you have to digest them. A lion is made of a well digested
sheep.” (Valéry 1960 478)

Paul Valéry has great merrits for the dethronement of the Author as
the only and exclusive Proprietor of the sense of his work, as the supreme
Interpreter with an absolute monopoly over the meaning of his text. At
the end of the essay ““Aw sujet du Cimetiere marin” (“Speaking about The
Graveyard by the Sea”) (1933) where Valéry explained the genesis of his
most famous poem, Le Cimetiere marin, he has come to the far-reaching
conclusion: “There is no real sense of the text. There is no authority of the au-
thor. Whatever he wanted to say, he has written what he has written. Once
published the text is similar to the tool that everybody can use according
to his wishes and abilities; and it is not quite sure whether its constructor
uses it better than anybody else.” (Valéry 1957 1507) In the preface to
the edition of the poetry collection Charmes, commented on by the phi-
losopher Alain (1929), Valéry wrote: “My verses have the meaning that is
given to them. The meaning that I give to them is suitable for me only,
and it is not in discordance with any other. It is the error which is contrary
to the nature of poetry and can be even fatal for it if we demand that each
poem should have a real and unique sense which would correspond or be
identical with the author’s thoughts.” (Valéry 1957 1509)

Roland Barthes with his slogan about “/a Mort de I’Autenr” (launched
in the revolutionary year 1968) basically repeated Paul Valéry. But it is
only fair to point out that forty years ago limiting the Author’s arrogance
was still necessary. I am convinced that today the situation is quite dif-
ferent, the opposite, and that authors need protection as an endangered
species.

Paul Valéry has broken the validity of Young’s concept of originality as
a conditio sine qua non of the artistic work. But authors follow their ways and
they do not believe theories even when they sound good and when they
praise an author’s work. As a matter of fact, true authors do not believe
their own theories. That was the case with Paul Valéry — a talented poet
and a brilliant mind who (fortunately) in his poetic praxzs did not follow
his own ideas about poésie pure (“pure poetry”).
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An unusual anecdote has connected the tragic personal destiny of
Edward Young with the bright poetic “fortune” of Paul Valéry. As a stu-
dent of the University in Montpellier (which now bears his name) at the
beginning of the 1890s Valéry liked to walk and meditate in the beauti-
ful Botanical garden. In a quiet corner there was (and still is, I have seen
it myself) a mysterious grave without any data, with the Latin inscrip-
tion: “Narvissae placandis minibus’ (“To placate the shades of Narcissa”).
According to the local legend the English poet Edward Young had burr-
ied there his little daughter named Narcissa. (The rationalistic spirit of
the modern era took this story to be just a fabrication of the people’s
imagination. However, excavating this site archeologists have found a
child’s skeleton.) Paul Valéry was so touched by this grave and its story
that he wrote the longer poem Narcisse parle (Narcissus speaks), published
later, in 1920, in his volume A/bum des vers ancient (Album of Ancient
Verses) in which — persuaded by his friend André Gide — he gathered his
youth poems. The name Narcissa had reminded him of the ancient Greek
myth about the beautiful young man Narcissus falling in love with his
own image. That was the beginning of Valéry’s obsessive writing about
Narcissus. The poet of the “poetry of graves and nights”, who launched
the idea of originality as a sign of true art, had given the eternal theme
to the poet of the Light and of the Sea, who used it to express his basic
personal problem and later denied the role of personal experience in po-
etry and even dismantled the category of Authorship. That this poem
stemmed from the consciousness of mortality as human destiny cannot
be a coincidence. Let us remember that narcissi were in various mytholo-
gies flowers of death. Valéry has used as a motto the epitaph on the grave:
“Narrissae placandis manibus.”

I would like to conclude with a sociological comment: principles of
originality and authenticity are basic laws of Postmodernist global econ-
omy. Registered trademarks are an economic translation of artistic and
intellectual copyrights. The basic law of the political economy of the
European Union is the rule that each product must be labelled with an
indication of “the land of origin” or “cradle of the race”, if animals and
their products are concerned. That is the reason why only the French
wine producers have the right to the name “champagne”, because France
is “the land of origin” of champagne; if the same product is offered at
the market by wine producers coming from other countries, then it is not
“champagne” but ordinary “sparkling wine”, because copy-rights must
be respected!

The biggest economic field of the future will be copyrights. The re-
vived thesis about the death of the Author, unfortunately, enters into the
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context of the aggresive pressure of global capitalism to steal copyrights
from their rightful owners, the authors themselves. The ethical duty of
literary criticism is to lend a hand of solidarity to authors in their legiti-
mate struggle for copyrights. After all, the future of all intellectual work
depends on the outcome of this conflict. We are all in the same boat, and
we are going to sail forward or to drown together.

Having said that, let me answer the challenge of the title of our col-
logium about the death of the Author. How is the Author doing today?
He is alive and kicking.

Translated by the author
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Since the birth of the World Wide Web as the most successful application of the Internet
there have been hopes of literary theorists ( Landow, Bolter) that the new digital media
would finally allow for the ‘death of the author” and the birth of the “writing reader”.
The hypertext as new genre of text seemed to be powerful enough to fulfill the older hopes
of the poststructuralists ( Barthes, Foucault).
Although these euphoric hopes have been abandoned by literary theory for the most part,
the Internet in the actual literary production still seems to have the power to be an ‘author-
less” media in principle: In the oft-discussed encyclopaedia “Wikipedia’ the collaborative
written text supposedly is more important than the authors. Literary experiments in the
digilal media are exploring how text can be wrilten just by lext-algorithms. These projects
Sinally do not need writers anymore; they are using data taken from search engines.
But this somewhat naive idea of an “authorless” digital media clearly can be refuted,
First, the author has been revived by the new media and continues to thrive within it.
Second, in contrast to the prediction of huge ‘authorless” collaborative text-production
in online journalism, it is hard to find any collaborative works of literature. Third,
even with collaborative projects or “codeworks” the function of an author does not
disappear but is spread over different persons, which can even lead to a ‘dissociated”
authorship. The author cannot disappear or ‘die” in the Internet, because its char-
acteristics will not allow this to happen. Therefore the Internet does not stand for the
‘death” of the author; it actually appears to be a fountain of youth for literary author-
ship instead. These findings are discussed using recent experiments with authorship in
digital literature.

Keywords: literature and technology / digital literature / internet / author / authorship
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Introduction: Specifics of Internet authors. A Historical
Perspective

Net Literature seems to stand for the redemption of old hopes from
the perspective of literary history. Hypertext pioneers such as Jay David
Bolter, George P. Landow or Benjamin Woolley were of the opinion in
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the early 1990s that digital media would allow for completely new, col-
laborative literary text production.

The author would now completely disappear in the New Media, giving
birth to the writing reader, the so called “wreader”: “In cyberspace, every-
one is an author, which means that no one is an author: the distinction
upon which it rests, the author distinct from the reader disappears. Exit
author ...” (Woolley 165)

The internet therefore seems to stand for the redemption of certain
utopian promises from post-structuralism that was expressed, for exam-
ple, by Roland Barthes or Michel Foucault under the slogan “the death of
the author” (Barthes, Foucault).

As is known, author criticism, particularly that criticism characterized
by post-structuralism, has dominated the debate about authors for a few
decades. However, there has been a strong “return of the author” (Bein
et al., Detering, Jannidis et al.) since the 1990s. Connected with that was
always the question of whether this supposed “return” was not rather a
“recurrence” or “rediscovery,” because the concept of the author itself
was never really shelved.

These fairly naive beliefs have in the meantime also been dismissed in
the relatively recent discourse about the internet author. Newer positions
are absolutely more differentiated and permit the author to be part of the
internet (again). But, research still tends basically to marginalize the author
in Net Literature.

However, this primary thesis can be refuted if one looks at the ac-
tual literary production on the internet that is still characterized by strong
authors with a very traditional understanding of authorship. The most
popular genre, “ingenious Net Literature”, works with multimedia-based
and interactive stylistic devices that are very much worked through and
controlled by the individual artist. Collaborative projects also seem to
have only met with success when they were produced by a small team of
co-authors or when they were significantly pre-structured by a primary
author. Finally, code-based and performative Net Literature show that the
concept behind literature is becoming more and more important the more
author representatives are involved in a project. But, in turn, it is primarily
individual authors that are responsible for these concepts.

Furthermore, humans as biological beings cannot help but associate
a text with an originator, even on the internet. Readers only accept liter-
ary texts on the internet as such when they can assume that they can be
comprehended or accepted as “literature”. However, this principal com-
prehension is ensured by the real or staged author instance. This only
means: the author concept in the internet cannot disappear due to human
socialization. It is recreated where it does not exit.
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But what is Net Literature? In the following, the term “Net Literature”
is used as a comprehensive term for internet-typical literature. “Net
Literature” is literature that “structurally reflects the specific characteris-
tics of the Internet” (Féllmer 1). The use of the internet medium can be
viewed as self-referential within Net Literature. The internet is not only
used for generation, propagation and reception of literature, but it also
enters literature and shapes it.
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Specifics of Internet Authors. Current Tendencies

After the refutation of “the death of the author” on the internet it
is interesting to observe what the actual changes in internet authorship
concepts are. Concepts that are very different from one another coexist
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just like in traditional print literature. This is activated depending on the
artistic program. There are certain “modes”, the preference for stron-
ger individualistic or stronger collaborative models. But the extremes are
greater than in traditional literature: on the one hand the personality cult
surrounding authors can be even more exaggerated, because more ex-
tensive and more complex self-dramatizations are possible here. With
this authors are meant who portray themselves on their websites almost
without limits. But it is also referring to many collaborative projects: here
the texts are often authored and portrayed fairly traditionally. The result
is a downright “name obsession”. This can be characterized by the term
“strong” authorship.

On the other hand the marginalization of the author can also be much
more pronounced: machine-based conceptions are possible where the au-
thors can reduce their role or rather stage their disappearance. This is also
much easier on the web and can be called “weak” authorship. However,
this marginalization does not manifest itself in complete dismissal of the
author, because, as mentioned before, this is not possible on the internet.
Instead it manifests itself in the diversification of the author functions to
many different instances.

At this point, it is useful to refer to Michel Foucault’s model of au-
thor functions, because he had already pointed out the basic possibility
of separation in his analysis of author functions. Based on this model it
has been demanded that one differentiate online between the author as
text originator, as creator of the concept and even as publisher (Weimar,
Wirth). The internet medium and digital literature therefore particularly
have the separation of author functions in common. In the following this
coexistence of different authorship conceptions will be discussed with the
aforementioned four central genres of Net Literature and the correspond-
ing author types.

Author Typology
Ingenious Net Literature

The genres of Net Literature that can be described as “classical” con-
tinued the nonlinear, hypermedial and interactive experiments of modern
print literature. But this in no way means old wine in new skins. While there
was always the possibility in traditional literature to violate the norms of se-
rial reading this infraction becomes the rule on the dispositif internet. The
basis of the literature is the reader’s interactive intervention. New qualities
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of text develop detached from the word as the sole conveyor of mean-
ing and supplemented by multimedial and interactive elements. However,
some classical literary characteristics are continued. These works represent
a strong concept of authorship that manifests itself, for example, in the
production by the authors, guaranteeing artistic quality of the work. With
all interactivity, the reader can also only take the paths provided by the au-
thor (the “author genius”). There are certainly no weak authorship models
here.

A good example of this is the elaborately and detailed programmed
project The Bubble Bath by Susanne Berkenheger. The author particularly
implements a directorial story-telling principle: texts, images and browser
elements make an “appearance”, the keywords are supplied by the pro-
gram and the recipient. Furthermore, the dominance of text and the fo-
cusing on animations are noticeable.

However, the recipient barely has the opportunity to really interfere in
the story interactively. He or she only performs the default programming.
But this does away with the idea of the “free” reader in hypertext and rep-
resents an ironic turn of the production principle in Berkenheger’s project.
It becomes apparent this way that the author concept in Berkenheger’s
work is very strong. She exercises absolute control and the recipient is
seemingly downright at the author’s and the project’s “mercy”.
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Collaborative Net Literature

As mentioned above, Net Literature, however, also allows for collab-
orative works. This fulfills the model of collaborative authors. The au-
thorship functions are no longer assumed by one single author here. It is
characteristic for this type of literature that it consistently appears to re-
verse, obliterate and in the end even sever the traditional relationship be-
tween author and reader. Howevert, a closer look shows that collaborative
projects do not seem to stand precisely for “the death of the author”.

A first observation to the contrary: most collaborative projects work
particularly with traditional text that could also be published in form of
a book without breaking with the media. But this is very untypical for
the dispositif internet. Furthermore, the contributions make strong and
traditional reference to the author which, however, is not in line with the
expectations of a collaborative project.

Second observation: collaborative projects seem to become aestheti-
cally interesting and artistically successful only when the reader’s freedom
is repressed and limited. Good works are commonly produced by a few
co-authors and feature a strong author concept. This is rather a classical
cooperation of authors who publish a common work. A convincing exam-
ple for this is the award winning crossmedial project The Famous Sound
of Absolute Wreaders that was produced and devised in cooperation by
six established German internet authors.

A third observation makes “the death of the author” in the internet
seem questionable. If one takes a closer look at the extent of collabora-
tive text production on the internet it becomes clear that it currently takes
place in non-artistic, particularly informative contexts. Platforms such as
“Wikipedia” are very prominent examples of a number of other Wikis or
weblogs. By contrast, collaborative literary works that implement weak au-
thor concepts have become relatively rare since their boom in the 1990s.
It is noteworthy that the most popular collaborative tools like Wikis or
weblogs are barely used to perform literary projects, which is particularly
the case in the German-speaking countries. This seems to be associated
with the artistic and economical gratification systems. They are still tied to
the author’s name and the traditional dispositif book.

Codeworks

With this the discussion has arrived at so-called codeworks and the
marginalized author who almost tries to do away with itself in the litera-
ture. This genre implements particularly weak authorship conceptions. It
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reflects and emphasizes that digital literature is always based on software.
The conceptual “behind the scenes” of Net Literature therefore moves to
the center of attention.

In “codeworks”, elements of programming languages and network
protocols are combined poetically with natural and artificial languages.
They question the meaning of code and the computer’s role in artistic
production. The various processes “in the computer” are made visible on
the screen.

Florian Cramer’s work “plaintext.cc” made in 2005 vividly shows what
code-oriented “story-telling” can achieve. In his online installation new and
amazing texts are generated from a heterogeneous pool of all sorts of texts.
They remind the user of concrete and visual poetry, but represent “code
art”. The three links at the top trigger the generation of new texts. The
texts themselves are almost illegible or rich in innuendos. For example: “I
Still, Fathet”s it / lamy not evolver.” The reader creates the meaning.

But what do “code-based” and “code-reflecting” works mean for au-
thorship? Apparently, this form of art is the bulkiest and the least acces-
sible of the forms of art discussed up to now. The programmer only takes
responsibility in the background for a program algorithm that is often not
even visible. The computer seems to “let off steam” on the screen. The
final product on the screen is no longer at the center of this form of art,
as the concept behind it — namely the “code” — is the focal point. It is
obvious here that the programmer no longer carries out full authorship.
The code and reader assume a large part of this task, the author functions
are therefore separates. Still, the author remains present: if the concept
is so important for the project the programmer has to do good work for
pre-structuring,

Codeworks therefore particularly stand for weak authorship, as men-
tioned above. But there are also forms within this genre that feature strong
authorship. The so-called “broken codes” are inoperative codes that only
evoke programs in fragments and otherwise also use movable pieces of
many languages. “Broken code” authors such as mez (Mary-Anne Breeze)
mostly represent classical original geniuses who practice strong authorship
and exercise complete control of their work.

Performative Projects

The separation of author functions can be so severe that authorship
formally “dissociates”. This happens in the fourth genre of Net Literature,
namely internet literary concept and performance art similar to its precur-
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sors from the offline world. It combines stylistic elements of the genres dis-
cussed above, but goes beyond that. It is particularly noteworthy that strong
authorship is no longer possible here, but that there are only weak forms. A
good example of this is the project Search Lutz! by Johannes Auer.

The world premiere of the project took place at the radio festival in
Halle (Germany) in September 2006 and it is particularly interesting be-
cause of its virtuosic play with author functions. Auer himself effectively
only created the framework for the text generation as initiator and pro-
grammer. The actual “text” was generated from a complex interaction of
different partial authors. They produced a common work without having
consulted with each other too much.

The underlying algorithm referred to a historical precursor from the
early times of computer-generated literature, the work “Stochastische
Texte” by Theo Lutz (1959). He used terms by Franz Kafka as text mate-
rial for the first time. Secondly, he allowed an arbitrary number of collabo-
rators to contribute terms by typing them into an online form. Thirdly he
took additional words from the World Wide Web and then created sto-
chastic texts from all of this material. The meaning of algorithms — there-
fore codes — was emphatically reflected, since the text-generating web
server seemed to work primarily autonomously.

Fourthly: the integration to a performance or live situation is new and
differentin this genre of Net Literature. The text generated during “Search
Lutz!” was loudly recited to the audience by a professional speaker. The
listeners were encouraged to collaborate with the project.

The “Search Lutz!” recitation was simultaneously broadcast by a radio
station, also with the invitation to send in material over the internet. The
performance itself only lasted about 30 minutes; it was therefore com-
pleted and non-recurring (although it has been staged again later). The
authorship of this performance was apparently much wider and differ-
ent than in collaborative projects. The author functions were assumed
by very heterogeneous persons and dispositifs. But it was also the pro-
grammer here who had to develop an aesthetically interesting plan and
the manifold partial authors had to be conceptually considered from the
outset.

Conclusion

The last example makes clear that the consequences of this “dissociated”
authorship for literature in the dispositif internet are fairly manifold: it seems
as though more extreme implementations of the author are possible.
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But it also becomes clear that with all the dissociation of the author
function the importance and relevance of the author does not disappear in
any way, no matter how foreign the concept and distributed the function
seems to be. This perspectivization to a maximally distributed authorship
leads to a final affirmation of the thesis stated at the outset: the author is
still present on the internet and there is still evidence of his function even
if authorship is significantly dissociated. This is recreated over and over
again due to the conditions of the internet.

{] swimming in the pool s a bikini stiap., an angty gir, shark75, the poal attendant .. - Microsoft Internet Explorer -1=1x]

Datei Bearbeiten Ansicht Favoiiten Entias  ? w

{angry girl} {pool attendant}
the imnocent the trainer
working time
ovVerrn
by 3:04 howrs
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In the opening of the Poetics, Aristotle suggests that mimésis, rather than verse, is the
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Introduction

Aristotle begins his discussion of poetry with polemics about what the
defining feature of poetry is. He rejects the view, apparently widely held,
that identifies poetry with versed discourse and that thus counts among
poets also those who make compositions in verse on medical or natural
matters, for example Empedocles. Against this view, Aristotle argues that
“Empedocles and Homer have nothing in common apart from verse” and
that Empedocles should be called “a natural scientist rather than a poet”
(Po. 1, 1447b17-20). Later, Aristotle will similarly dismiss verse as a dif-
ferentiating element between the poet and the historian: as he argues in
Chapter 9, if Herodotus’ works were put into verse, they would be history
all the same — and not, as is evidently implied, poetry (Po. 9, 1451b2-4).
Instead of verse, Aristotle famously indicates zimeésis as the defining fea-
ture of poetry. The Greek term mimesis is in English commonly rendered
as “representation”, or “imitation”. In this paper, however, I shall leave
this term and its cognates un-translated, so as to avoid predetermining
their meaning; for one of the questions I shall address is precisely how
nimesis is understood by both Aristotle and the authors before him. In the
course of the discussion, it will also emerge in what aspect the Greek no-
tion of mimesis differs from our notion of representation.

At the opening of the Poetics, Aristotle characterises all kinds of poetry
as “being on the whole miméseis”: of these kinds, he cites the composi-
tion of epics and tragedy, comedy, the composition of dithyramb and the
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music for anlos and kithara (Po. 1, 1447213-16)." Importantly, for Aristotle
the presumed mimetic character of a poet’s activity is not only a feature
common to all kinds of poetry, musical and non-musical, but also a fea-
ture that distinguishes the discourse of poetry (Z.e. poets’ verbal composi-
tions) from medical and naturalist discourse, and supposedly also from
other kinds of discourse. He in fact suggests calling someone (suppos-
edly, a composer of discourses) a poet “becanse of mimesis”, rather than
“because of verse”, further arguing that any verbal composer who creates
an instance of mimeésis, regardless of the metrical form of his composi-
tion, should be called a poet. Following this criterion, Aristotle does not
include Empedocles’ versed compositions in poetry, while he does seem
to include even “Socratic discourses”, namely prose compositions (Po. 1,
14472 28-b20; cf. 9, 1451b27-29).

However, neither in the Poefics nor anywhere else in his works does
Aristotle explain what he means by mimeésis, nor does he explain exactly in
what sense poetry should be understood as mimesis. Despite this lack of
explanation, Aristotle’s characterisation of poetry as mzmeésis has not been
questioned frequently. In fact, it has commonly been taken for granted
that his notion of poets’ mimésis roughly corresponds to our notion of liter-
ary representation, ze. representation of men, their actions, events, etc. in
works of literature. Moreover, it has commonly been assumed that poets’
mimeésis was understood in these terms, if not already by pre-Platonic au-
thors, at least by Plato in some discussions, notably in Republic X, where
poetry in general is characterised as mimeésis.”

By contrast, this understanding of poets’ mwimésis seems alien to Plato.
I cannot here discuss Plato’s intricate characterisation of poetry in general
as mimesis in Republic X. However, as I have suggested elsewhere, in Republic
X the notion of poets’ mimesis does not at all correspond to our notion
of “representation” of men, events, etc. in poets’ works, but consists of
something quite different: deceptive mimesis of persons competent in the
matters about which poets speak. The characterisation of poetry as nimsesis
of this kind is thus as such discrediting.* But in this paper, I shall examine
Aristotle’s characterisation of poetry as mimésis. As we shall see, while this
characterisation is influenced by the earlier tradition and in particular by
Plato’s discussions of musical and dramatic poetry, in my view it is in this
general form (“all kinds of poetry are on the whole mimeéseis”) first found
in Aristotle’s Poeties. My aim will be to show that this characterisation is
neither clear nor unproblematic. As I shall argue, in characterising all kinds
of poetry as mimeéseis, Aristotle uses the term mimeésis to refer to two quite
different activities of poets, which I shall call “figurative representation”
(characteristic of musical and dramatic poetry) and “non-figurative repre-
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sentation” (which is typically found in epics). Furthermore, I shall aim to
show that by characterising poets’ non-figurative representation as #zmssis,
Aristotle’s indication of mimeésis as a feature that distinguishes poetry from
other kinds of discourse no longer holds. Finally I shall point out further
evidence in the Poefics that shows Aristotle’s loose understanding of what
poets’ mimeésis consists of.

Before examining the Poetics though, I first need to consider how the
activity of mimésis is understood by authors preceding Aristotle. Then I
shall clarify in what sense poetry is understood as wzmeésis by Plato, since
Aristotle’s account of poetry is certainly influenced by him.

The Activity of mimesis in Pre-Aristotelian Texts

The use of the verb mimeisthai and cognate terms is relatively well docu-
mented from the sixth century BC onwards. While it is not possible to
discuss here the history of these terms, relying on these occurrences we
may attempt the following definition of mzmeésis: doing or making some-
thing that is intentionally like something else in one aspect or another; or
slightly differently, doing or making something by imitating something
else in one aspect or another.” The first distinction that may be drawn re-
garding the activity of mimesis is ontological: mimeésis can be either figurative
ot non-figurative.® (This distinction is not to be confused with the above
distinction between figurative and non-figurative representation, which
will be discussed later on.) To understand the difference between the two,
consider first an example of non-figurative mzmeésis from Euripides’ Electra:
Clytemnestra justifies her betrayal of Agamemnon, saying that “when [...]
a husband does wrong, rejecting his wife at home, the woman is apt to
mimeisthat, ‘imitate’, the man and acquire another lover” (Electra 1036-38).
It is clear from the context that the woman’s activity is an instance of
adultery no less than her husband’s, the activity imitated. We may thus
say that the woman does something /Z4¢ her husband’s adultery in the way
that her activity constitutes in its turn a #ue (or real) adultery. The activity
performed is in this case essentially like the activity imitated, Ze. it is like it in
the aspect by virtue of which an activity zs a (true) instance of adultery.

Contrast now this case of mimesis with the following example from
Plato’s Republic: laying down a model of a just state, the interlocutors con-
sider whether the prospective guards’ of this state should, in the course
of their literary education, do mzmésis of various craftsmen and specialist
workers, including a mimésis of rowers of triremes (Rep. 111, 396a8-b2). As
is again clear from the context, by imitating, ze. doing something like, row-
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ers of triremes, the children will not in their turn #uly be rowing (7.e. pro-
pelling a boat with oars in a water), meaning that their activity will not be
essentially like that of rowers; instead, they will, for instance, merely move
like rowers do, doing so on the dry ground. But crucially, this activity will
constitute a “figure” of rowing: that is to say, it will “stand for”, or “refer
to” rowing. The children’s activity will have this figurative nature precisely
by virtue of being /e the activity of rowing in some non-essential aspect
of this activity, such as the manner of movement. The children’s activity
may thus be characterised as mzmésis of the figurative kind, as opposed to
the eatlier case of the woman’s adultery, which is an example of non-figu-
rative #zimesis.

As mentioned eatlier on, the activity of mmeésis can also consist of mak-
ing — that is to say, it can be an activity that has a material result. Such ac-
tivities are painting, sculpture, embroidery, which are as such all ziméseis of
the figurative kind. Consider the well-known example of painting a couch
from Plato’s Republic X. In this case, the material product of a painter’s
activity, Ze. a painting, is like something else, namely a couch, in its visual
appearance (and thus in a non-essential aspect of a couch): by virtue of
this visual likeness, the painting constitutes a figure of a couch. The differ-
ence between the children’s activity and the painter’s activity, which both
feature as mimeéseis, is that the children’s activity itself constitutes a figure
of rowing (and children themselves constitute figures of rowers), whereas
it is only the product of the painter’s activity that constitutes a figure of a
couch (and the activity of painting does not constitute a figure of a carpen-
ter’s activity, nor of any other activity).

Another question concerning figures constituted by mimeésis is what
kind of objects they denote, or stand for. For instance, exactly which row-
ers and which couch do the figures from the above two examples denote
respectively? It is evident that the figure of rowing need not denote any
particular activity of rowing that has actually taken place and, likewise,
that the figure of a couch need not stand for any particular couch that has
been previously manufactured. Of course, it is possible for a figure to be
a figure of an existing particular thing or individual, or even of a specific
event that has actually taken place. For example, a painting may constitute
a figure of Socrates; or even more specifically, a painting may constitute a
figure of Socrates who is about to drink hemlock (a modern example of
which is Jacques-Louis David’s 1787 “The Death of Socrates”), and thus
denote an event that in fact took place. In a similar way, an actor may
enact Socrates on a particular occasion of his life (for example, playing
Socrates’ part in Plato’s Apology of Socrates); his activity will thus constitute
a figure that denotes an individual who truly existed and an event that truly
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took place. However, figures constituted by mzmésis may just as well zoz de-
note any thing or individual that has previously existed or occurred. From
here, complex questions arise as to what the ontological status of objects
denoted by figures is and how these objects relate to figures constituted
by mimesis. However, as these questions do not substantially bear on the
present argument, they will not be discussed here.®

Poets’ mimesis in Plato’s Dialogues

Aristotle’s account of poetry in various aspects evokes Plato’s treatment
of poetry as mimeésis, yet it also differs significantly from it. My aim here is
to present an outline of Plato’s treatment. Plato’s arguments about poetry
and mimesis are notoriously intricate. Plato speaks of poets as doing mimésis
in various discussions: as 1 have argued elsewhere, in these discussions, it
is not one and the same, but different activities by poets that are character-
ised as mimeseis, where these miméseis are again of different kinds.” Relying
on this analysis, I shall here indicate the three activities of poets that feature
as mimeseis in Plato’s dialogues and try to show that, by characterising each
of them as mimesis, Plato uses the term mumeésis with the meaning indicated
above: ze. “doing something that is intentionally like something else in one
aspect or another”. As we shall see, the term will not always have this
meaning in Aristotle’s characterisation of poetry as #inésis.

Book 111 of the Republic and Books 11 and VII of the Laws both present
the account that conceives of musical poetry as mumeésis of men’s characters
and modes of conduct; in the Republic, the account is associated with the
musicologist Damon'’ while in the Laws it is introduced as a generally
known and accepted one."" Aristotle adopts this musical “theory” both
in the Poetics and the Polities (VIIL 7, 1342a33-34), in the latter explicitly
referring to the Republic.

This arguably pre-Platonic account may well seem alien to our percep-
tion of music. According to it, a performance of a particular musical piece
(which may involve singing, playing instruments, dancing) constitutes, for
example, a mimesis of lamentation (Rep. 111 398e1-2), or of courageous
fight, or again of temperate conduct (Rep. I1I 399a5-8)."> More precisely,
a musical composition would constitute such mzmeésis through harmony (or
musical mode) and rhythm, the two musical elements of a composition
(the non-musical element being /gos, discourse), which are considered as
constituting mimeéseis of different types of character and conduct.”

Now, although we can only imagine exactly how the music discussed
by Plato actually sounded, we can nonetheless understand in what sense
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it is characterised as mimeésis. As is made clear in the argument, harmonies
and rhythms constitute zmeéseis of particular actions and conduct by virtue
of their /ikeness with the “sounds” of such actions and conduct. For exam-
ple, a particular musical mode will sound /4¢ women’s lamentation (Rep.
11T 398e1); similarly, a particular rhythm will sound /e soldiers’ marching
sounds. Further, by virtue of this acoustic or also kinetic (dancing) likeness,
composition and performance of a particular musical piece will constitute
a fignre of women’s lamentation, or in the other case, of soldiers’ marching
(as opposed to being another instance of such conduct). The characterisa-
tion of musical poetry as mimésis thus agrees with the above meaning of the
term zimesis; for musical composing is (intentionally) like a particular kind
of action or conduct, where this likeness is obviously figurative.

Another activity of poets characterised as mimeésis by Plato is poets’
impersonation of characters about whom they narrate. In Republic 111, it
is introduced employing an example from Homer’s I/iad: when Homer
speaks “as if he were” (Rep. 111 393a8 and c1), ze. impersonates, Chryses
imploring the Achaeans to release his daughter (IZ 1 17-21); the poet does
a mimésis of Chryses (I 1 17-21)."* By contrast, when Homer natrates
about Chryses as himself, ze. as Homer, as he does just before that, he
does not do a mimesis of Chryses or of any other individual about whom
he is narrating; his narration is “simple”, z.e. “without minesis”.

The characterisation of poets’ narration through impersonation as
mimésis is presented as a novelty," and this justification is provided for it:
Homer’s speaking as if he were Chryses is a kind of “likening oneself to
someone else”, and such “likening oneself to someone else either in voice
or gesture [is| a mimeésis of the person to whom one is likening oneself”
(Rep. 111 393¢5-6).'¢ Relying on this justification, we may conclude that the
characterisation of poets’ impersonation as mzmésis agrees with the above
meaning of the term: for Homer’s “likening himself in voice or gesture”
to Chryses can also be described as an activity (narrating) that is intention-
ally like another activity, Ze. Chryses’ imploring the Acheans to release
his daughter. As is again obvious, the likeness of Homer’s activity with
Chryses’ is figurative (as opposed to essential): by virtue of this likeness,
Homer’s speaking constitutes a fignre of Chryses’ speaking, and Homer
himself constitutes a figure of Chryses.

It may be added that in Republic 111, the distinction between narration
“through” and “without” mzmeésis is next applied to various kinds of poets’
compositions: tragedy and comedy consist of narration that is entirely
“through mimeésis”; dithyramb is entirely without it; and finally the epic is
occasionally through mimesis (Rep. 111 394b8—c5). In the case of tragedy
and comedy, a poet’s verbal composing will thus in turn constitute a figu-
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rative mimésis of speaking and acting by one character or another, or by a
group of them (chorus). As we shall see, the distinction between narration
through and without mimeésis will feature in a modified form in Aristotle’s
Poetics.

In addition to the two activities of poets characterised as mimeésess, there
is a third kind of mimeésis Plato attributes to poets. In the first, “epistemo-
logical” argument of Republic X, by and large all poetry is characterised as
mimesis; importantly, however, poetry is approached as discourse on mat-
ters related to various arts, such as medicine, generalship, carpentry, leath-
erwork; for example, when in the I/ad Homer narrates how Hecamede
prepared kikeon for the wounded Machaon, he speaks about matters to
do with medicine.” It is then assumed that poets are not competent in
these arts, and thus in the matters of which they speak, and it is observed
that poets nonetheless seem to many people to “speak well” about their
subject matter and thus to be competent in this. It is only once poetry has
been presented in this way that poets are characterised as being in fact
mimeétai and their activity mimésis.

The mimésis attributed to poets thus appears to be, more precisely, de-
ceptive mimeésis of persons competent in matters about which poets speak.
For when Homer speaks about matters to do with medicine, he “likens
himself” to someone competent in medicine. But importantly, by virtue of
this likeness, Homer seems to many people to speak well about it and to be
in fact competent in medicine, and not just to be /Zke someone competent
in this art; thus, Homer constitutes a deceptive figure of someone competent
in medicine. (By contrast, when Homer “likens himself” to Chryses, he is
not perceived as the true Chryses; the figure of Chryses Homer constitutes
is thus non-deceptive.)

Accepting this interpretation, Plato’s characterisation of poetry as
mimesis in Republic X thus again allows us to attribute the above-indicated
meaning to the term mzmeésis: for by narrating about matters related to
arts, poets speak /e those who are in fact competent in these arts. This
likeness is such that it makes poets wrongly appear to be competent in
their subject matter; their narration thus constitutes a deceptive figure of
competent discourse.

Thus interpreted, the mimésis attributed to poets in Republic X has noth-
ing to do with “literary presentation”, ze. representation of men, their ac-
tions, events, etc., through poets’ narration, although it is commonly so
understood. Moreover, the characterisation of poetry as zimésis in Republic
X does not seem to be reflected in Aristotle’s Poezzes at all: for even without
yet establishing exactly what Aristotle means by poets’ mimsesis, it is clear
that his characterisation of poetry as mimeésis is neutral (as opposed to dis-
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crediting, as Plato’s is) and unrelated to any assumption concerning poets’
competence in their subject matter.

So far, I have aimed to show that in the pre-Aristotelian texts the term
mimesis and its cognates denote an activity that is intentionally like, ze. imi-
tates, another activity in one aspect or another; by virtue of this likeness,
this activity can either be another instance of the same kind as the activity
imitated (z.e. be essentially like it), or it can constitute a figure of the activ-
ity imitated. I have then indicated three activities of poets that are charac-
terised as mimeseis by Plato and aimed to show in what way each of them
is mimeésis in the above sense. All three activities have appeared to be of
the figurative kind: musical composing and impersonation will constitute
non-deceptive figures (the former of a particular kind of character, con-
duct or action, the latter of an individual’s discourse or action), whereas
poets’ narrating “about arts” constitutes a deceptive figure of competent
discourse. I shall now turn to examining Aristotle’s notion of mimeésis and
his characterisation of poetry as mimésis.

Mimesis in Aristotle’s Works

On most occasions, Aristotle uses the term mimesis and its cognates
in the same way as authors before him — that is to say, the meaning of
the term mimeésis indicated above (Z.e. doing or making something that is
intentionally like something else in one aspect or another) applies to the
majority of instances of these terms found in Aristotle’s works. Consider
an example from the Nicomachean Ethics, where Aristotle argues that one
should do mimeésis of a virtuous man in all things and thus also in not in-
volving one’s friends in one’s suffering (EN IX 11, 1171b12). As is clear
from the context, Aristotle speaks here of emulating conduct of a virtuous
man, ze. of conduct that is Z&e a virtuous man’s conduct so that it is in its
turn an instance of such conduct (as opposed to constituting a figure of
such conduct). In this case, Aristotle’s usage of mimeésis therefore accords
with the above-indicated meaning of the term. The same applies to cases
in which Aristotle speaks of the activity of painting as mésis (see, e.g., Po.
1, 1447218-19 and 4, 1448b17-19), since, as has been observed eatlier,
the activity of painting as such is a kind of making the product of which,
Z.e. a painting, is /e something else in a visual respect and by virtue of this
likeness constitutes a figure of it.

In spite of this, it is precisely in Aristotle’s characterisation of all kinds
of poetry as mimeéseis that the meaning of the term mzmésis becomes unclear.
More specifically, epic poetry, which Aristotle characterises as minésis to-
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gether with all other kinds of poetry, cannot be as such described as doing
something that is intentionally like something else in one respect or an-
other. By characterising it as mimeésis, Aristotle must thus mean something
else by this term. Let us then consider Aristotle’s treatment of epic poetry
more closely.

Non-Figurative Representation as mimesis

In the Poeties, Aristotle characterises epic poetry as mimésis through nar-
rating, opposing it to tragedy and comedy as mzmeéseis through enacting
(counting all of them as mimeseis through discourse). Thus for Aristotle,
Homer and Sophocles differ in the mode in which they do mzmésis (narra-
tive #s5. dramatic), yet they are similar in that they both do mémeésis of “noble
men” and their actions (as opposed to composers of comedy, whose ob-
jects of mimeésis are “base men”; Po. 3, 1448a25-27). With regard to nar-
rative mode, specific to the epic, Aristotle further distinguishes between
poets’ narrating by “becoming someone else”, ie. impersonating some-
one, and “as himself” (Po. 3, 1448a21-23).

Aristotle seems to adopt here Plato’s distinction in Republic 111 be-
tween Homer’s speaking as himself and “as if he were” someone else,
yet accounting for it differently: while according to Republic 111, Homer’s
narration about Chryses and his actions will count as mzmeésis of Chryses
only when by narrating Homer speaks “as if he were” this individual, for
Aristotle, Homer’s narrating about Chryses seems to count as mimeésis of
Chryses regardless of whether by narrating, Homer “becomes” Chryses or
speaks as himself. It thus seems that for Aristotle a poet’s narration about
something as such counts as mimesis of it. This is in fact confirmed in a pas-
sage in the Nicomachean Ethics. In this passage, Aristotle illustrates a specific
point he has made about the notion of choice by mentioning “ancient
forms of government, which Homer ezimeito”, i.e. did a mimeésis of (EN 111
3, 1113a7-8). Here it is clearly Homer’s #arrating about “ancient forms of
government” as such to which Aristotle refers as a mimeésis of them. The
term mimesis thus cannot have the above-indicated meaning here. For it
does not make any sense to describe Homet’s mimesis of “ancient forms
of government” as Homer’s doing something that is intentionally /Zke
“ancient forms of government” in one aspect or another, nor, by conse-
quence, as Homer’s constituting a figure of these. Mimeésis is here evidently
not understood as an activity involving likeness and likening oneself to
someone or something. But what does Aristotle mean by mimeésis when he
characterises poets’ narration as such as wimésis?
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Observe that when Homer narrates, as himself, about Chryses and
his actions, his narration does have something in common with his nar-
ration through “becoming” Chryses. By narrating, as himself, about
Chryses, Homer denotes Chryses and his actions, or we may say, wake
Chryses’ actions present to mind: although Homer does not do so by con-
stituting a /keness and therefore a figure of Chryses, he brings Chryses
before the mind simply by narrating about Chryses. 1f this “denoting”
and “presenting something to mind” through discourse is the feature
by virtue of which poets’ narration is mimesis for Aristotle, his notion
of poets’ mimeésis seems to correspond to our notion of representation
through discourse. We can in fact characterise Homer” narrating, as him-
self, about Chryses as a “representation” of Chryses, and as such group
it together with, for example, someone’s impersonation of Chryses and a
painting of Chryses. These count for us as three different representations
of Chryses, narrative, dramatic and pictorial. Supposedly, they are repre-
sentations of Chryses for us in so far as they each denote this individual,
or make him present to mind;'® however, only the latter two do so by
constituting figures of Chryses.

We may call these two kinds of representation “non-figurative” and
“figurative” respectively. Note that “figurative representation” corre-
sponds to what has been above described as figurative non-deceptive
mimeésis, i.e. an activity or its product that constitutes a non-deceptive fig-
ure of something by virtue of its likeness with it. Thus, poets’ musical
composing and poets’ impersonation can be accounted for as figurative
representations. By contrast, a poet’s narration as himself constitutes a
non-figurative representation. As seen above, Plato characterises poets’
figurative representation as zémésis, yet not their non-figurative representa-
tion; whereas Aristotle characterises also poets’ non-figurative representa-
tion as mimeésis.”’

It is important to note, however, that the instances in which the term
mimesis (ot its cognate) refers to poets’ non-figurative representation are not
found only in Aristotle, but also in some other authors contemporary with
Atristotle or succeeding him, though they are very rare. Consider the fol-
lowing example from the speech Against Leocrates by the Athenian orator
Lycurgos (396323 BC), Aristotle’s contemporary; in it, Lycurgos contrasts
“the laws” with poets, suggesting that by being concise the laws do not teach,
but order what one must do, whereas poets, by doing mimeésis of (minoumenoi)
human life, choose the finest of deeds and thus persuade men through argu-
ment and demonstration” (Leoe. 102, 6 — 103, 1). Just beforehand, Lycurgus
has talked about Huripides and Homer, here he refers to poets in general:
by “poets’ mimesis of human life” he thus supposedly refers to their speaking
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of human life, regardless of whether or not it constitutes figurative repre-
sentation of it; while Euripides’ poetry constitutes figurative representation
entirely, Homer’s poetry involves also non-figurative representation.

Figurative Representation as mimesis

But let us now consider other kinds of poetry besides epics, which
Aristotle also characterises as “being on the whole miméseis’ in Chapter
I of the Poetics; these are tragedy, comedy, dithyramb, and, “for the most
part, music for aulos and kithara” (Po. 1, 1447213-16). As noted above,
each of these kinds of poetry constitutes figurative representation, either
through musical elements or through impersonation.

When in the Poefics Aristotle characterises these compositions as
mimeseis, he cleatly refers to the very same figurative elements of them as
Plato. Consider first music for aulos and kithara (and other instruments).
In a very brief and sole treatment of it in Chapter I, Aristotle characterises
it as a kind of poetry that does mimeésis by employing only harmony and
rhythm, but not /gos, discourse. Pointing out that dance does mimésis by
means of rhythm alone, he specifies that “dancers too do mmeésis of char-
acters, affections and actions through rhythms put into movement” (Po.
1, 1447a27-28), thereby implying that musical composers and performers
also do mimesis of this kind. Just as Plato, therefore, Aristotle considers
musical poetry as mimeésis of characters, affections and actions usofar as it
constitutes figures of these by virtue of its acoustic and kinetic /keness with
them (as mentioned eatlier, this understanding of music is more exten-
sively presented in Book VIII of the Po/itics).

As to tragedy and comedy, in Chapter II of the Poetics they are classi-
fied as mimeéseis that employ both verbal and musical elements in distinct
parts; however, Aristotle is mainly concerned with them as verbal compo-
sitions. Like for Plato in Republic 111, as seen above, for Aristotle tragedy
and comedy are muméseis, insofar as they constitute a poet’s (virtual) or
actor’s (actual) impersonation of individuals about whom the poet speaks,
and therefore, figurative representation of these individuals.

We may assume that other kinds of poetry, mentioned in the Poefics
only in passing — for example composition of dithyramb or nomes (both
kinds of musical poetry, performed by chorus) — are for Aristotle mimeéseis
by the same criteria, ze. insofar as they constitute figurative representation
through harmony and rhythm or also through discourse (i.e. by imperson-
ation), or again, insofar as they constitute non-figurative representation
through discourse.
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It may be added that various important arguments in the Poefies, which
declaredly concern poetry in general, can apply only to poets’ figurative
representation. Thus in Chapter I, Aristotle defines poetry as mimeésis “in
rhythm, discourse and harmony”, comparing it with two other activi-
ties, to which he refers to as mimeésis “by making images with colours and
shapes” and mimeésis “through voice”; the two activities are painting and,
presumably, vocal mimicry, which both constitute fignrative representation,
pictorial and vocal (Po. 1, 1447a18-23). And again in Chapter IV, Aristotle
indicates two causes of poetry: the first is the congeniality of mimésis to
humans from childhood (as suggested, children take their first lessons
through doing mimeésis) and the second is the pleasantness of wimeémata
for everybody, which is illustrated with pleasantness of painted figures,
and therefore with figurative representation (Po. 4, 1448b4-9). None of
these arguments seem to be relevant for poets’ non-figurative presentation
through discourse.

Mimesis as a Distinctive Feature of Poetic Discourse?

And finally, if we grant Aristotle the thus extended understanding of
poets’ mimesis, which includes their figurative as well as non-figurative rep-
resentation, a problem arises in his account of poetry. In fact, non-figura-
tive representation through discourse does not seem to be found only in
poetry; any narration and discourse, inasmuch as it refers to, or brings
before the mind, whatever it is about, constitutes a non-figurative repre-
sentation of this; presumably, it can thus be characterised as mzmésis (of
this subject matter) in Aristotle’s sense. But if that is so, Aristotle’s insist-
ence in the opening polemics that mwzmeésis, rather than verse, fundamentally
distinguished the discourse of poetry from other kinds of discourse (such
as medical and naturalist) seems to be ungrounded. If mzmesis involves
also non-figurative representation through discourse, should then not
Empedocles’ discourses on nature be considered as miméseis of nature? Or
again, on this understanding of mzmésis, should not a historian’s discourse,
which consists, for example, of narration about “what Alcybiades did and
what happened to him” (Po. 9, 1451b11), not be considered as a mimeésis of
Alcybiades; just as Homer’s narration about what Odysseus did and what
happened to him counts as a mwimeésis of Odysseus?

In fact, when in Chapter 9, Aristotle famously compares the poet with
the historian, he does not say that only the former does mzmésis, but defines
the difference between the two in other terms: as he argues, the historian
speaks of things that have happened, whereas the poet speaks of things
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that can happen (Po. 9, 1451b4-5). Accordingly, Homer’s narration about
Odysseus will in some sense count as a discourse about “things that can
happen”. While this argument cannot be examined here, it is important
to note that mzmeésis is not mentioned as a feature that distinguishes poetry
from history.

And as a matter of fact, while all Aristotelian instances of mimeésis that
denote non-figurative representation through discourse refer to poetry,
there are a few post-Aristotelian instances of zimésis that do refer to bistori-
¢cal discourse and clearly denote non-figurative representation through dis-
course. Dionysius of Halicarnassus (f. I BC) discusses thus Herodotus’ and
Thucydides’ “wimeésis of characters and affections” (Epistula ad Pompeinm
Gemium 3.18.1-2): by this, he must mean non-figurative representation of
characters and affections through narration (for even though both histo-
rians occasionally impersonate the individuals about whom they narrate,
such impersonation cannot be referred to as “wimesis of characters and
affections”).?

It must be concluded, then, that insofar as Aristotle counts also non-
figurative representation through discourse as mimeésis, his indication of
mimesis as a feature that distinguishes poetry from medical, naturalist and
historical discourse is flawed. Admittedly, it may seem pretentious to ac-
cuse Aristotle of inconsistency in the core of his account of poetry. Yet,
strong evidence for such inconsistency is in my view provided in Chapter
24 of the Poetics, where Aristotle surprisingly introduces a different defi-
nition of poets’ mimesis through discourse. Having turned from the dis-
cussion of tragedy to the subject of epics, Aristotle singles out Homer
as being superior to other poets of epic compositions, suggesting that
Homer is the only one who “does not ignore what he must compose as
himself. A poet must in fact speak as himself as little as possible; for he is
in fact not a mimeétés because of this. Other poets are on the whole acting
as themselves, doing mimeésis briefly and rarely; whereas he, having made
a brief preamble, at once introduces a man or a woman or some other
character; and none of them are characterless, but each of them has a
character” (Po. 24, 1460a6-11).

The argument is in striking contrast with the eatlier claims in the Poefies
about poets’ mimesis. Aristotle here argues that a poet (of epics) st avoid
narrating as himself and justifies this requirement by claiming that a poet is
not a mimetés by virtue of such narration, but (as is implicit) only by virtue
of impersonation. According to the argument, therefore, Homer’s nar-
rating as himself about ancient forms of government, or again about noble
men and their actions, cannot be as such characterised as a mimeésis of them.
The argument seems to be a patent revision of the earlier claim that poets’
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narration as such constitutes mimesis, and thereby also the implicit rejection
of the earlier understanding of non-figurative representation through dis-
course as 7imesis.

Conclusions

In the Poetics, Aristotle proposes to replace verse with mimeésis as a defin-
ing feature of poetry; however, as I have tried to show, at the same time
he displays a rather lax understanding of what poets’ mzmésis consists. 1f
Aristotle considers also non-figurative representation through discourse
as mumesis, other kinds of compositions that Aristotle does not count as
works of poetry will have to be characterised as mimesezs, for example his-
torical discourses; if, on the other hand, Aristotle does not consider non-
figurative representation through discourse as mimeésis (as in Chapter 24),
some compositions that Aristotle counts as works of poetry, for example
epic compositions that do not involve impersonation, cannot be charac-
terised as wimeseis.

In the reflection of poetry and literature after Aristotle up until the
present, the term imeésis has continued to feature, just as it has continued
to designate different concepts from one author to another. However,
none of these authors seem to follow Aristotle in considering mimesis as a
defining feature of poetry. By providing the definition of poetry as minsésis
in rhythm, discourse and harmony, Aristotle presumably aims to neatly
differentiate poetry from other human practices; yet, his attempt has here
appeared too ambitious.

NOTES

"'The noun “poetry” is a habitual translation of the Greek poiésis, from which it is de-
rived. The Greek term, however, had a wider application than “poetry” does: poiesis in-
cluded both recited and musical (vocal, instrumental, or combined) composing, as is clear
also from the kinds of poetry listed by Aristotle above.

2 “Socratic discourses” were the dialogues featuring Socrates, of which only those by
Plato and Xenophon have been preserved. Aristotle’s suggested inclusion of some kinds
of prose compositions (because of their mimeésis) in poetry seems to have been a daring one,
given that these compositions lack what was commonly considered the very distinctive
feature of poetry: metre. However, Aristotle does not discuss the matter further.

? The wide acceptance of this view is testified in Oxford English Dictionary: “mimesis, n.
[...] b. Imitation; spec. the representation or imitation of the real world in (a work of) art,
literature, etc. Sometimes used with reference to Aristotle Poefics 1447a or Plato Republic
598b [...]".

* Marusic¢ 95-179.
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> Among the many studies of the notion of mimeésis, the less known work by Ledda has
in many aspects been the basis for my account of wimésis.

¢ This ontological distinction has been pointed out already by Russell 101, followed by
Ledda 19, n.36.

" Here I adopt Burnyeat’s translation of phylakes in place of the traditional “guardians”;
see Burnyeat 257, n.3. As he points out (following Malcolm Schofield’s suggestion), the
phylakes are not only a defensive organ (against the external aggression), but exercise also
internal control and repression (in case of disobedience of the law; Rep. 111, 415¢ and 1V,
424b—d); the latter aspect is better rendered with the term “guards”.

¢ Some in my view illuminating studies of these questions are Goodman 21-26, Dolezel
and Ledda 18-24.

? Marusic¢ 95-128.

' See Rep. IIT 400b1 and 400c4. Another reference to Damon is made in Rep. IV
424¢6.

'"'The account is presented in Rep. IIT 398c¢6-401a8, and L. IT 655a4671b1, VII 795d6—
el and 813a5-817¢3. The general acceptance of the account is indicated at L. II 668a6—7
and 668b9—c2.

"2 Plato as well as Aristotle speak of musical and verbal composition as if poets were at
the same time performing what they are composing. In accordance with this view, we may
consider composing as a kind of virtual performance of what is being composed.

1% Rep. 111 399a5—c4; cf. Aristotle, Pol. VIII 7, 1342b12-14.

'* In the argument, the question of Chryses’ historical existence is never raised; he is not
treated any differently from existent (unspecified) individuals, who are also considered as
objects of mimeésis (Rep. 111 395b8-396¢2).

15 Contra Halliwell 51, n.35.

' As suggested eatlier on, Homer’s performance and thus his enacting the character
Chryses can be understood as virtual (as opposed to an actual performance, for example,
by a thapsode).

' This episode from the Iiad (X1 630, 639-640) is quoted in Joz 538c2—3 as an example
of Homet’s speaking about medicine.

'8 Cf. Oxford English Dictionary: “represent, v. [...] 2. a. To bring clearly and distinctly
before the mind, esp. (to another) by description or (to oneself) by an act of imagina-
tion”.

" Non-figurative representation is not to be confused with the eatlier discussed non-
figurative mimésis, such as the woman’s mimesis of her husband’s adultery considered above:
non-figurative mimeésis consists of an activity that is of the same kind as the activity imitated
and constitutes neither a figure nor a non-figurative representation of it.

* Cf. Dionysius Halicarnassus, De Thucydide 45, 37-39. In eatlier instances of mimésis
that refer to historical narration (Duris, IV-III BC), it is not clear whether or not they
denote non-figurative representation. Cf. Gray.
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Contemporary theoretical debate on the “death” and eventual “resurrection” of the
author (from structuralism and psychoanalysis to feminism and posicolonial stud-
ies ) mostly refers to the model of the ‘romantic” author as an original genius, creat
ing from the inner-self (E. Young ), the unacknowledged “legislator of the world” (P.
Shelley). It is evident that this model profoundly determined modern European litera-
tures until the 20" century, when (literary) theory began to scrutinize it thoroughly
and question it in different ways. The roots of such understanding are heterogeneous
and partly extend to classical philosophy and literature. This paper will try to revise
philosophical discussions on authorship (from Plato to Longinus ) and certain aspects
of Greek and Roman poetry (from Hesiod to Ovid) to explore how much and in what
ways later views on authorship are indebled lo antiquity. It will also try to asceriain
whether it is adequate to explain the development of the modern authorial concept by
means of a linear scheme stretching from semi-anonymous rhapsodist to self-confident
Romantic genius. Especially in Ovid’s love poetry one can find a surprisingly high
degree of authorial awareness and playful presence in the text, which can challenge
any simplified linear understanding of the authorial concept in the history of Western
literatures.

Keywords: literary theory / ancient aesthetics / Greek literature / Latin Literature / author
/ authorship
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One could not but agree with Charles Taylor’s observation that in the
Western cultural tradition authors are more highly appreciated than in
most other civilizations (Bennett, The Author 4). Generally it is assumed
that the concept of an author as a creator of a (certain kind) of text, its /-
ventor or originator that holds some kind of proprietary rights and a certain
authority over its interpretation, was not consolidated before the 18" cen-
tury. Such an author would therefore be an individual, solely responsible
for the unique creation, someone who produces something new or even
unexpected, and at the same time controls his work in its entirety, knows
exactly what it means and is capable of fixing its interpretations.
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Indeed, such an understanding of authorship is exactly that which is
institutionalized today; it is carried out iz practice while its validity is watch-
fully guarded by legislation and authorial rights. Very much in opposition
to this is that the notion of a “great” Author seems to be deeply ques-
tioned 2 theory. Philosophy and other disciplines have shaken such under-
standing by softening the specific concept of the subject on which it relies,
and at the same time by relaxing the concepts of unity and accessibility
of texts. During the lively discussion which was substantially intensified
by Roland Barthes and Michel Foucault at the end of 1960s, special at-
tention was paid to the question of the emergence of the modern autho-
rial concept. Some researchers have emphasized the relevance of eatlier
periods, such as the Renaissance, when the pattern of an “absolute artist”
was formed.! Yet most analyses of the origin of the modern author have
focused heavily on the 18" century — not only on (pre)romantic ideologies
that articulated the changes in the perception of authorship, but also on
the expansion of the literary market and the differentiation of literature as
a social (sub)system that actually generated such changes.”

At the same time that authorship was gradually becoming legally and
financially regulated, in the accompanying discourse of philosophical aes-
thetics discussion on the autonomy of literature was taking place, and this
was crucial for shaping of the modern authorial concept.” The distinction
between innovation and imitation was made more pronounced, with inno-
vation becoming what was truly appreciated. In his notable essay Conjectures
on Original Composition (1759), the English poet Edward Young decisively
revalued once-equivalent procedures of textual production.* Young main-
tains that the real author is an original, autonomous and independent gen-
ius that creates from the inner self, while imitation is a method unworthy
of such an author — nothing more than theft. The concept of originality
was taken even further in Romanticism, evolving into the cliché of a poet
who is “ahead of his time”. The true poet was supposed to be so original
that his environment would inevitably neglect him, and only future gen-
erations would reveal his real (trans-historic) value.

The search for the origins of the modern author in the (pre)romantic
ideologies — as long as it remains fully bound with the context of contem-
porary economic, medial and legal innovations — remains reasonable and
productive. But it would be overly hasty to infer from this that the histori-
cal evolution of Western authorship can be described adequately by some
kind of /inear scheme, stretching from the half-anonymous rhapsodist in the
oral culture to the narcissistic romantic genius that creates ex nzbilo.> Such
a presumption, though efficient and therefore tempting, is highly prob-
lematic. By careful reading of influential theoretical fragments on literary
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authorship (from Plato to Longinus) and of certain Greek and Roman po-
etic texts (from Homer and Hesiod to Ovid), I will explore how much and
in what ways later views on authorship are indebted to Greek and Roman
literature and philosophy.

Theories of Authorship in Classical Philosophy and Poetics

The pre-Socratic philosopher Democritus (460-370 BC) is believed to
have first formulated the so-called divine inspiration theory. Democritus as-
sumes that a truly good poet creates in the throes of a passionate zeal, ec-
stasy that is close to madness; and this ecstasy comes directly from the di-
vine forces and not from the poet himself. Such inspiration theory, which
remains fragmentary in Democritus’s writings, was later more coherently
articulated — as well as questioned — by Plato. In Plato’s supposedly eatly
dialogue Ion, Socrates persuades a rhapsodist that the poet himself is with-
out any skill and only draws inspiration “by power divine”:

For the poet is a light and winged and holy thing, and there is no invention in him
until he has been inspired and is out of his senses [...] they are simply inspired to
utter that to which the Muse impels them, and that only [...] and therefore God
takes away the minds of poets, and uses them as his ministers, as he also uses
diviners and holy prophets, in order that we who hear them may know them to
be speaking not of themselves who utter these priceless words in a state of un-
consciousness, but that God himself is the speaker, and that through them he is
conversing with us. (lon 534b—d)

Therefore, poets deserve no credit for their creations, which are not
the result of their poetical skills; actually it is quite possible that the most
beautiful song is sung “by the mouth of the worst of poets” (lon 534a).
The author as an individual person is eradicated, and he becomes noth-
ing more than a mediator, a herald, of God’s own messages. Socrates
emphasizes greatly the non-reasonable nature of the creative process.” In
Plato’s Phaedrus, the connection between creation and madness (which has
substantially marked modern discussions on creativity and authorship), is
even more explicit: the sane, sober poets are doomed to failure.

Socrates’ arguments in both dialogues — as long as we naively read
them verbatim — can partly be understood as a refined means of paving
the way for the notorious expulsion of poetry from Plato’s “ideal polis”.
In the 10" book of The Repubiic, the poet is finally “unmasked” as a cheater
with no proficiency. His products are merely copies of a second order
and therefore lack any connection with reality — they are far removed
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from truly being. It is interesting that the divine source of inspiration is no
longer mentioned in Politeia. Of the poet’s skill nothing but charlatanism
remains: he does not know anything worth mentioning about the things
he imitates. Imitation itself is represented as a kind of a game, addressing
the worthless part of the human soul, the one which is subject to irrational
emotions. Even if Socrates’ (Plato’s) statements need to be interpreted
with exceptional care, his censorial condemning of poetry definitely un-
veils creative ecstasy and its connection to divine revelation (truth) as a
complicated problem.’

Therefore it seems quite surprising that in his Poefics, Plato’s great disci-
ple Aristotle deals with literature explicitly, but says almost nothing about
its author. Though it is quite possible that Aristotle was occupied with
this question in another text, perhaps in the lost tri-partite dialogue O #he
poets (Peri poietin), in the Poeties the only passage mentioning the sources of
authot’s creativity is the following one:

Hence poetry implies either a happy gift of nature or a strain of madness. In the
one case a man can take the mould of any character; in the other, he is lifted out
of his proper self.

(Aristotle, Poeties XVII, 1455a)

This lapidary description does not implicate the privileging of either of
the creative strategies mentioned above. Also, the source of the madness
(manikdn) is not really explained. Regardless, the overall spirit of Poefics al-
lows us to surmise that Aristotle is inclined towards the rational grounding
of the creative process, defined as mimesis. Something similar can be said
for another influential account of the nature of creativity by the Roman
poet Horace who in his versified Ars poetica attempts to unite harmonically
two opposite poles. The great Augustan lyricist emphasises that both a
natural gift and acquired skills are important for the poetic art:

Whether good verse of Nature is the fruit,
Or form’d by Art, has long been in dispute.
But what can Labour in a barren foil,
Or what rude Genius profit without toil?
The wants of one the other must supply
Each finds in each a friend and firm ally.
(Ars Poetica 408-412)

Itis true that Horace mentions that Greeks had talent and eloquence
bestowed upon them by the Muse, but at the same time he bitterly mocks
the fanatically “possessed” poets that repudiate any skill as unimpor-
tant. He explicitly criticizes Democritus for casting out all the sane poets
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from the summits of the mountain Helicon — for him, a genius without
work, effort and learning remains a highly suspicious and problematic
category.

Similar dilemmas are the subject of the famous essay Oz the Sublime
(Peri hypsus) by Longinus, a thinker who was — symptomatically — been
“discovered” by the Pre-Romantics.® Longinus occupies himself with the
somewhat elusive concept of a (sublime) genius, a visionary of noble spirit
and deep introspection. On closer inspection, five components (sources)
of sublimity appear: the first two, namely the capability of great ideas and
inspired sensitivity, are supposed to be mostly zznate, while the other three
— the working out of figures, nobility of expression and good composi-
tion — are completely learnable, acquirable. Longinus does not really give
any account for what “innate” might mean, and inspiration theory passes
through an interesting metamorphoses in his essay.’

It seems that the most influential classical discussions of author-
ship twitl among the oppositions ski// / inspiration, reason / irvationality and
mimesis (imitation) | mediation, all of which are derived from the initial on-
tological dilemma, the dispute over the real origin of the authorial work.
Inspiration theory in its utmost shape seems to be a problem — perhaps
because it is not easy to harmonize it with the practical, empirical experi-
ence of the creative process. Even if the convention of referring to the
Muses remains a practice, the divine connection, the nature of a genius
and the role of the ecstatic madness become increasingly questionable.
Nevertheless, it is impossible not to notice that the irrational enthousi-
asmds, originally grounded in inspiration theory, remains a component
which no one is willing to dismiss completely; it retains much of its ap-
peal even for thinkers who evidently lean towards more rational accounts
of creativity.

There is no doubt that these theories profoundly influenced later reflec-
tions on authorship."” Girolamo Vida’s views on the poet as a creature of
divine origin, Scaligero’s poet as a creator of new reality, a/ter Deus, Petric’s
emphasizing of manic enthusiasm in creation, Castelvetro’s condemning
of plagiarism, and even Fracastoro’s essential anthropological turn — as
he relocates the source of ecstasy into the zzmanence of the sole creative
process — all these renaissance discussions are deeply indebted to classi-
cal authors. Even the most radical Romantic views of the artist — a poet
as a mysterious expressive source of poetry, a herald of spring, love and
happiness (Novalis), a man with a broad soul, exceptional sensitivity and
enthusiasm (Wordsworth), with an imagination that dissolves known to
create new wholes (Coleridge), the “legislator [...] of the world” (Shelley)
— in the greatest part remain inside the certain delineation of possibilities
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which were anticipated by classical thought, even if this through was not
carried through to extreme consequences.

“Authorship” in Classical Literary Texts

Prior to or parallel to theoretical reflection, authorship issues have
also been articulated in literature. Through thematization of poetry and
its creator, the poet, they entered literary discourse quite early. In most
cases, it is possible to discriminate between the problems on the level
of ontology (regarding the source of poetic inspiration and the nature of
the poet’s personality) on one hand, and the closely related axiological
problems which tackle the social position, value and function of the poet
(poetry) on the other. While addressing the Muses as the ultimate source
of the poet’s inspiration or praising the magical powers of poetry seems
to be a routine part of the epic world, it is only gradually that the tex-
tual “praising” of a poet/author is being developed. As shall be seen,
the space for such self-thematizing has actually opened wide in lyrical
poetry.

The oldest known authorial “signature” in world literature stands at
the beginning of Hesiod’s Theogony where, side by side with the Muses,
their disciple appears as well: “And one day they taught Hesiod glorious
song while he was shepherding his lambs under holy Helicon” (Hesiod,
Theogony 22-23)."" Together with Apollo, the Muses are adopting their
standardised role here:

So said the ready-voiced daughters of great Zeus, and they plucked and gave me
a rod, a shoot of sturdy laurel, a marvellous thing, and breathed into me a divine
voice to celebrate things that shall be and things there were aforetime; and they
bade me sing of the race of the blessed gods that are eternally, but ever to sing of
themselves both first and last. (Hesiod, Theogony 31-33)

Obviously, the song is not really sung or invented by the poet; rather, it
is dictated from the Muses. A subject is not an autonomous source of his
creation, and he does not invent a poem by himself — on the contrary, his
text is “dictated” by Zeus’s daughters.

In a similar manner, the Muses had already inspired Homer, who never
appears in the text in such a way."? Yet the inspiration convention is at-
ticulated exceptionally cleatly in the second book of The I/iad where the
Muses are explicitly mentioned as the writers of the text, while the singers
only hear the voice, themselves knowing nothing."” On the other hand,
from certain passages in Odyssey it is possible to infer that the poets, even
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though chosen and thought by the Muses, do retain a certain amount of
individuality. But anyway, the world of the heroic epic, with its inexorably
sharp bronze in charge, cannot really be a favourable nursery for subtle
authorial self-thematizations. It was not before the rise of the lyric Muse
(with Mimnermos, Sappho, Anacreon and Callimachus) that the Homeric
militaristic value model could be subverted and the vast realm of new sub-
jectivity and intimacy opened.

Before tackling the poetry of Roman elegists who broadened this space
to the extreme, another important theme that sprang up in Greek poetry
should be mentioned. Teognis and especially Pindar have opened up the
topic of immortal poetic glory and durability of great artworks. In his
odes and fragments, Pindar praises lyrical art as a divine gift with magical
powers and at the same time elevates song into a medium which enables
the few chosen greats to survive for centuries, while “even deeds of might
for lack of song fall into deep darkness” (7" Newmean ode). In his mastetly
Excegi monumentum, this idea was enhanced by Horace, who actually created
one of its most influential formulations. The ode already employs a typical
trick: on the rhetorical level the “monument” (namely, the object of can-
onisation) is actually the poems, but through the back door their author
— a poet, born in a poor rural family, ascending socially by means of his
artistic skills — is entering to the scene as well. The variation of this pattern
was often to be seen later; it actually marks the modern fascination with
the literary author.

Authorship issues have achieved a vividness unsurpassed for a long
time in Roman poetry. Especially the elegists of the Augustan period
opened up a whole new chapter in the history of textual presence of the
author. As eatly as with Catullus, lyrical poetry in Rome abandoned pub-
lic affairs to retreat into the privacy where the central position is occu-
pied by the figure of the idolatrously adored woman-goddess." A simi-
lar view adopted by Tibullus, who deepens the themes of intimate love
and withdrawal from depressing reality. Through the cult of a domina,
the poet is textually constructed as a poet-lover writing about his shift-
ing love luck. The space for thematizing the poet’s fame, person, and
social position is now wide open. By both Catullus and Tibullus, the au-
thorial themes are only briefly indicated, but in the works of Propertius,
another elegist who wittily varies the cult of the queen of heart, a new,
important emphasis can be found. Propertius turns his girl into the only
source of his poetic inspiration. In this way, he can rid himself of the
“divine” baggage and at the same time preserve the ecstatic element in
the creative process:
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You ask, how do I write so many songs of love,
how my soft book comes forth, the talk of all.
Not Calliope nor Apollo sings me this;
my girl herself is all my inspiration. |...]
Whatever she has done, whatever she has said,
vast histories spring from nowhere into being.
(Elegies 11/1: 1-4, 15-16)

In the increasingly playful Roman elegy, the old conventions fall apart
and become no more than material for a witty playing out that is taken
to the outermost edge by Ovid. The poeta lascivus (ab)uses the conven-
tional authorial repertory (Apollo, Muses, Aphrodite, inspiration theory,
creative madness), leaving open the possibility to understand it all as a
ludicrous ironization of poetic clichés: “And poets are called sacred, and
beloved of the gods: / there are also those who grant us divine inspira-
tion” (Amuores 111/9: 17-18). Humorously combining it with the elegiac
cult of ladylove, Ovid even alludes to the philosophical dispute over
mimesis:

The poet’s creative licence embraces everything,
nor are his words obliged to be true to history.

and you ought to have seen that my praise of the woman
was fiction: now your credulity has hurt me.

(Amores 111/12: 41-44)

Very often, Ovid deals with the social status of a poet, nostalgically
(and nevertheless ludicrously again) looking back to the Greeks."” He
tackles with even greater passion the topic of poetic immortality, claim-
ing impishly that it is the actual aim of the poets.'® On countless occa-
sions, the lyrical subject praises himself together with his artefacts. The
“canonisation” process, which Ovid does not hesitate to show in his
texts, includes the poet with his biography and even his ladylove: “My
gift then’s to celebrate worthy gitls in my song: / those that I wish, are
made famous by my art” (Amores 1/10: 59-60). Again moving a step
ahead of Propertius, Ovid invents a wanna-be Corinna: “I know one who
spreads it around she’s Corinna. / What wouldn’t she give for it to be
$0?” (Amores 11/17: 27-30) and finally, he goes on to regret his praising
of his ladylove because his eager “trumpeting” of her beauty has “pros-
tituted” her.

Ovid’s notorious narcissism and his straightforward admiration of his
own genius, which displeased the rhetorician Quintilian (Institutio orato-
ria X), attract this clever poet to the excessive textual presence. It hardly
comes as a surprise that the denominator “Naso”, Ovid’s textual signa-
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ture, appears as eatly as in the first verse of his first collection of poetry,
the motto to Amores. Actually, “Naso” constantly enters his texts, often in
the exposed positions such as in Ars amatoria where he suggests both to
women and men who win the love game the inscription “we were taught
by Naso”; and recommends usage of verses from his previous collection
in the seduction process:"’

and someone will say: ‘Read our master’s cultured song,
in which he teaches both the sexes: or choose
from the three books stamped with the title Amores,
that you recite softly with sweetly-teachable lips ...
(Ars amatoria 111: 341-344)

Ovid’s authorial awareness and self confidence are immense. If the
textual Propertius is ready to proudly set himself in the row of “great
men of Rome” as a “great and glorious poet” in his first book of Eleges,
Ovid, this supreme verse expert, does not hesitate to glorify himself as a
champion of elegiac poetry: “It’s acknowledged the elegy owes as much
to me, / as the epic owes to famous Virgil” (Remedia amoris 395-396) and
even as a founder of the new genre; namely the author of Heroides (versi-
fied letters of mythical heroines to their lovers) “invented that form un-
known to others” (Ars amatoria 111: 346). The poet’s personality, life, skill
and creative procedures enter the very centre of Ovid’s love elegy without
any doubt."

Conclusion

From this condensed overview it is quite obvious that authorial issues
were addressed on surprisingly high levels in both classical literature and
accompanying theoretical discourse. Their variety can be well illustrated
with the opposition between predominantly znspirational and predomi-
nantly mimetic views — that is, the opposition between understanding a
poet as a divinely inspired, ecstatic creator, or predominantly as a skilful
craftsman. The same duality seems to be inherent in several terminological
couplings that substantially marked the discussion on authorship. While
the original Greek singer avidos was connected to divine inspiration and
preserves the prophetic dimension (later on so dear to Romantics), the
professional master of the word poietes, appearing in the classical age, is
secularized. Quite similar is the later philological antithesis with the craz-
ing, divinely enraptured poefa vates on the one hand and the erudite, schol-
arly poeta doctus on the other. Finally, the same can be said about the cou-
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pling Dionysian | Apollonian, actualised by Nietzsche’s interpretation of the
myth of Dionysus that rehabilitated creative madness. These dichotomies
can provisionally be illustrated with such a scheme:

divine source collective (intertextual) production

INSPIRATION aoidos poietes

ecstasy | emotion

MIMESIS (imitation)
intellect | skill

poeta vate  poeta doctus
Dionysian  Apollonian

secular source individual (unique) production

As can be seen, both of the imagined poles are differentiated from
inside as well. While the mimetic pole is set between options that the au-
thorial work is understood mostly as a collective act, bound to the existing
tradition, or as a completely individual, unique creation, at the inspiration
pole the dilemma is whether the source of inspiration is divine or seculat.
In general, the kernel of classical comprehension of authorial production
gradually seems to be moving toward more secular and more individual
views. In practice, it is very hard to find very clear manifestations of inspi-
rational view, but the same goes for the utilitarian view that would com-
pletely deny the moment of geniality: even if the poet is understood chiefly
as an imitator, he has never been reduced to the level of a sole craftsman.
An echo of the (divine) inspiration theory has never completely died away,
and the understanding of the production of an artwork as a distinctive
process has remained a constant of Western thought."

This is why the irrational element remains relevant or even constitutive
for poetry even when the idea of “divine dictate” dissolves or petrifies as a
mere convention, a possible object of playful self-referentiality, such as in
Ovid’s transgressive love poetry. With his narcissistic, excessive thematiz-
ing of the poet and his role, Ovid ironically subverts generic patterns, stet-
eotypes and even the authorial theory. The astonishing evolutionary curve
whose highest point is definitely marked by Ovid’s elegy cleatly presents
the ancient understanding of authorship in all its complexity. Authorial
awareness comparable to Ovid’s will only evolve after a long time in mod-
ern literatures — to enable the author, indeed in another context and in
a slightly different manner, to re-enter the centre of the literary work as
its genial originator.”” Variety, evolution and inner tensions of authorship
issues in classical literature and philosophy obviously demonstrate that
schematically linear, continuity-based accounts of history of the Western
author simply do not endure.
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NOTES

! Such a pattern is inscribed into history of literature and visual arts through biographi-
cal anecdotes (C. M. Soussloff, The Absolute Artist 43-72).

? As early as in the 17" century, the most modern part of Western Europe has gradu-
ally been reorganized into a society of mass consumption, and literary works — under
the conditions of growing welfare and literacy — have been turned into widely accessible
commodities. Until the end of the century, when newspapers and periodicals had become
indispensable, the mass market for literature had also become operative. In Britain par-
ticularly, the progtess of printing and book-selling took place quite early, and the need for
legislative solution of authorial rights (copyright) led to the “Statute of Anne” in 1710,
which enthroned the author as a legal category. The authorial right gained the status of
proprietorial right, and the author’s work was turned into a commodity. It is important
to note that the author as a legal category has not come into being as a product of reflec-
tion in philosophy or poetics, but in the interest of business and trade (Rose, Awuthors and
Omwners).

3 Cf. Pietre Bourdieu, The Rules of Art.

*The 13" century Franciscan monk St. Bonaventura discriminates four (equivalent)
types of textual producers: serjpfor who literally copies the words of others, compilator
who merges the quotations, comentator that adds comments, and auctor who uses his own
words.

>The notion of the cohetrent “romantic author” itself can also be viewed as merely a
construction of 20™ century theorists that intended to shake the “tyranny of the authot”.
Such a thesis was developed in Ken Ruthven’s Faking Literature, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2001 (Bennett, The Author 71).

¢ The same goes for its performance: during the recitation, the singers (thapsodists),
ornamented with colourful clothes and golden wreaths, “under the power of music and
metre”, are out of their minds, they ate inspired and possessed (lor 534a).

"'The question of “meaning” of Plato’s texts remains highly complicated — because of
their literary, dialogic structure, uncertain identification of (philosopher) Plato with the
protagonist of dialogues Socrates, and especially because of the irony in Socrates’ dis-
course. According to many interpreters, literal understanding of the “expulsion of the
poets” is completely false (Kocijanci¢, Platon 11: 997-1002).

¥ Authorship of the essay as well as the identity of its writer remains unclear. The text
itself most probably originates from the 1% century.

? When Longinus recommends the creative imitation of great poetic predecessors, he
maintains that from the creative genius of ancient writers some kind of emanation is enter-
ing the spirit of those that compete with them, such as from some kind of sacred orifices
(On the sublimre X111).

1" Each of them has its own complex reception history which can not be discussed here
— even though these histories are far from trivial.

' Such a “signature” of course already presupposes a specific degree of fixation of both
the text as an accomplished entity and an individual as its (main) creator.

"2 With Homer as an assumed individual author of both great epics, the situation is
even more complicated because of the problem of the transmission of stoties in the oral
culture, leaning on a completely different concept of authorship. In The Singer of Tales
(1960), Albert Lord claims that Homer is a7 the same time very individual and a part of the
oral tradition. He might have raised both texts to a new level, but he inherited much more
than just the plots. In oral culture, each individual performance is unique but at the same
time essentially traditional. In fact “collective authorship”, even if sometimes obscured,

235



The Author: Who or What Is Writing Literature?

236

has remained a common practice in later periods as well (cf. Stillinger, Multiple Authorship;
Lessig, Free Culture).

¥ “And now, O Muses, dwellers in the mansions of Olympus, tell me / for you ate
goddesses and are in all places so that you see all / things, while we know nothing but by
report ...” (The lliad 11: 484—480).

' Such a sublimation is unprecedented. A woman gains fatal power over the poet, and
Catullus’ Lesbia becomes a prototype of later “queens of heart”.

1% “Poets were once the concern of gods and kings: / and the ancient chorus earned a
big reward. / A bard’s dignity was inviolable: his name was honoured, / and he was often
granted vast wealth” (Ars amatoria 111: 405-408).

1 Cf. Ars amatoria 111: 403—404. More setiously the theme sounds in the finale verses of
Ovid’s epic masterpiece Matamorphoses (XV: 871-879).

7 Of course, he also advises that readers read “Naso” when recovering from love: “You
read your Ovid then, when you learnt about love; / now the same Ovid’s to be read by
you” (Remedia amoris 71-72).

'® Which is, according to Bennett, one of the key features of the Romantic author (The
Idea of the Author 659).

' The euphoric dimension has never completely abandoned the modern understanding
of authorship — even before it came back in the Romantic vision of a poet as a visionary,
isolated from the world.

% Most often quoted in this respect is probably Wordsworth’s revised prologue to Lyrz-
cal Ballads from 1802 (Bennett, The Idea of the Author 654).
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Although the 1960s and 1970s brought about explicit declarations of the death of the
author (Barthes) and sought other concepis fo replace it (e.g. Michel Foucault's autho-
rial function ), the author survived. Where does our inability to locate and define an
author of literature come from? My hypothesis is that an answer can be found through
analysis of the heterogeneous nature of our subject, to be more precise, in an analysis
of his/her two roles - empirical author and author as a function who is, according to
Foucault, located on the threshold of a text or a discourse.

The paper deals with two autobiographical texts by the Slovene writer Lojze Kovacic

- descriptions of the author’s experiences in primary school as he described them in

novels Basel and Otroske stvari (Childish Things ).

Keywords: literary theory / author / authorship / autobiography / autobiographical
literature / Kovaci¢, Lojze
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Introduction

Roland Barthes declared the death of the author and shifted the at-
tention to the role of the reader in 1968. His statement was just one of
the most famous results of an ongoing crisis of the romantic concept of
an author, which has changed our perception of literary texts to a cer-
tain point, but failed to erase the author completely. Tomaz Toporisi¢
has taken this crisis of an author as the starting point of his analyses of
the playwright’s role in the theatre of the 1980s and 1990s. Although the
playwright seemed to be obsolete and although the dramatic text could
be written by performers themselves, so-called post-dramatic texts (for
instance texts by Elfriede Jelinek and Sarah Kane) brought about renewed
popularity of playwrights and thus of the author. In his own words, “the
playwright has survived again and again the chain of his/her own crises,
and has at the same time found himself/herself in an unbearable position
between expressions ‘to end’ and ‘to begin” (Toporisi¢ 269). Where does
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this vicious circle of endings and new beginnings stem from? Is it a con-
sequence of the heterogeneous nature of our subject? To be more precise,
of its two roles: 1) the empirical author, and 2) the author-function, which
is a part of a discourse or is set at its threshold?

At the end of his paper “What is an Author?” Michel Foucault pro-
posed some directions for future research.

Is it not possible to re-examine, as a legitimate extension of this kind of analysis,
the privileges of a subject? Clearly, in undertaking an internal and architectonic
analysis of a work [...] and in delimiting psychological and biographical refer-
ences, suspicions atise concerning the absolute nature and creative role of the
subject. But the subject should not be entirely abandoned. It should be reconsid-
ered, not to restore the theme of an originating subject, but to seize its functions,
its intervention in discourse, and its system of dependencies. (314)

Foucault thus advocates that we should analyse an author both in his/
her empitical form as well as in his/her role inside a discourse. My analysis
will deal with two fragments of autobiographical novels by Slovene author
Lojze Kovaci¢. They both describe his first encounters with educational
system when he entered alimentary school in Basel. The first novel, enti-
tled Basel, was written from February till April 1983 and the second one
Otroske stvari (Childish Things) in March 2003. The choice of autobiogra-
phy is on the one hand due to the fact that it presupposes the strong role
of an empirical author and, on the other, that it ensures a more or less
invariable story. Differences between the two texts should thus show the
role of an author-function. The results of our analysis should give ground
to further exploration of an autobiography and reliability of it, and at the
same time pose questions about the role of empirical author in non-auto-
biographical fiction. Before we start dealing with both texts, however, we
have to explain our choice, which rests on the features of autobiography.

The Fictional and Pragmatic Nature of Autobiography

Although there has been an ongoing debate on how to define autobi-
ography in the generic sense and there have been different terms proposed
— from autobiographical fiction or literature to the novel as autobiography
(see Koron) —I will use the term autobiography as a designation of different
kinds of texts in which “a protagonist speaks himself about his own life”
(Leben 84). Both Alenka Koron and Andrej Leben, who are trying to install
autobiography in a system of literary genres, stress a mixture of fiction and
reality, fiction and non-fiction ... as its main feature. It comes as no surprise
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then that Leben suggests a method of empirical literary science to be the
most suitable for analysing autobiography as it gives special attention to the
empirical author as literary producer as well as to his relationships to literary
protagonists and narrators (literary post-processing) (Leben 89).

In our case, of course, the author, narrator and protagonist are basically
the same person in different roles inside literary discourse. The empirical
authot’s experience stays the same although we might have to consider the
possibility that a change in the author’s attitude towards his past can also
change his memory or experience that is imprinted on it. The narrator-
protagonist is invented by and for each text separately and is thus probably
on the threshold of a literary discourse. It creates it, but at the same time
itis a part of it and is hence modified by it. In this sense an autobiography
is especially suitable for our purpose as it seems that both authorial roles
that are of our interest are very much evident and accentuated in it. We
should thus be able to come to a somewhat clear image of them, their
features and limits.

Basel

Lojze Kovacic was born in Basel to a Swiss mother and Slovene father.
His father refused Swiss citizenship and his family was hence deported
back to Yugoslavia in 1938. The novel Base/ describes the author’s first
return to his home city in 1972, after 36 years of exile. He wanders around
and visits numerous houses where his family lived, streets and edifices that
marked his childhood, and his sister Margrit who stayed in Switzerland
and never left the city. The novel was written in 1983 and published six
years later.

An interesting fact that one notices right at the beginning is an unusual
switch in the narrator’s perspective. The novel starts and finishes with a
first-person narrator, which is common in autobiographies; however, in
Basel the narration almost instantly shifts into a third-person one, creat-
ing a distance between the narrator and the protagonist regardless of the
temporal proximity of the action. This gives the impression of an objec-
tive narrator who states the facts and could explain protagonists’ feelings,
actions etc., but as the story unfolds we realize that only the author’s feel-
ings and thoughts are being described, whereas with other protagonists
the narrator limits himself to descriptions of their actions. In other words,
the choice of a third person narrator makes for an autobiographical nar-
ration that would presuppose a first-person narrator and an impression of
quasi-objectivity.
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The second thing, which probably stems from existentialist and mod-
ernist narrative patterns, is the frequent use of ellipsis, which results in
strands of observations and pieces of memory that remain unexplained
and at the same time seem more authentic.

In a fragment about his elementary school the narrator goes to the
most traumatic points of his experience immediately after the first descrip-
tion of the place. The latter is in complete contrast with the fact that he
was first transferred to the front row because he could not learn anything;
later even his family could not teach him and finally he was transferred to
the Hilfsschule (a class for children with special needs).

Place de I’Etoile. Look, there is only a small, pink and washed up sacred-profane
building with two small towers left from that huge red-brick school that looked
like a gothic cathedral with two towers where a small bell was announcing inter-
missions. (Base/ 169)"

His memories end as abruptly as they started when the protagonist
and his companion leave the place and are back to their reality. Base/ is
like a pile of impressions from the past and present that have no order or
perspective, but nevertheless create the author’s identity, upon which he
reflects on the train while travelling back to Yugoslavia. He asks himself:
“From which experience have I learnt something? And which are those
that will stay and be the basis of my repentance?” (Base/ 187)*

The answer to these questions were sought by Lojze Kovaci¢ in his last
project — two novels Otroske stvar: (Childish Things) and Zrele reci (Mature
things) where he tried to draw the line under his life — which was unfortu-
nately interrupted by his death on 1 May 2004.

Childish Things

Childish Things is the last novel written by Lojze Kovaci¢. He finished it
in March 2003 and only two months later it was published with Academic
Press in Ljubljana. Although the description of his elementary school and
his first days in it is three times as long as in Base/, the story is practically
identical. There are a few inconsistencies, e.g. in Base/ he mentions two
schoolteachers in the Hilfsschute, in Childish Things only one; in Base/he does
not describe the loss of his new satchel, and in general he adds more de-
tails in Childish Things. Nevertheless, our perceptions of the two fragments
differ because of the way they are told.

The most obvious distinctions are: 1) the consistent first-person nar-
ration, and 2) the chronological and causal plot in Chéldish Things. In other
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words, the author’s late novel is closer to traditional autobiography as “a
protagonist speaks himself about his own life” (Leben 84) and shows us
an image of the world that tries to be whole. No wonder, since Kovaci¢
called his last novel Postseript I, thus indicating that he probably wanted to
round up his life experience and come to some conclusions.

A more subtle, but probably also more a powerful distinction between
the two fragments is the fact that in Childish Things Kovaci¢ uses a set of
metaphors and indications to announce the future events and to present the
protagonist’s own feelings. The fragment hence starts with a hairdresser and
his father giving him a haircut and changing him into someone he does not
know. Excitement at the first day of school mixes with a glance of Hiffsschule
and the feeling that he is confined to the institution against his will:

This was already my third involuntary arrival in a foreign institution, but my aver-
sion really started with this last one. They took us in twos to the side wing in front
of the doors in a hallway where there was another untidy door that led to the
Hilfsschule attended only by imbeciles and cripples and had an entrance from the
side street by wooden staits. (Ofroske 126)°

This impression of confinement becomes more accentuated as he can-
not learn anything and the community gradually excludes him. He thus
starts missing school and going to the Rhine River. He can let his imagina-
tion loose again and he feels free from the restraints of the society, but
at the same time he realises he will never be able to be a successful part
of it. Although he realises that beauty and money distinguish people one
from another he knows that “this wish will never come true, even when |
am hundred years old and seriously ill” (O#roske 139). The exclusion finally
manifests itself in his banishment from a normal class. Although fright-
ened and humiliated he finds his means to survive by scaring off other
kids during intermissions. At the end he also describes his return to Basel
and his disappointment when his old school, the object of his traumatic
experience, turns out to be no more than a single-storey building.

An Author and His Roles

It is tempting to infer from what has been described that one should
distinguish the two roles of an author. First, an empirical author with his/
her memory that is being described and is thus more or less invariable,
and second, an author-function that arranges a particular text or discourse.

In our case the empirical author, Lojze Kovaci¢, describes his traumatic
memory of alimentary school in Basel, however, he does that each time
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through a different approach. In Base/ he wants to record his impressions
as he would like to observe whether he has changed in these 36 years
of exile and perhaps notice the roots of his destiny; in Childish Things he
seems to have all the material set and he is editing it, looking for causes
and consequences, writing his chronology in such a way that it would
finally make sense.

However, this last statement warns us against our first assumption.
Clearly, without an intention of empirical author or authors there can be
no production of text. Furthermore, with a traditional way of writing — I
disregard here modern experiments with so called authorless texts written
by text algorithms — an author has to choose the basic parameters, such as
a form of narrator, of narration, etc.

Auto poetic texts are probably the most reliable way to investigate
this theme, so let us look at one of them by Lojze Kovacic. It is entitled
Literatura ali $ivljenje (Literature or Life) and was written on a theme that
was discussed at the Vilenica literary festival in 1995. Kovaci¢, among
other things, gives us two main reasons for his writing. “First: to express
my misfortune. Second: to find an appropriate form that might fit chaos.”
(Literatura 31)* Immediately he continuous with his credo:

There is a conviction that I have had from the first day of my writing, thus I
could say I am writing under its dictate. The conviction that /terature should never be
ashamed of itself before life. And that bad literature shonld — especially if one is its author
— always blush before good |literature]. (Literatura 31)°

Lojze Kovaci¢ thus not only described his own memories in his work
but also tried to find an appropriate form that would fit chaos, i.e. life. In
other words he wanted to introduce some order and round up his exist-
ence. He tried to do that in Childish Things, more precisely in an unfinished
project of Postscript I and 1. According to this, one might say that the
empirical author is not only the source of literary material but also the
one that defines the basic parameters of a narration (narrator, protago-
nists, general artistic orientation). However, at this point we are already
at the threshold of a discourse. As we have shown in an analysis of both
fragments, the choice of a narrator and thus a point of view is crucial for
their differences. The choice of a third-person narrator and modernist
technique of narration in Base/ results in its objective and distanced atmos-
phere, whereas a first-person narrator who foretells the tragic destiny of
the author using narration patterns of realism probably creates a stronger
emotional impact on a reader. At the same time we have to acknowledge
the author’s remark that he searches for the right form to suit his existence
and that the quality of his work cannot be predicted and directed.
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Following Foucault we can say that an authot’s function in our case
is to choose a subject and the basic parameters of a narration. With the
latter he already intervenes in a discourse; however, he is also dependent
on an author-function which starts with the same intervention and works
inside the discourse and abiding its own rules. The result is thus unpredict-
able, even more so when we also take a recipient’s response into account.
Kowvacic¢ describes these dependencies in a following way.

You face them [readers| and they question you mercilessly — why have you eased
the pain or covered the mess with an epithet, adjective or only with a choice of
expression — and thus you realize again and again that both writing and reading
stem from the same impulse. It is not enough to write a good book, you should
write your heart out and let all your stars burn in flame. (Léteratura 27)°

But all these questions which we usually address to the empirical au-
thor should actually be directed to an author-function as a choice of par-
ticular words is probably as, if not actually more, dependent on the rules
of a discourse itself.

Should we then repeat, following Barthes, that “we know that to give
writing its future, it is necessary to overthrow the myth: the birth of the
reader must be at the cost of the death of the Author” (Barthes 148)? One
could think of a machine or even a person who writes according to set
rules and facts. Articles from press agencies would probably make for a
fine example. Of course we can argue that this set of rules has also been
set by someone or a group of people who can thus be considered empiri-
cal authors, but still we have to admit that such kind of subjectivity is less
noticeable, if we can notice it at all. In spite of this, Barthes’s inference
is wrong. Dependence on the empirical author is even used by Kovacic,
and here we have to agree with him, to defend literature against modern
electronic media:

Behind every incident there has to be a human being who reshapes it in himself,
in his dreams and consciousness, chemically, architectonically, to define its gravity
in its nucleus and cover. Everything else that we cannot reshape in the depths of
our being, doesn’t touch us and stays on the outside, just a piece of information,
a deserted stubble field, which spreads further with every following piece into the
far distance and indifference. (Literatura 12)’

Not only the empirical author is dependent on the author-function, on
language and recipient’s response; it is also the language, a piece of infor-
mation, a recipient and hence an author-function that is dependent on the
empirical author. We can thus speak of interdependence that should be at
the core of our interest.
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Conclusion

I realize that my paper raises more questions than provides answers.
The analysis should further investigate the role of an empirical author in
a non-autobiographical fiction, in fiction written by a group of authors,
changes that might occur with translations where different rules of the
destination language and recipients’ expectations might play an important
role etc. All these have to be left for some future occasion as I would like
to conclude by answering my original question.

Where does the recurring crisis of an author stem from? Is it a conse-
quence of a heterogeneous nature of our subject?

As our analysis has shown the answer is positive. The recurrence of
the crisis of the author is a consequence of its very nature. As neither an
empirical nor author-function are complete in itself we tend to discard
one of them as redundant and obsolete, but, as they are absolutely de-
pendent on each other, we can never get rid of either of them completely.
Doubitlessly their proportion varies from text to text, genre to genre — in
the case of autobiography one might say that the empirical author has a
dominant role — and they overlap at the threshold of a discourse, which
further complicates the matter — but this does not make our work impos-
sible. One should go to the other extreme and compare literature with
machine generated texts in order to define the limits of an author-func-
tion, find the degree of an empirical author that changes such texts into
literature and, of course, to further test the interdependence of our two
roles.

Nevertheless, at this point we can conclude that an awareness of a fact
that an author has a heterogeneous nature can prevent us from going to
extremes — declaring his/her death or praising his/her genius — and urge
us to investigate the complexity of positions that are or could be created
in the middle.

NOTES

! Translations from Slovene by Gasper Troha.

“Place de I'Etoile. Glej, od velikanske, gotski stolnici podobne Sole iz rdecih opek z
dvema stolpoma, v kateri je mali zvon oglasal odmore, je ostala samo nekaksna majhna,
roza izprana sakralna-profana bajta z dvema turenckoma.”

2 “Iz katerih izkustev sem se nekaj naucil? In katera so, ki so se odbrala, da bodo pod-
laga mojemu kesanjur”

3 “To je bil Ze moj tretji prihod v tuji zavod, v katerega sem moral, a moj pravi odpor
se je zares zacel Sele tukaj. Odvedli so nas v dvostopih v stransko krilo, pred vrata na ho-
dniku, kjer so bila na koncu $e ena, zanemarjena vrata, za katerimi je bila pomozna $ola,
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ki so jo obiskovali sami bebci in pohabljenci in v katero se je prislo iz stranske ulice po
lesenih stopnicah.”

* “Prvi: da izrazim svojo nesreco. Drugi: da bi kaosu nasel formo, ki bi se mu mogoce
prilegala.”

° “Eno prepricanje me preveva od prvega dne pisanja do danes, tako da lahko recem,
da ze ves cas pisem pod njegovim diktatom. Prepricanje namrec, da se literatura nikoli ne sme
sramovati pred ivljenjem. In da mora slaba literatura — posebno kadar si jo zagresil sam — venomer
zardevati pred dobro.”

¢ “Iz oci v odi se sooca$ z njimi, neizprosno te povprasujejo po vsem — zakaj si nekje
z epitetom, adjektivi ali zgolj s tonom pridusil to ali ono nesreco ali godljo — in tako vsa-
kokrat znova zves, da tako branje kot pisanje izhajata iz istih pobud. Ni dovolj, da spises$
samo dobro knjigo, marvec da si tudi izpises$ stce iz prsi, da pustis, da zagotijo vse tvoje
zvezde.”

7 “Za vsakim pripetljajem mora biti zmeraj clovek, ki tak dogodek predela v sebi, v snu
in budnosti, kemicno, arhitektonsko, da precizira njegovo tezo v jedru in lupini. Vse drugo,
¢esar ne moremo predelati v globini svojega organizma, se nas ne dotakne in ostaja zunaj
nas, zgolj informacija, pusto strnis¢e, ki se z vsako nadaljnjo informacijo $iri v nedogled
in vseenost.”
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UDK 82.0:808.1

In Peter Carey’s True History of the Kelly Gang the notorious Australian
outlaw Ned Kelly writes two versions of a letter in which he gives an ac-
count of his history of poverty and persecution by the police, and then
remarks: “Thus were I drawn into this occupation as author” (318). One
of these letters is to his as yet unborn daughter, so that she may have
the story directly from the voice of her father, and she may know her
origins — unlike Ned, whose father’s silence over his history and “the
Great Transportation” leaves the children alone and “ignorant as tad-
poles spawned in puddles on the moon” (334). The other letter is ad-
dressed to Donald Cameron, a Member of the Legislative Assembly who,
unlike the law and the police, seemed prepared to listen to his story (he
wasn’t). On the one hand, Ned’s authorship would transmit the cultural,
historical, and personal memory of his Irish-Australian family to endow
his daughter with an awareness of her identity; on the other, having his
own story heard by the law would grant Ned himself the legal subject-
hood he had been denied (he had been made an outlaw that could be shot
on sight by anyone). The first letter binds him #orally to telling the truth
about himself; the second requires that he do so /ega/ly. We might see this
as an only slightly complicated version of Lejeune’s “autobiographical
pact”, according to which the author of an autobiography undertakes, in
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a kind of legal contract with his reader, to speak sincerely in a referential
form of writing and to guarantee the coincidence of author, narrator and
character in the proper name printed on the cover of the book (Lejeune
20).

Ned Kelly’s first-person words are of course in fact not Kelly’s, they
are Carey’s (even if they are based on letters written by Kelly himself):'
the (fictional) autobiography is of another, historical individual, and I shall
call it heterobiography.? In the heterobiographical situation, where the author
speaks in the first person as someone else whom we recognise as having
existed historically, the autobiographical pact no longer applies. However,
one effect of heterobiography, precisely because of the impossibility of
holding the author (the name on the cover) responsible for the factuality
of the first-person narrative (by the narrator-character), is to throw into
even sharper relief the link between author and words. Carey’s choice of
an outlaw as his protagonist further highlights this link in the legal con-
text (which Lejeune’s pact also gestures to), where one cannot speak as
another, take on another’s first person voice, and assume the responsibil-
ity of the other’s words. In law, the relationship of identity and the tie of
responsibility between a subject and his/her words is direct, exclusive,
and based on intention. Impersonating another may thus be seen as both
legally and morally reprehensible, except in licensed situations (such as the
theatre, art). It is the interaction between the legal and the ethical in rela-
tion to authorship and authorial responsibility, especially as they concern
literary criticism, that I am concerned with here.

One of the strongest objections to Lejeune’s autobiographical pact is
surely Paul de Man’s essay “Autobiography as De-facement”. De Man
accuses Lejeune of stubbornness (“and 1 call his insistence stubborn be-
cause it does not seem to be founded in argument or evidence,”) (71) in
considering the reading pact as a legal, cognitive, and “representational”
one, continuously leaping from the “contractual” to the ontological plane,
disregarding the fact that language is a system of tropes (“The name on the
title page is not the proper name of a subject capable of self-knowledge
and understanding, but the signature that gives the contract legal, though
by no means epistemological, authority,”) (71). It is in this context that
de Man arrives at what may be his most famous — even nototious — state-
ments on the subject. He attacks the notion of a “simpler mode of ref-
erentiality, of representation, and of diegesis” that autobiography would
possess over fiction, and asks: “But are we so certain that autobiography
depends on reference [...]?” On the contrary, in the most striking appar-
ent reversal of logic, he argues:
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We assume that life produces the autobiography as an act produces its consequen-
ces, but can we not suggest, with equal justice, that the autobiographical project
may itself produce and determine the life and that whatever the writer does is in
fact governed by the technical demands of self-portraiture and thus determined,
in all its aspects, by the resources of its medium? And since the mimesis here as-
sumed to be operative is one mode of figuration among others, does the referent
determine the figure, or is it the other way round: is the illusion of reference not a
correlation of the structure of the figure, that is to say no longer clearly and simply
a referent at all but something more akin to a fiction which then, however, in its
own turn, acquires a degree of referential productivity? (68—69)

As we know, Paul de Man’s biographical link of responsibility to his
own words came back to haunt him posthumously with the discovery of
the collaborationist newspaper articles he had written during the Nazi oc-
cupation of Belgium.” And indeed, de Man’s illustrations of his theoretical
considerations in “Autobiography as De-facement” through a close read-
ing of images of disfiguration and mutilation in Wordsworth, as well as
the frequent appearance of figures of violence and dismemberment in his
writing, were then taken by some critics (for example, Corngold) to be the
index of de Man’s continued violent, fascist mindset. It isn’t surprising
thus that de Man — the ironically unwitting protagonist of this paradoxical
return of the biographical author “back to centre stage” (Burke 1) and of
what some may see as a very apt example of modern hubris and downfall
— has become the more or less veiled subject of, or occasion for, several
fictions hinging on crime and academia, such as Gilbert Adait’s The Death
of the Author (1992) and John Banville’s more recent Shroud (2002).

The former in particular enacts and literalises, within the structure of
a parodic detective novel, the paradoxical condition of the “death of the
authot” (the reference is of course to Roland Barthes’s famous essay by
that title). Its protagonist Leopold Sfax, thinly disguising Paul de Man,
writes autobiographically about his youth (in France rather than Belgium),
his collaborationist writing under Nazi occupation, his post-war emigra-
tion to America, his academic career, his anxiety of being discovered, his
denial of the tie between author and words (in the novel, the “death of the
authot” is a theory intentionally and specifically invented by Sfax as post-
facto alibi), the type of language used, including some direct citations, and
how it may give rise to accusations of violence (Sfax comments on his
own “intemperance of language” which “more than one hostile commen-
tator” describes as “fundamentally fascistic in nature, shot through with
ideological nihilism and amorality,” 102). Killed by one of his students,
Sfax continues to write after death, making the “death of the author” a
“literal” event biographically as well as theoretically.
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There are a number of questions arising from all this which would be
interesting to pursue but which I can only sketch briefly here. One would
concern the fraught debate on whether the biographical revelations on de
Man simply exposed, once and for all, the fundamental ethical vacuity,
critical hypocrisy, and theoretical equivocations of the deconstructionist
project; or, conversely, whether de Man’s critical writings over several dec-
ades following the war elaborated in fact a difficult reflection on his eatly
journalistic pieces (a reflection on the relationship between language and
ideology), without the solace of the act of public confession and the rite
of abjuration and denunciation of earlier mistakes which would expose
guilt, but whose function, ultimately, would be to cleanse and exculpate. A
related question would be whether those critiques that seized on authorial
biography to condemn a theory of radical linguistic and literary autonomy
were engaging in some form of self-righteous academic scavenging (gloat-
ing, hypocritical criticism, or, we might say, hypocriticisn: criticism aimed at
reiterating and promoting one’s own cause in what could be seen as oppor-
tunistic exploitation of someone else’s disgrace?); or, otherwise, whether
such critiques were simply pointing to the ineluctability of an ethical link
of responsibility between the author and his/her words, and therefore to
the inescapable impasse or even bankruptcy of theoretical positions that
deny this. Another, related question would thus be whether it is possible
to dissociate literary criticism (exercised exclusively on the text) and bio-
graphical questions (this is the context of de Man’s controversial assertions
that “considerations of the actual and historical existence of writers are a
waste of time from a critical viewpoint” (“Form and Intent” 35), and that
“death is a displaced name for a linguistic predicament” (“Autobiography
as De-facement” 81)); or whether this disjunction is at all possible. This in
turn raises two more questions: whether the validity of a theory of reading
depends on the moral stature of its proponent; and, as is crucially brought
into focus by the heterobiographical situation, whether an author ever has
a right (a right based on biographical fact) to speak as another historical
being: to “usurp” someone else’s voice and words — at best, to give voice
to another, as if that voice (one’s own) were the other’s. Taken together,
the biographical link to one’s words and the requirement of morality for
the author risk leading to various forms of essentialism (can Pound be a
good poet if he was fascist? can a white writer represent the voice of a
negro slave? — see for example the controversy around William Styron’s
The Confessions of Nat Turner); but then one would also have to ask: what
when a subject had no chance of self-representation in his or her own life,
in his or her own voice — the slave, the illiterate, the outlaw whose voice is
not allowed to be heard by the law? What if it is only through the voice of
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the other that theirs can be heard, even if only as the reverberation of an
echo?® Carey speaks as Ned Kelly — fictionally — because Kelly wasn’t able
to get his words listened to — historically, legally.

The theme of the requirement of the authot’s assumption of moral re-
sponsibility will also bring to mind Sartre’s demand in the immediate post-
war period that writers be committed; that they ask, what would happen
if everyone read my words? (14) and act accordingly. Words are loaded
pistols (15); they are not innocent, and their effect is the author’s respon-
sibility just as much as the shot is the responsibility of the one who pulls
the trigger. Far from de Man’s insistence on the unbridgeable gap between
word and world, Sartre invites the writer to restore a meaning, truthfulness
and integrity based in reference to the words corrupted by the propaganda
of war (216-19). It is this correspondence between word, world and au-
thorial intention that grounds — in what we might call a Sartrean “pact”
— the writer’s necessary commitment.

The two cases of heterobiography that I am using here are very differ-
ent, but they mirror each other in significant ways: an outlaw condemned
and executed for his historical, factual criminal acts and whose autobio-
graphical words of justification were disregarded in life by the law, but
have later made him an official national hero in Australia (refusal to listen
to him in life, sanctification in death); a critic whose written works were
highly regarded during his life until his words came back to haunt not
only his reputation, but also the validity of his critical theories and the
motivation of the writings he authored. In both cases, there is a silence: in
one case, that of the author (de Man never “confessed”, at least in public,
though he wrote on confession (Excuses (Confessions), and it is the public
silence, more than the fact of having written the articles, that appears to
many as the greater guilt); in the other, in the gap between author and ad-
dressee, when Ned’s words fall on the deaf ears of the law. It is out of this
silence that Adair and Carey write, lending a voice (parodic in Adair’s case)
to the historical person-narrator-character, and it is the silence that gener-
ates the heterobiography and the ethical questions that the genre poses.
It appears thus that the heterobiographical first person is located at the
point of encounter of the literary, the historical, the fictional, the critical,
the theoretical, the legal, the ethical, and that it raises questions about all
these, and their interrelations.

Adair’s The Death of the Author was received by many as a mocking
attack on de Man and deconstruction; the quotes on the back cover de-
scribe the book as “a brilliant black satire on cultural cultishness” (Philip
Howard, The Times), “a serious critique of a dodgy intellectual movement”
(Lucasta Miller, Financial Times), and a “dazzling satire of literary-critical
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pretension” — the pretension, that is, of deconstruction, a “fashionable
technique” which assumes that “text means anything the reader wants
it to mean, the author’s intentions are nothing, text does not really have
authors” (Anthony Quinton, The Evening Standard). Yet the intricate, acute,
stylish slipperiness of the novel seems to have taken on board much of the
lesson of Paul de Man and of deconstruction — about undecidability, about
apotia, about the self-voiding nature of literary and critical writing.® Right
at the end, undercutting any pretension to seriousness that might have
lingered, Sfax (who, in a blatant literalisation of the “death of the author”,
continues writing despite the fact that he has been killed) calls the book
“mendacious and mischievous and meaningless”. We may wonder: should
we refer these adjectives metatextually to the book we have just finished
reading (Adair’s), or to the tale-within-the-tale (Sfax’s autobiography)? Or
maybe even to the key of this roman a clef (de Man’s biography)? Is Adair’s
book a stand against deconstruction and the person of de Man, or a joke
perpetrated upon the attacks that have been levelled at them? Or, more
neutrally, simply (in fact not so simply at all) an amusing, witty tale on
the serious question of the possible implications of the theory and on the
polemical debate which raged around the “de Man affair”? In seeking an
answer to these alternatives, the question we are asking, in effect, con-
cerns the personal position of the Author Adair — and I use “Author” in
the sense in which Barthes uses it, which would be equivalent to asking:
what is the “true meaning” of the book, what do the book and its Author
“mean to say”? (Let us not forget that Barthes didn’t “kill” the author as
such, but only as a particular construct of a certain, mainstream, traditional
type of academic criticism that sought to authorise itself and its interpreta-
tions through the authorial vouloir dire.) Whichever personal position we
decide to ascribe to the Author Adair, if we want to ascribe one at all, this
short novel does bring to the fore the ethical aspect of the authorial func-
tion, the question of the writet’s responsibility towards his/her own writ-
ing, and it does it by exploiting those very techniques that are, or at least
appear to be, under attack, such as the construction of textual aporias, the
intricate weaving of intertextual webs, the reversal of causality whereby
the first murder in the novel is shown to be the consequence of the second
and “why” and “because” are used interchangeably (48—49, 59, 129).

Have I any posthumous last words? Not really. As I have discovered to my disap-
pointment, death s merely the displaced name for a linguistic predicament, and
I rather feel like asking for my money back — as perhaps you do too, Reader, on
closing this mendacious and mischievous and meaningless book. (135)
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Is it us, the readers, that have misjudgedly parted with a five-pound note
(the price on the cover of my paperback edition of The Death of the Author
is £4.99), to get in exchange a penny and a cheap, worthless book? Should
we ask for our money back? Was all the fuss worth it? Or aren’t the val-
ues at stake worth at least the market value of the book? (The Death of the
Author has been out of print for several years now, clearly considered by
its publishers not to be worth reprinting; the online price of a second
hand copy at the time of the conference at which this paper was pre-
sented (The Author: Who or What is Writing Literature?, Slovenia, September
2008) reached £188.51; the Reader that had initially bought it and was
now prepared to sell it had clearly done well not to ask for the money
back.”) There seems to be more than tongue in cheek here. Have we been
framed in what Derrida, referring to the indecency of hasty condemnation
and even jubilation by some when the “de Man affair” broke out, calls
the petit jen médiocre of detective fiction (“Comme le bruit” 214), a genre,
almost by definition, based on a structural and narrative bad faith? Has the
real crime been perpetrated — by Adair — against our sensibilities? Writing
about Poe’s The Murders in the Rue Morgue (one of the stories woven into
the rich intertext of Adait’s novel) Shawn Rosenheim argues that the story
may be taken

as an index of a deeper bad faith on the part of the whole genre, in its frequent
imbalance between the detective story’s protracted narrative setup and its often un-
satisfying denouement. Some readers of detective fiction have an embarrassing fe-
eling that its typically gothic revelations are incommensurate with the moral weight
suggested by the genre’s narrative form. In this sense, too, Poe’s orangutan is an
emblem of the story’s readers, who — their attention solicited by an unworthy nar-
rative dilemma — find the real crime has been pacticed on their sensibilities. (68)

What, then, is the real “crime”? Is the book itself cheating us? Both the
criminal and the critical (etymologically cognate words®) involve judge-
ment, evaluation, choice, ability to discriminate — Ned Kelly asks, precise-
ly, for the law’s discrimination before it chooses to incriminate. Doesn’t
“criticism” — intended as a literary, aesthetic and ethical activity performed
on the words of another — demand less haste on our part, better care
and rigour in the avoidance of hypocriticism (criticism with a hidden agenda
— something that critics of Paul de Man were ready to attribute to him)?
In other words, what is our role and our responsibility, as critics? (Derrida
writes of how even the most reductive readings are carried out in the name
of “ethics”, without regard for the most elementary rules of discussion:
“la lecture différenciée ou I’écoute de I'autre, la preuve, 'argumentation,
Panalyse et la citation.” (“Comme le bruit” 225))
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Let us turn again to Ned Kelly: words may be loaded pistols, as Sartre
says, but what if they miss, and no one hears the shot? Ned does try
autobiography, but when the law refuses to listen to his words (indeed,
when the law, by decreeing that he should be shot on sight, legalises the
possibility of his words not even having the chance to be uttered), his
recourse is finally, and literally, to the loaded gun. In this failure of listen-
ing lies perhaps the crux of the matter: that the author’s autobiographical
responsibility for his words risks failure — a literal falling on deaf ears — if
the other to whom the words are addressed refuses to listen, to accept,
evaluate, discriminate in the plurality of their possible meanings — and, yes,
in the manner of their possible links to the biographical person, finally to
reach a decision that will inevitably be personal, contingent, and has the
inherent possibility that it may not be correct, but which must seek not to
be hypocritical. The tie of responsibility, that is, is located not (not only) on
the author’s side of the autobiographical pact but (also) equally binds the
reader/listener/critic.

This may appear — and in several ways it is — as an elaborated version
of the “birth of the reader” that for Roland Barthes is generated by the
“death of the author”. In Barthes’s rethinking of the relationship between
Author, Text and Reader/Critic, the Author (now author, or better: scrip-
tor) no longer controls the meaning of his writings, and the Critic (now
simply “reader”) no longer decrees the worth and value of the Work (now
Text), but is free to play with its productive polysemy. In heterobiographi-
cal texts, hinging as they do around the historicity of their protagonists,
the consequence of reintroducing the centrality of “responsibility” is that
the reguirement for the reader/critic to engage with the polysemy of the
text concerns not only its meaning (its vouloir-dire), which must remain
open, but, more widely, what Barthes had excluded: the complexity of the
historical and ethical situations that both writers and readers respond to.
The very etymology of the word “responsibility” (from the Latin respondere,
to answer, respond, promise in return) entails a responding, an answering
(for), thus a dialogue and a sense of obligation. As readers, we too are
asked to accept our own productive and dialogic responsibility.

Thus accepting the weight of authorial responsibility also requires a
complementary burden of responsibility for the reader. This is a require-
ment in which we may well hear echoes of Derrida’s argument that it is the
“ear of the other” that signs the autobiographical (The Ear of the Other 51), an
ear that must lend itself, must not play deaf. Adair’s The Death of the Author
is dedicated to “the Reader”. On the one hand the dedicatee may be the
non-biographical, depersonalised entity that is supposed to be born from
the death of the author; on the other, however, given the French/Belgian
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critic’s difficulty with the pronunciation of the fricative dental sounds “th”
[6] and [J], which become [t] or [d], “the reader” is turned into [de’ri:dal,
i.e. the Anglicised (mis-)pronunciation of Derrida’s name, effectively dedi-
cating the book to the French deconstructionist philosopher.

If reasserting the notion of authorial responsibility (against such pre-
scriptions as de Man’s conclusion that “considerations of the actual and
historical existence of writers are a waste of time from a critical viewpoint”,
or Barthes’s de-historicising the writer/reader) places an equal burden on
the reader/critic (against such simplistic positions that would limit this to
“the author must tell the truth and be held to his words”), it would appear
then that we reach a kind of aporetic predicament, and that the issue can-
not be resolved through a simple notion of integrity.

For the two heterobiographical texts discussed here, we may encapsulate
the aporias as follows: in the case of Adair/Sfax/de Man, the reserve and
silence of the culprit that does not want to cheapen his guilt through the easy
relief of public confession may turn out to be the best way to hold on to
one’s own integrity, and it may be the result of a continued inner debate
over one’s morally troubling past — or it may not, it may simply be a case of
trying to escape undetected: we shall never know for sure. Conversely, in the
case of Carey/Ned Kelly, integrity may reside in pretending to be another —a
criminal — and speaking in their voice, on the one hand taking on the respon-
sibility to give them a voice while, on the other, abdicating the responsibility
to be answerable for the accuracy of their first-person narrative, even at the
risk of appropriating their story, substituting a truth with another; where
responsibility, that is, would reside in the integrity of a fiction that, insofar as
it is fiction, makes it impossible for the author to guarantee the truthfulness
of his words — which doesn’t necessarily mean lying or misrepresentation
of the truth, but it may: we shall never know for sure.

It is on this insoluble double either/or, ending in “we shall never know
for sure”, that I am going to conclude these thoughts on “this occupation
as author”, because I cannot offer any definitive way out of the impasse
of authorial or reader responsibility (it would be impossible), and can only
point to the inescapability of the aporias that prevents an easy solution
(ethical and aesthetical) to such thorny and varied issues as the legal, epis-
temological and ontological implications of the “autobiographical pact”,
the traditional assumptions of superiority of truth over fiction and of con-
fession over silence — all aspects that may seems to be heterogeneous to
one another, but which the heterobiographical text brings together. “We
shall never know for sure”: this shouldn’t make us give up in despair, or
gladly abandon, the notion of responsibility, but make us see it as even
more crucial and more central to our activity as literary critics.
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NOTES

""These ate the letter to Donald Cameron MLA (who had opposed in the Legislative
Assembly the Felons Apprehension Act) to ask for redress of the injustice Kelly claimed
was being perpetrated against him and his family, but which was not published in the pa-
pers, as Kelly had hoped; and the 58-page long Jerilderie letter, which he planned to have
privately printed in Jerilderie, where he robbed the local bank (this plan failed too, as the
printer managed to escape and the letter was later handed in to the police). The autograph
of the Cameron Letter has been lost, and it only exists in a copy made by a clerk. The
original of the Jerilderie Letter is in the State Library of Victoria (where Kelly’s famous
armour is also held). A facsimile with transctiption is at http://www.slv.vic.gov.au/collec-
tions/treasures/jerilderieletter/jerilderie00.html (accessed 2.2.2009). A list and transcrip-
tion of all of Ned Kelly’s known letters and notes can be found at http:/ /www.itonoutlaw.
com/html/writings.html (accessed 2.2.2009).

T have used this term before, for example in ““Allowing it to speak out of him’ The
Heterobiographies of David Malouf, Antonio Tabucchi and Marguerite Yourcenat”.

* These can be read in de Man, Wartime Journalism. The companion volume Responses on
Panl de Man’s Wartime Journalism, eds. Hamacher, Hertz, and Keenan, gathers several reac-
tions to these pieces, both supportive and accusatory of their author.

* Jacques Derrida denounces: “il s’agit toujours de sauter sur une occasion [...] On ne
résiste plus a la tentation d’exploiter 4 fout prix une aubaine” (“Comme le bruit” 220).

> Marguetite Yourcenar desctibes Mémoires d’Hadrien (another example of heterobiogra-
phy) as “portrait d’une voix” (527).

¢ The biographical fact that Adair is the translator of Georges Perec’s La disparition (as
A Void), further demonstrates his interest in complex and challenging ethical, literary and
technical questions.

" 'The highest price found online at the time of writing this is £59.10, still a significant
gain on the initial cost.

8 “Crime,” Latin erzmen-criminis (judicial decision, charge, indictment), from the base of
cernere (cf. p. p. eretus) (to sift, distinguish, decide); “critic,” Greek rinesthai (from which
crinein, to separate, decide, judge), both from the Indo-European root *(5)g(e)rei. See On-
ions, s.2.
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Comparisons among cultures open up new perspectives. Here, I shall
present a comparative discussion of western Huropeans and how they
came to terms with the otherness of Natives in the New World and how
that called into question their own authority as authors and indeed their
worldview. This representation of the Natives is a recurrent theme. Often
this representation and “translation” involved an overcoming of or coming
to terms with other “barbarous” cultures as well as an inheritance from a
previous empire or a rival. Figures like Columbus, Caminha, Las Casas,
Vitoria, Montaigne, Léry, Ralegh, Shakespeare, Aphra Behn and others
raise issues of their own authority in terms of being eyewitnesses to en-
counters with Natives and slaves or as those who represent the strangeness
of the Americas. Making familiar the strange and the strange the familiar
occur simultaneously in some texts. Customs, women, cannibals all recall
Herodotus, Pliny, Tacitus and other antecedents. Theotists like Tzvetan
Todorov and Michel de Certeau have discussed otherness in the context of
new world travel accounts, but I shall attempt to do so from a more overtly
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comparative point of view. Moreover, I shall try to widen the discussion
beyond their interests in Cortés and Montaigne. Questions of being there,
of the rhetorical contract between writer and reader, and the typology of
the Old and New World will be among my concerns over the truth and lies
that the authors and readers of travel accounts must negotiate. This might
be an ethnology of reading or a use of ethnology to see the otherness within
or the dramatic tension between self and other that writers and readers then
and now experience. First, I wish to provide some context for otherness.

Background

Otherness is something we can come to recognize in ourselves. We are
sometimes alienated from ourselves in the sense that we are conscious of
our estrangement from nature or the precariousness of life and the untold
certainty of death. Even if we were to stay in the same place and not go
far, we would see the cycle of life and death and understand our being a
part from, while being a part of, nature.

If a person were to live in a circumscribed space and was to observe
nature, he or she would see birth, growth and death, witness peace and
violence, especially in the countryside. Nature is a book that yields many
points of view and can give evidence for many ideas about life. The same
would be true about observing people alone and in groups. None of this
is surprising, but it is worth remembering that otherness is not in and of
itself exotic or distant but constitutes an aspect of ourselves.

When a child learns to read, he or she encounters in print a re-enact-
ment in a different mode of the acquisition of language. Infants encounter
the world without being able to articulate words for the first months of
their lives. They hear sounds and then imitate and apply them to the world
about them. In time they build sentences, paragraphs and narratives in
speech and writing. They come to learn that words represent and refract
the world symbolically but are not the world.

In a sense language attempts to integrate us into the world through
description and understanding, but it also reminds us of our alienation
from the world. If our thoughts and being were one and the same with
the world, we would not need language. Language is, then, a tool to un-
derstand the world, but is also a means of expressing the estrangement
that human consciousness feels from the natural environment. In learning
to read, if a child had only two books, and assuming this was a child who
grew up with a Western education some time in the past five hundred
years, then he or she might read the Bib/e and a book of Greek and Roman
myths, so let us suppose this volume to be Ovid’s Metamorphoses.
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In those two books, the child, who might have more basic redactions
of those works until a certain age, could find the fall of Adam and Eve,
who came to eat of the fruit of the knowledge of good and evil, and of the
various transformations in life and death of figures among the Greek and
Roman mortals who play out a drama of transformation. These changes
in the Bible and Ovid show that life is not stable, secure and unified, but,
rather, unstable, insecure and divided. But in the Bzbl and Ovid there are
transformations that try to mend this Judeo-Christian and pagan sense
of alienation. In Ovid, transformations occur that save the mortal from
a situation or death and may even take a human and make him or her an
animal or plant that can escape a dilemma or threat in the human world.
The stories of Philomela and Adonis are such instances.

In the Bibl, the tragic fall in the Garden of Eden reveals alienation
from nature in which sin and the shame of the human body as something
estranged in nature are discovered. Yet the Biblk is a divine comedy even
if it also contains many human falls and tragedies in the de casibus sense.
The shape of the Bible is both typological and comic. The typology is,
for example, between the Garden of Eden and the New Jerusalem that
heaven promises. Jesus of Nazareth is the new Adam. The cross of the
crucifixion is a new version of a tree of sin and death like the tree whose
fruit so tempted Adam and Eve. But the killing of Christ on a cruciform, a
human-made shape like a tree and derived from a tree, is a sin that brings
death in order to free humans from lasting shame and death in the natural
wortld because God enables Christ’s redemption of that sin and death.

The human fall from grace in the garden is a kind of othering of the
person from the person. Because of this division of the self from the self,
what we might call the divided self, estrangement is part of the personal-
ity, at least as it is constructed in Western culture and in Christianity in
particular. A sense of shame and guilt, for better or worse, enters into a
child’s view of the world. Quite possibly, adults inculcate this remorse,
consciously or not, into their children.

The re-enactment of the fall is puberty or adolescent, which intensifies
any milder or more latent sexual feelings a child might have. This sexual
awakening, if it may be called that, is like Eve and Adam discovering the
awkwardness of their bodies as they are revealed through their disobedi-
ence toward God in the garden. The body comes to mean shame, which is
a very difficult thing in the face of the overwhelming urge of sexual desire.
How can this body, so alienated from nature, want to seek another body
to reproduce another body, which will also be born into innocence but
also into original sin? It is the death of the body of Christ as a human sacri-
fice as the son of Man, but also in the development of theology, as the son
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of God, that redeems the fallen human body that began with the choice of
Eve and Adam in a solitary then social act of disobedience and rebellion
against the unalienated garden into which God had planted them.

The Fall becomes a matter of knowledge (epistemology) and being
(ontology) and has a moral dimension (good and evil). The betrayal and
killing of Christ is also an instance of humans betraying humans and, in
their later tellings and theology, a human turning against God. By cruci-
tying the son of God and the son of man, Pilate, a representative of the
political power of the Roman empire, allows for the violence of division
among people. This is an evil deed that comes from human sin. The death,
paradoxically, is a redemption and purification that enables God through
Christ to allow a sacrifice to redeem humankind. Typologically, God asks
Abraham to sacrifice Isaac, and here He sacrifices his own son. The sec-
ond coming of Christ at the Last Judgement means an atonement, an
unothering, of those who will be saved. The damned, of course, go on in
the hell of alienation for eternity, but those who achieve salvation become
part of a divine comedy as they overcome the otherness and self-division
of fallenness and sin.

But there is a pagan side to Western culture. And the child struggles
with the pleasures of the body and desires that adults will, and certainly
in the doctrine of Christian religion, try to downgrade, discipline or even
demonize. Sex becomes a form of negative otherness. It is something,
especially outside the institution of marriage, that is seen as a shame, sin,
and aberration. But for the pagan, especially for pagan gods like Zeus,
who is described as taking the form of a swan when raping Leda, the
violence and the pleasures of sex and sexual conquest are seen in another
light. In the pagan world, and this is how in Leda and the Swan W. B. Yeats
represents the “feathered glory” of Zeus’ act, as rape is a prerogative of
the god of gods, but Tarquin’s rape of Lucretia (Lucrece), even if he is a
king, means banishment and the end of the Roman monarchy in favour
of the republic.

In shame, Lucrece kills herself, and Brutus, more than her husband
Collatine, at least in Shakespeare’s Rape of Lucrece, avenges this heinous act.
The reader of Shakespeare’s poem is, however, not only introduced to the
moral lesson and indignation of the rape but also experiences the rhetoric
of seduction that Shakespeare uses in representing the temptation and lust
of Tarquin. In fact, Tarquin knows that his lust for Lucrece is wrong but
cannot help himself. She feels tainted and violated and becomes a sacrifice
for Rome. Why she has to die is a matter of ideology and depends on
views of rape and sex that are made to make women feel alienated from
themselves through no fault of their own. And so the young reader, like
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the adult reader, sees that we can become others to ourselves, divided
from what we are, are said to be, or hope to be in many different ways.

In Ovid as well as in the Bibl, knowledge is sexual almost from the
start. The gods seduce mortal women, and Eve gives in to the urge to
eat the fruit. Temptation is everywhere and the structures of narrative,
theology and society are set up in such a way as to lecture children and
adults in their shortcomings, their fall from the world and themselves.
Innocence and experience allow for an ambivalence of pleasure and di-
spleasure. Uncovering the body is, like discovery generally, a movement
from ignorance to knowledge. Columbus’ uncovering of the New World
is often expressed in terms of clothed European bodies and naked Native
bodies. There, desire and innocence are mixed together.

How much is recognition and how much misrecognition is always dif-
ficult to say. So much depends on points of view. The child is innocent
but fallen from nature. Culture teaches him or her to revel in the body and
to feel shame for having a body and certainly one that has sexual urges.
The pagan and Christian selves are divided. In many cultures, there may
be equivalents in different refractions and configurations. Here, I shall
concentrate on ethnographic otherness, something more to do with travel
to other places and peoples. It is good to remember that this hypothetical
person who barely travelled and read only two books was already a stran-
ger to himself or herself. Now to be a stranger in a strange land intensifies
the question of otherness. It is to such a brief discussion that I now turn.

Being There and the Eyewitness

I have made much of childhood, and it is possible to say that what con-
stitutes a child has changed a good deal over time. In the nineteenth cen-
tury, Victor Hugo said: “Christopher Columbus only discovered America.
I discovered the child” (qtd in Heywood 26). This was part of the
Romantic invention of innocence in childhood that is also found in
William Wordsworth and that William Blake explores in relation to what
tollows in Songs of Innocence and Experience. But here we begin with marvels
and eyewitness reports of adults in strange places set out by Herodotus.

The strangeness of experience of other countries is something that
Herodotus reports in his Histories. He is very much what we might call and
ethnographer, discussing the customs of others. In one case, he highlights
the breaking of usual gender roles among the Greeks among one group
of women. In Book 4, his description of the Amazons is one that stresses
difference and alterity:
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It is reported of the Sauromatae, that when the Greeks fought with the Amazons,
whom the Scythians call Oior-pata or “man-slayers,” as it may be rendered, Ozor
being Scythic for “man,” and pata for “to slay” — It is reported, I say, that the
Greceks after gaining the battle of the Thermodon, put to sea, taking with them
on board three of their vessels all the Amazons whom they had made prisoners;

>

and that these women upon the voyage rose up against the crews, and massacred
them to a man. (4.110)

Here are women who can overcome men in an overwhelming and
ruthless fashion, something that Herodotus explains with their name —
man-slayers. Although they do not know how to sail and drift after the
Greek men are dead, they take control when they arrive in Scythia: “the
first herd of horses which they fell in with they seized, and mounting upon
their backs, fell to plundering the Scythian territory” (4.110). Having mas-
sacred, the Amazons plunder. The strangeness of all this Herodotus em-
phasizes: “The Scyths could not tell what to make of the attack upon them
— the dress, the language, the nation itself, were alike unknown whence
the enemy had come even, was a marvel” (4.111). The marvellous and
the wondrous are part of facing the unknown. The Scyths make assump-
tions about the Amazons and act accordingly: “Imagining, however, that
they were all men of about the same age, they went out against them, and
fought a battle” (4.111). What happens is a surprise to them, so that they
come to see their own misrecognition.

What they found on the battlefield was something quite different from
what they expected. Herodotus reveals this with understatement and dis-
cretion: “Some of the bodies of the slain fell into their hands, whereby
they discovered the truth” (4.111). Their reaction might be convention-
al in one sense, that these men, having discovered that their adversaries
were women, considered the question in terms of kindness to the op-
posite sex and not a recoiling in horror or shock or a desire to dominate
them through physical or sexual violence. “Hereupon they deliberated,
and made a resolve to kill no more of them, but to send against them a
detachment of their youngest men, as near as they could guess equal to
the women in number, with orders to encamp in their neighbourhood,
and do as they saw them do” (4.111). The strategy is one of balance and
traction, but there is also another twist that avoids confrontation: “when
the Amazons advanced against them, they were to retire, and avoid a fight
—when they halted, the young men were to approach and pitch their camp
near the camp of the enemy” (4.111). There is almost a comic element to
the men fleeing and then coming near again so they can get used to each
other. Herodotus makes the strategy of the mating ritual explicit: “All this
they did on account of their strong desire to obtain children from so no-
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table a race” (4.111). Ultimately, the Scyths pay the ultimate complement
to these women, so strange to them, at least in the economy of sex and
reproducing the group or nation. Their very difference from other women
makes them “notable”.

This initial strangeness leads to a rapprochement. As the Amazons
realized the youths meant them no harm, they find the camps approached
nearer to each other each day. This allows them to make the discovery:
“both parties led the same life, neither having anything but their arms and
horses, so that they were forced to support themselves by hunting and
pillage” (4.112). In otherness comes sameness or at least difference in
similarity.

Well before Columbus said that he and his men communicated with
the Natives by speech or signs, Herodotus relates the two. Scyths and
Amazons have to negotiate in a situation of strangeness: “At last an in-
cident brought two of them together — the man easily gained the good
graces of the woman, who bade him by signs (for they did not understand
each other’s language) to bring a friend the next day to the spot where
they had met — promising on her part to bring with her another woman”
(4.113). Sign language is a part of the encounter with radical difference
early on. There is a sense of shared communication and of trust in it: “He
did so, and the woman kept her word. When the rest of the youths heard
what had taken place, they also sought and gained the favour of the other
Amazons” (4.113). She is as good as her unspoken pledge, and this became
an example for the meeting and mating of the Scyths and Amazons.

From this difference a new culture arises. They seem to be equals: “The
two camps were then joined in one, the Scythians living with the Amazons
as their wives” (4.114). But if anything in this narrative, Herodotus has
made the women more unusual and capable. Here is another instance: “and
the men were unable to learn the tongue of the women, but the women
soon caught up the tongue of the men” (4.114). Without the women, there
could be no full communication. “When they could thus understand one
another, the Scyths addressed the Amazons in these words — ‘We have
parents, and properties, let us therefore give up this mode of life, and
return to our nation, and live with them. You shall be our wives there no
less than here, and we promise you to have no others™ (4.114). And so
while the men promise to have them as wives alone, they underestimate
the otherness of the Amazons when they think they will go home with
them and change their way of life. Herodotus highlights the alterity: “But
the Amazons said — ‘We could not live with your women — our customs
are quite different from theirs. To draw the bow, to hurl the javelin, to
bestride the horse, these are our arts of womanly employments we know
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nothing” (4.114). The nature of their status as warrior and hunter comes
up again. In rejecting the idea of being domesticated in Scythia, they show
that the Scythian men will have to come closer to the Amazon culture:
““Your women, on the contrary, do none of these things; but stay at home
in their wagons, engaged in womanish tasks, and never go out to hunt, or

(4.114). These men have to give up on the gender roles

25

to do anything
with which they have been raised: ““We should never agree together. But
if you truly wish to keep us as your wives, and would conduct yourselves
with strict justice towards us, go you home to your parents, bid them give
you your inheritance, and then come back to us, and let us and you live to-
gether by ourselves™ (4.114). This new domestic and cultural arrangement
is a new situation without traditional domesticity. The Scythians have to

2

leave behind their notions of gender roles and see things anew. They have
to accept a new otherness within them and their group.

The women are not finished with their conditions even though the
young men complied with their earlier ones. The Amazons tell their young
returning husbands: ““We are ashamed, and afraid to live in the country
where we now are. Not only have we stolen you from your fathers, but
we have done great damage to Scythia by our ravages. As you like us for
wives, grant the request we make of you. Let us leave this country togeth-

2

er, and go and dwell beyond the Tanais™ (4.115). These young men also
comply to this request, so that the Amazons set out how and where they
will live. Their home will become a stranger to them.

Crossing the river they found a new land in three days and this new
home became something stable. Herodotus is presenting a history and a
tradition: “The women of the Sauromatae have continued from that day to
the present to observe their ancient customs, frequently hunting on horse-
back with their husbands, sometimes even unaccompanied; in war taking
the field; and wearing the very same dress as the men” (4.116). There is no
sense of weakening of the otherness of the Amazons. They are not con-
tained or assimilated into a Scythian male world. Instead, they have been
warriors who set the terms for their new culture and homeland and con-
tinue to avoid conventional gender roles and domesticity. Herodotus does
not put this into the past as a myth but as a living tradition to which he turns
his ethnographic eye even if he is taking this from the reports of others.

Being interested in ethnography, Herodotus ends this section on the
Amazons with observations about language and customs: “The Sauro-
matae speak the language of Scythia, but have never talked it correctly,
because the Amazons learnt it imperfectly at the first” (4.117). Even
though Herodotus has made the Amazons into better linguists than the
male Scythians, they were not speaking their Native language and so build
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that into the language of their new home. It is a little curious that the
Scythians themselves could not have corrected this shortcoming because
it was originally their language and one might assume that children would
learn their mother tongues from their fathers as well. Herodotus is adept
with the detail: “Their marriage-law lays it down that no girl shall wed till
she has killed a man in battle” (4.117). This is a strange condition of mar-
riage, and would be in Greek or Scythian society, but makes some sense in
the context of a society of women warriors who have been threatened by
and have had to fight men. Rather than comment on this or censure the
Amazons, Herodotus adds another detail: “Sometimes it happens that a
woman dies unmarried at an advanced age, having never been able in her
whole lifetime to fulfil the condition” (4.117). This observation is more
factual, and the otherness here is accepted within the logic of Amazon
society. They have their husbands, who have listened to them, but they
must still kill men in order to marry men. This strangeness rests like a
contradiction, but as long as the men listen and agree, as they have in
Herodotus’ narrative, then all is fine. The men bend and compromise, and
in turn they have been linked in a new arrangement with the Amazons.
Herodotus does not include any ravings of threatened masculinity or any
attacks on women who would not be women. They may be marvellous
and strange, but they are notable. Alterity need not be something terrible
to be denounced.

Columbus also comes to terms with others who do not share the same
dress and customs and who seem to have a different way of looking at
the body and war. In writing about his first encounters with indigenous
peoples, he says: “The people of this island, and of the other islands which
I have found and of which I have information, all go naked, men and
women, as their mothers bore them, although some women cover a single
place with the leaf of a plant or with a net of cotton which they make for
the purpose”. (6) This is the boldness of being naked and the somewhat
modesty of taking some cover. As if Eve had realized she were naked
after eating of the fruit of the knowledge of good and evil. Columbus
switches from nakedness and cover to war: “They have no iron and steel
or weapons, nor are they fitted to use them, not because they are not well
built men and of handsome stature, but because they are marvellously
timorous” (6). Their character is pliable and not fierce, quite unlike the
Amazons in Herodotus. According to Columbus, “They have no other
arms than weapons made of canes cut in seeding time, to the ends of
which they fix a small sharpened stick. And they do not dare to make use
of these” (6). Their weapons are not threatening to Columbus, who finds
innocence and pliability in them. They are not fierce, which is perhaps
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prelapsarian, but they also do not pose much of a threat in war if their
technology is taking into consideration.

Columbus has his ethnographical side. He tries to express in some-
times as an eyewitness. He writes about the topics of women, monsters,
property, race and climate. In Columbus’ account, men, except the king,
seem content to be with one woman. He also, perhaps quite conveniently,
thinks that the Indians share and do not seem to value property as a private
possession. Having expected (as others did) to see monsters, Columbus
admits that he has not (14). But Columbus reports something he has not
witnessed: the mating of Cannibals and Amazons, those that eat men and
those who can do without them: “As I have found no monsters, so that [
have had no report of any, except in an island ‘Quaris’, the second at the
coming into the Indies, which is inhabited by a people who are regarded
in all the islands as very fierce and who eat human flesh” (16). The danger
of these fierce flesh-eaters is combined with the threat of women wat-
riors, which does not seem to have concerned Herodotus as much as it
does Columbus: “These are those who have intercourse with the women
of ‘Matinino’, which is the first island met on the way from Spain to the
Indies, in which there is not a man.” (16) Columbus then does get into a
kind of ethnological zone which seems more descriptive and dispassion-
ate, so the registers of language and tones shift within sentences and pas-
sages. He continues: “These women engage in no feminine occupation,
but use bows and arrows of cane, like those already mentioned, and they
arm and protect themselves with plates of copper, of which they have
much” (16; see Hart 1994). Like Herodotus, Columbus tries to make sense
of other cultures and genders while establishing the authority of his own
text. For Columbus, the echoes of Herodotus, however intended, create
a network of textual authority and even tradition that place his text of the
shockingly new — this is the New World after all and it got in the way of
Asia — within a familiar framework that Herodotus helped to establish
with his history and ethnology.

There are other eyewitness accounts that also call attention to textual
authority and writing.

Pedro Alvares Cabral is another good example. His voyage included a
journey to the New World, Africa and Asia. Brazil was to be a key colony
for the Portuguese, who claimed it during Haster week of 1500. Pero Vaz
de Caminha, one of the crew of Cabral, recorded the events of the voy-
age. Caminha represents themes that Columbus had reported in the New
Wortld. For instance, he brings up the innocence that made it easy to con-
vert the Natives, the nakedness of the inhabitants, the Native signs that
indicate gold and other riches, the will of God and salvation. Even before
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Cabral’s ships left Brazil for India, Caminha, who held the position of writ-
er for the fleet, wrote a letter to King Manuel. Here, he described the stay
in Brazil. Caminha, who seems to have sailed on Cabral’s ship, says that he
is taking the middle way: “may Your Highness take my ignorance for good
intention, and believe that I shall not set down here anything more than I
saw and thought, either to beautify or to make it less attractive” (Caminha
5). He presents himself as a reliable eyewitness, a stance much taken at
this time (see Caminha, Hart 2003, rpt. 2008). Another instance of an eatly
explorer is Binot de Paulmier de Gonneville, whose relation of the voyage
to Brazil in 1504, is the oldest account in French concerning an eyewitness
report of the New World. This narrative wrestles with some of the same
issues as Columbus’ writing does. For Columbus, in the account of his
first voyage, the Natives thought the Spanish gods. Gonneville thought
that the indigenous people he encountered considered the French to be
angels. Like the aboriginals that Bernal Diaz described in his account of
Hernan Cortés’ conquest, those Gonneville meets were much taken by the
power of writing. Moreover, Jacques Cartier maintained that the Natives
thought the French to be gods. Like Gonneville, Cartier planted a cross
as a sign of possession. There becomes a ceremonial use of the audi-
ence. The French pattern of taking possession, which Gonneville used,
involved Natives symbolically or literally as part of the audience during
the ceremony of planting the cross. The authority of the text was politi-
cal as well as ethnographical and was as much for rivals as well as other
peoples encountered anew The French were making claims in face of the
Spanish and Portuguese and Spaniards (see Les Frangais 1946; 1 0yages an
Canada 1981).

Other important ways of considering otherness is translation, that is,
the assimilation of the work of another culture into another. For instance,
Richard Eden used translation to advocate English colonization and then
the imperial union of Spain and England. Another instance of consider-
ing alterity is the use of eyewitness accounts of the conflict between the
French and Spanish in Florida, such as Thomas Hacket’s translation of
Jean Ribault and Nicolas Le Challeux’s narrative. Translations can be used
for different political, religious and other ideological purposes. Eden ex-
plores potential alliance of England with Spain. Ribault and Le Challeux
are French Protestants whose texts helped to produce the Black Legend
of Spain.

The Black Legend and Columbus were two important aspects in creating
and questioning authority, antecedents and origins in texts about the New
World. The charges Richard Hakluyt the Younger took from Bartolomé de
Las Casas against the Spaniards in the Americas were dire. They included
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allegations of depopulation and devastation of between 12 million men,
women, and children over the course of 40 years. These accusations were
familiar because they appeared in earlier European sources. Among these
texts were English and French versions of Las Casas. Hakluyt translated
passages from Las Casas’s description of Hispaniola, cruelties that included
the author’s testimony. Las Casas’s condemnation also occurred in a mar-
ginal heading that stressed his status of an eyewitness to the cruelty: “I haue
seene all the aforesaide thinges and others infinite” (Hakluyt, Disconrse, 56).
Hakluyt’s section on Las Casas left off with the Spanish attacking the Indians
with their dogs and making a pact to kill 100 Natives for every Spaniard
they killed. Hakluyt also understood that even in his own Anglican world
and with his ties to French Protestants like Philippe Duplessis-Mornay, he
needed to be balanced in matters of religion in relation to European and in-
ternational politics. Thus, Hakluyt supplemented this description of atroci-
ties, by turning to another authority, this time Johannes Matellus Sequanus,
a Catholic, who confirms the words of Las Casas, a member of a Catholic
religious order (Hakluyt 59, see Hart 2001).

André Thevet was important among the French for providing early
knowledge of the Indies. Like Oviedo, a Spaniard who wrote a key text
in the 1520s, Thevet emphasized eyewitness accounts. Often writers after
Columbus in various western European languages showed the anxiety over
originality. Who was there first became a motivated question for explorers
and writers after Columbus. There were many responses to Columbus.
For example, his successors praised him and supplemented him. They
also claimed to have additional kinds of knowledge and undermined him
as the discoverer of the New World. Sometimes they attempted to ignore
him (see Hart 1990). Truth and lies, the lack of reliability and the claim of
authority worked in tension in the texts of Thevet and his predecessors,
contemporaries and successors.

Other Issues and Conclusions

The rhetorical contract between the writer and the reader is something
key to the context of these ethnographical texts. Rhetoric was used to
persuade others, whether monarchs or courtiers or readers, for or against
exploration, expansion, settlement, and empire (see Hart 2005). Rhetoric,
or art of persuasion, is also the relation between speaker and audience,
writer and reader. What that connection is, depends on a tension between
authority and the play the reader has, that is, how much give and take is
involved in the textual interplay of production and reception.
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It is not as though the audience always approved of expansion or
plans to change patterns from the past. A royal council in Spain reject-
ed Columbus’ petition. During December 1486 and January 1487, the
Columbus commission, composed of /ltrades (mainly university-educated
lawyers at court) and sabios (men learned in cartography and astronomy)
rejected Columbus’s arguments for the support of his voyage. Moreover,
they passed their findings along to Ferdinand and Isabella, the Spanish
sovereigns. The audience was not always receptive to persuasion. The
learned and leaders in Spain, or Europe did not necessarily embrace ex-
pansion and empire and when they did so, they approached the idea with
care. Even after the landfall in the western Atlantic, Columbus and the
Crown of Spain fought over governance, ownership and profits in regard
to the new lands. The writers of these accounts also show ambivalence
in European representations of the lands and peoples of the New World,
representing the Natives as fierce and paradisal. Verrazzano is as much
like this than Columbus. The idealization of the land and its peoples is
redolent of paradise. Sometimes the indigenes appear as barbarians. There
is a kind of mix of the Ten Lost Tribes of Israel and the riches of Asia.
At other times, the New World is an innocent place that helps to judge
in a kind of typology the corruption and shortcomings of the Old World.
This could take the form of a Christian critique of riches and power. Some
church intellectuals used this tradition to call up the absurd and cruel as-
pects of Huropean expansion into the New World. During December
of 1511 in Hispaniola, one of the members of the Dominicans, Antén
Montesino, preached two sermons that were critical of the abuses of the
Natives in the place where Colombus had first landed. The sermon at-
tacked the governor and the established settlers of the colony as infidels.
Montesino enraged the son of Christopher, Diego Columbus, who ap-
pealed to the king, who ordered the Castilian provincial of the Dominican
order to correct the situation. This actual reaction is different to a parallel
fictional account of a similar context but written later. Lope de Vega’s E/
Nuevo Mundo descubierto por Cristibel Colon (c. 1598-1603) represents the
Indian king, Dulcanquellin saying to Columbus’ brother, Bartolomé, that
a gentle, peaceful Christianity is a kind of advocacy that will convert the
Natives (see Hart 2005 ch. 3). Words, oral and in texts, became a ground
of contention in interpreting the New World.

Each of the texts of the New World involves the authority of ear-
lier learning, the status of the author or the patron, or the eyewitness.
There is in all this a typology of the Old and New World. In Uzpia (15106),
Thomas More uses Vespucci’s voyage as part of the context for Raphael
Hythlodaeus’ account. One aspect of the fiction of finding Utopia is that
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Raphael and his friends stayed behind at the fort in Brazil after Vespucci
left. Thomas More emphasizes how the generosity of a Native ruler al-
lowed these Europeans to survive and what excellent institutions the
aboriginal commonwealths had. More also uses a typology between the
Old and New Worlds to satirize Europe. Gonzalo Fernandez de Oviedo’s
Natural History of the West Indies (1526) addresses Chatles V. In this work,
he also emphasizes the importance of experience and eyewitness accounts
and supports his view with an appeal to classical authority. Oviedo advo-
cates an observation of nature rather than on other books. Still, he appeals
to the authority of Pliny, who, in his Natural History, included firsthand
observations and accurate scholatly citations of the sources for the stories
that he had read or heard.

In A Short Account of the Destruction of the Indies Las Casas speaks of
himself as a witness and an eyewitness to the terrible events in the Indies.
In the Synopsis, he says: “Some years later, he observed that not a few of
the people involved in this story had become so anaesthetized to human
suffering by their own greed and ambition that they had ceased to be
men in any meaningful sense of the term” (Las Casas 3—4). Jean de Léry’s
History of a V'oyage to the Land of Brazi/ (1580 ed.) presented the Natives
in Brazil as a way to criticize the French at home. During the Wars of
Religion, Brazil became something of a touchstone for Léry. In 1574 Léry
had published his account of the siege of Sancerre. He had been there dur-
ing those horrors. The typology was thus: he was an eyewitness who had
lived through hardship in the Old World and New. In “Des Cannibales”
(1580), Montaigne uses Plato’s representation of Solon’s account of
Atlantis, to criticize French and European expansion and commerce in
the New World. In the exploration of cannibals, Montaigne concentrates
on the French and Europeans in relation to the New World. In “Des
Coches”, Montaigne focuses on the Spanish and asks why the new lands
could not have been conquered under the Greeks and Romans. That way
the Europeans would have brought the peoples virtue rather than teach
them European avarice and cruelty. Montaigne motive sometimes aims
for a plain and true narrative of the New World. This stance sometimes
led him to qualify the use of rhetorical and narrative embellishment. In
one instance, he establishes the credentials of someone who worked for
him as a witness. ““This man who I had, was a simple and plain man, who
was in a proper condition to bear true witness, for refined people are more
curious and notice more things, but they gloss them, and to add to the
value of the interpretation, and to persuade, they cannot prevent them-
selves from altering the History a little.” (Montaigne, Essazs, 1, 169) It is
possible that Montaigne mimics the travel literature he discussed. This is
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the view of Michel de Certeau, who thinks of Montaigne’s essay on can-
nibals as having the same structure as a travel account. De Certeau says
that this essay includes the “outbound journey”, the depiction of “savage
society”, and the “return voyage” (de Certeau 69—70; see Hart 2005). The
relation between then and now has many layers of interpretation as writ-
ers are readers who are also read and written about. Authors have as their
other the readers within them, not to mention those without, so authority
has a readerly dimension.

There is, of course, extensive scholarship on other among these fig-
ures and so the questions of authority and authorship and the nature of
their texts are much debated. Oviedo can serve as an example. Oviedo
attracted controversy. Tzvetan Todorov describes him as a historian who
is a conquistador (Todorov 1992: 148) and a xenophobe and racist (151).
J. H. Elliott represents an Oviedo as someone who thinks Columbus de-
serves better recognition (Elliott 1992: 11); who is a natural historian full
of wonder (21) who respects Pliny too much (32); who supports direct
personal observation over traditional authority (40); who is a sceptic, like
Léry, about Amerindian conversion (43). For Anthony Pagden, Oviedo
is an example of a European observer who describes things that looked
alike as identical (Pagden 1986: 11) and a natural historian who has a low
opinion of the Natives and whom Humboldt calls the Pliny of the New
Wortld (Pagden 1993: 56). There are layers upon layers, then, in relation to
author and audience then and now (see Hart 2005).

As we have seen there were controversial figures like Oviedo and
Thevet, who was cosmographer to the king of France. Oviedo had lob-
bied for a similar post in Spain three decades before. Thevet claims to pro-
vide valuable advice and insisted on his unique ability to combine astute
observations of the New World with strong scholarship.

Whereas Jean de Léry and Francois de Belleforest ridiculed his schol-
arship and character, Ronsard and Du Bellay esteemed his work. In so
many ways, Spain had led the way in the discussion of the New World.
Francisco de Vitoria was a key figure in asking difficult questions of his
country’s involvement in the New World. For instance he asked by what
right (ius) the barbarians were subjected to Spanish rule. He also consid-
ered what powers in temporal and civil matters did the Spanish monarchy
have in regard to the “Indians”. He also explored spiritual and religious
matters what powers the monarchy or church had or did not have in rela-
tion to the “Indians”. This self-criticism complicated the notion of the
authority of church, sovereign and state (in this case Spain). Walter Ralegh
also shows ambivalent and intricate attitudes in The Disconerie of the Large,
Rich, and Bewtiful Enmpyre of Guiana (1596). Here, he tends toward the anti-
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Spanish and pro-Native position of the literature of the Black Legend.
He argues that the Spanish conquest was an illegal act that killed twenty
millions. Still, his argument is also one of out-conquesting the Spaniards
and finding even more gold that they did. In the body of this text, Ralegh
developed the need to observe the Spanish example of colonization while
using its own methods to subvert it.

More than nine decades later, in 1688, Aphra Behn published a novel,
Oroonoko, which showed another dark side of colonization. This book ex-
poses the inhumanity of slavery. This work is a defence of a noble African
prince who was enslaved and is full of ambivalence. The narrator and the
characters create an ambivalent narrative landscape.

It seems to invite the question whether the narrator is a character or
an expression of Aphra Behn in something approaching a memoir in the
form of a novella, romance, or travel narrative. The Dedication claims to
be a representation of Behn’s experience in Surinam. Personal experience
and fictional expression mix and are part of a social as well as literary
movement.

Truthfulness, fictions and outright falsechoods are some important
things that the authors and readers of travel accounts must negotiate. In
Gulliver’s Travels Jonathan Swift has the king of Brobdingnag call the English
vermin. Olaudah Equiano’s The Life of Olandah Equiano, or Gustavus V assa,
the African (1789; rpt. 1814) autobiography is also critical of Europeans. In
the Dedication of 1792, Equiano (ca.1745—ca.97), addressing the House
of Lords and the House of Commons, sounds like Gulliver describing the
Europeans, and especially the English, as vermin because he remembers
with horror the first sight of a European. Even at the conclusion of his
narrative, Equiano continues to press for the end of the cruel practice of
slavery.

The truth of one culture or empire can be called into question.
Narratives of helping others or of superiority can be turned on their heads.
The authority of the authors comes under scrutiny in representations of
the other in the encounter with new cultures. In Western Europe and in
the Atlantic World, authors and readers came to question the authority
of Europeans at home and away in a typology that complicated textual,
cultural and political life. The awakening of otherness in the child and in
sexuality, the otherness from within, can also be intensified in the ethno-
logical urge of texts about other cultures.
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This otherness, this “Not-Being-us” is all there is to look in the mirror,
though no one can say how it came to be this way.

J. Ashbery, Self-portrait in a convex mirror

The title of the article recalls two manifestos which are widely consid-
ered landmarks of literary studies and the humanities and social sciences
in general — the famous text by Barthes, The Death of the Author (1968), and
Foucault’s lecture What Is an Author? (1969). It has been established that in
these texts, and in general, both authors promote the complete erasure of
the author and subject from literature and other discourses. Subsequent in-
terpretations have included, more or less justifiably, Barthes’ theories on the
death of the author within the paradigm of the death of the subject. Also,
at the beginning of the lecture, Foucault, perhaps misleadingly announces,
if not the death, then the evanescence of the subject, when he says, that the
act of writing “creates a space into which the writing subject constantly dis-
apears” (20). But both concepts re-emerge in Barthes and Foucault. After
all, at the end of his life, Foucault returned to the issue of the subject.’

It is true that in The Death of the Author Barthes dethrones the author
as the Modern-Era institution of individualistic capitalist ideology and the
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associated positivistic literary history, based on a search for the author’s
intentions and a prescribed single meaning, burdened with psychologistic
biographism. At the same time, to Barthes, bringing down this institution
signifies the beginning of the “era of the reader”. Even from this point
of view, the present reading (already distant enough) of such ideas, born
in the spirit of “the linguistic turn”, when language itself was spoken ev-
erywhere, preceding the subject, is not thought through if limited only to
the disappearance of the subject. In addition, by enthroning the reader,
Barthes establishes a new subject. Naturally, we should bear in mind that
in the subsequent post-structuralist loosening of the (literary) text as a her-
metic, self-contained structure into an infinite inter-text, the new subject
remained for a long time only an implicit theoretical dispositif, because
the “loosening” was limited primarily to the field of a language-system-
code, and subjectless, anonymous and autonomous iterability, and did not
become widespread in theories of discourse and utterance which focus on
intersubjectivity in the radical historicity of discourse.” So in The Pleasure
of the Text (1973) Barthes distanced himself from his radical position and
even returned to the author as the reader’s phantasm — the image of the
author in the text — which the reader needs as much as the author needs
the reader. However, this image is not a representation of the author, or
its projection; it is the reader’s construct (Le Plaisir, 38). This text tackles
the issue of the articulation of the subject even more clearly, and highlights
the problem of defining the literary subject in the spirit of a “material-
istic” theory of the subject (82), essentially emphasising the problem of
understanding the literary subject as substance and identity. As Barthes
says, subject as identity does still emerge in the text, “not as an illusion”,
but as “fictive identity”, because in the act of reading “a certain pleasure
is derived from a way of imagining oneself as individual”. However, this
does not revolve around “the illusion of a unity”, but around “the theater
of society in which we stage our plural” (83). In The Pleasure of the Text there
is also a metaphor about the text — not as a fabric, but interweaving, text as
a process, where the subject—spider dissolves in its web. (86) Subject in the
process of a text, subject of a text in process? This question does not open
new horizons, as literary theory and criticism have examined the process
of literary text at least since Ingarden. (see Juvan, Literarna 134)

In Foucault’s lecture, the image put forward by Barthes is reflected
in the examination of the concept. Foucault stresses the need to return
to the question of the subject and appeals to both the academicism of
the positivistic tradition and the growing conservatism of structuralistic
modernity. A return to the subject is needed “not in order to reestablish
the theme of an originating subject, but to grasp the subject’s points of
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insertion, modes of functioning and system of dependencies” (39). The
author function, which he introduces, was seen by many interpreters as
erasing the author and the subject within the order of discourse; however,
itis only “one of the potential specifications of the subject functions” (40).
Actually, Foucault endows the author with new power, calling the author
the founder of discoursivity at a time when there was general animosity
toward the concepts of authorship and author. He maintains that all dis-
courses with author functions possess a plurality of self, whereby the au-
thor function is provided not only by one of the selves, but by the very au-
thor function, as it enables a dispersion of simultaneous selves. Therefore,
the author function is one of the subjective points in the discourse, having
an “editing” role. Therefore, we should not seek the author in the real au-
thor or (fictitious) speaker. (34) With Foucault, the author function, which
is understood as an intra-discourse function, is located on the boundary
between the reality outside the discourse and the discourse, on the edge of
the discourse, and always presents a split, distance, difference.

A similar notion of the author function in terms of the editing prin-
ciple, but on a completely different philosophical and theoretical basis,
can be found in Bakhtin’s concept of the exotopy (“outsideness”) of the
author with regard to a depicted world. With Bakhtin, the author function
translates into the so-called pure or primary author, which is the depict-
ing-presenting principle, natura creata creans, and is in the work as a whole.
Authorial outsideness- exotopy arises from the premise of dialogism and
polyphony as prerequisites for the existence of literature. To Bakhtin,
the author as a discursive function always, including in poetry, directs all
words into others’ voices, including the image of the author and to other
“authorial masks”. (Bakhtin, The Problen: of the Text 110)

These introductory schematic theoretical notes are interesting for sev-
eral reasons. Despite having in principle resolved the issue of the relation-
ship between the literary subject and empirical author in elaborate systems
of literary theory, the issue of the so-called lyric subject at the less theoreti-
cal level, i.e. at the level of the reader, reviews, essays and teaching, is still
closely linked with the issue of the author and the autobiographical dimen-
sion of a poem. The concepts of subject in poetry promoted by literary
criticism have usually been based on a selection of eternal “axioms” de-
veloped either by (simplistically) re-interpreting the Romantic paradigm,
or the extreme anti-humanistic model, the “paradigm of the signifier”.
If the issue of categorising the subject is always work in progress and is, as
Sartre says, above all a project, which can always become something else
(Klepec 13), modern literary theory has fixed the concept of the so-called
lyric subject onto the position of the speaker whose speech is not com-
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municated through any other speech authority. The unified, single-layer
position, the origo of the text, is also at the core of the traditional belief in
the monologism of poetry.” The lyric subject understood in this respect,
which has been linked to both basic paradigms, is in many cases essential
for defining poetry as genre. (e.g. Wolf 27-28) However, this did not go
beyond the scope of two paradigms.

One the one hand, some most recent theoretical texts, particularly
under the influence of literary pragmatics, to a large extent affirmatively
examine K. Hamburger’s theory of the lyric subject, which supposedly
equates the so-called lyric “I” with the real, existing subject — the poet.*
The lyric subject which Hamburger postulates as the subject of the state-
ment is usually understood as real, as non-fictional, but his statements as
fictional. All theories disregard the specifics of Hamburger’s subject of the
statement.’

Naturally, such an interpretation is problematic. Firstly, due to its psy-
chologistic biographical and psychological references. Secondly, it rejects
the fictitiousness of literary discourse. Thirdly, because, should it consid-
er the fictitiousness of lyric utterances, it is limited to representational
concepts of poetry (and language) and fails to grasp its performative and
transformative power. It fails to capture the moment of processuality,
eventness (of text-discourse and its subject), and the specifics of poetic
utterance and reference.

However, the unsurpassed reception topos, based on the (trivialised)
Romantic understanding of poetry as exclusively a confessional form of
trans-textual individual inner self, does not present the only problem in
contemporary discourse on poetry. In the spirit of “phenomenological
reduction”, systems of literary theory have most often limited the lyric
subject to a uniform, monologic, solely elocutionary fictitious instance in
a hermetic text, seen from the perspective of language as a system based
on the sign, and not of discourse in its eventness. In this respect, the most
radical are those views of the subject in poetry based on the misunder-
stood call by Mallarmé for the “elocutionary disappearance of the poet” in
the text. They interpret the depersonalisation of the elocutionary position
in modern poetry as its complete desubjectivisation. In their opinion, the
subject disappears from the poem when the latter no longer has anthro-
pomorphic form, which is most often realised through the first-person
subject of the utterance, the lyric persona.

The reason the concept of the lyric subject in literary theory seemed
increasingly problematic and useless should probably be attributed to the
fact that it emerged in philosophical traditions which understood the sub-
ject in the sense of (unified) identity and substance. Relying on the exami-
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nation of the configuration of text as discourse focusing on its dynamism,
lack of fixity, and its processuality, and (non-egological) theories of the
subject discussing the same concepts we should reconsider and seek to
redefine the levels where a subjectivity configuring the poetic discourse is
simultaneously created by and within this discourse, first in the very act
of creation, and then in the chain of further actualisations of a text. This
would provide some logical starting points for the reconceptualisation of
the lyric subject.

Barthes’ concept of the dissolution of the subject in the text, Foucault’s
theory on the author function as one of the subject functions which ena-
bles and manages the plurality of self in (literary) discourse, and particular-
ly Bakhtin’s principle of exotopy and polyphony applied to poetry, (which
with the help of Beveniste’s theory of enunciation and Ducrot’s theory® of
polyphony could be developed so as to make it possible to establish two
configurative, most often overlapping fields of the subject of uttering and
utterance), are only three relevant ways to begin thinking about the articu-
lation of lyric subjectivity. Here, these theoretical views have been used as
a background for the consideration of the lyric configuration which takes
the position of, at least apparent, centralisation in Baudelaire’s binary po-
etics of vaporisation and centralisation of the self. Rimbaud’s ‘T is someone else”
sheds light on the issue in several ways. Even if we focus only on those
examples in the history of poetry where it is possible to discuss the overlap
of different articulation fields of poetic subjectivity in a way which creates
an authorial subject—persona,” we can distinguish a clear enough historical
evolution of autopoetic poetic texts, meta-poetic contributions by authors,
and some theories of poetry which more or less explicitly thematise the
becoming of the ozher of the poem in the performative and transformative
dynamics of poiesis based on the oscillation between identity and other-
ness, in each case in a given historical context. This tendency has been in
opposition to the identificatory author thesis which flourished with the
expressive aesthetics of Romanicism. By presenting some historical mo-
ments which thematise the transformative dispositif of poetry, I 7s someone
else”, some problematic points will be introduced which can serve as a
starting point for re-examining the configuration of the subject in poetry.

With the creation of a genre triad according to the dialectical principle,
the understanding of lyric poetry as a subjective form of poetry was final-
ly established. The final synthesis of romantic conceptions was given by
Hegel in Aesthetics: Lectures on Fine Art (1835-1838). According to Hegel,
it is the individual subject that represents the content of a lyric work of
art, while the lyric poem is a singular way in which, through this content,
the mind comes to consciousness of itself. (Hegel 518) Lyric poetry cre-
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ates a closed, self-reflexive subjective world, external circumstances being
only an excuse for the expression of the mind. The proper source of lyric
poetry is inner subjective life (527) and, sometimes, the lyric poem can be
merely a “tra-la-la, singing” (ibid.), since the role of “external” musical-
ity is to emphasize the inner musicality of the soul (543) and to satisty
it through the music of words. (527) Although a lyric poem is a repre-
sentation of subjectivity, in Hegel’s text there is no explicit discussion of
the connection between the person of the lyric subject/persona and the
author. There is discussion of the expression of subjectivity in the sense
of it permeating the whole text. (525) We can, of course, presuppose this
connection in Hegel. In his introduction to his discussion of lyric poetry,
we can notice certain elements that do not exactly speak in favor of the
identificatory author thesis. According to Hegel, the creating subject of
epic poetry disappears in the presented objective world it depicts. The
subject of lyric poetry can avoid this alienation of himself by absorbing
into himself the entire world of objects and stamping them with his own
inner consciousness. (516)® The self-alienation of the subject, which has
been the topos of lyric poetry since antique theories, is at first completely
rejected by Hegel. In lyric poetry, the spirit descends into itself out of the
objectivity of the subject-matter, looks into its own consciousness and,
instead of the external reality of the matter, displays this consciousness in
the spirit’s subjective disposition (ibid). But immediately after this, self-
alienation is implied, namely the self-alienation presupposed by minsesis
itself - as posesis. Poetic expression must not remain merely “the casual
expression of an individual’s own immediate feelings and ideas”, but has
to become the “language of the poetic inner life”, which does belong to
the poet as an individual, but has to acquire a clear universal validity. (ibid.)
Hegel sees this validity in the authenticity of feelings and correctness of
observations. But the confessional nature of poetry, in as much as we
read this thought in view of this, is here not meant as direct, but indirect:
poetic discourse communicates poetic inner life, lyric poetry presents — “it
vividly invents and finds the appropriate term”. (517) It objectifies and
purifies: “poetry makes our heart a subject of its transformation, but it
does not stop at ejecting content from the subject, separating it from its
direct connection with the subject, but makes it into an object purified of
all incidental moods in which the liberated inner life, at the same time, re-
turns to itself in a calm self-consciousness and is with itself.” (ibid.) Here,
it is the lyric mimesis that is thematised as the agens; what is thematised is its
active nature bestowed on it by the poiesis itself. (cf. Ricoeur, Krog 67-78)
Hegel, therefore, implicitly dismisses the identity between inner life and its
representation; inner life can only be identical with itself, but such inner



Varja Balzalorsky:  I'is Someone Else: The Subject of a Poem in Process, Subject in the Process ...

life is dumb and without representations. (517) Poetry as an act creates
and changes, transforms. (532-533) Here, difference is connected to feel-
ing; for, as Hegel says, the heart that before posesis merely felt, now also
apprehends this feeling. What is implied, then, is also the cathartic role of
lyric poetry. In this passage of Aesthetics, we can discern all the elements
that took various places in the subsequent theories of the lyric subject and
lyric poetry, forming two paradigms we could name confessional-authen-
tic and autonomous-autotelic: subjectivity, affectivity, confession — which
seem to be reflected by considering the transformative nature of posesis —
self-reflectivity, emphasis on the sensorial and graphic configuration level.
When discussing types of lyric proper, in particular dithyrambic poetry,
Hegel says also that a subject “in his ecstasy, is directly absorbed into the
Absolute” (544). Such elevation, says Hegel, does not mean that a subject
delves into concrete content, but that “an undefined enthusiasm fills the
poet in his tendency to enable us to feel and directly observe that which
is unsayable for our consciousness” (545). Here, Hegel interprets poetic
enthusiasm not only as the subject’s ecstasy, as a (transcendental) ten-
dency to immerse himself in infinity (544) and the Absolute, but also as a
(immanent) tendency to make the unsayable felt. Hegel relates the element
of enthusiasm and the unsayable to rthythm. It seems that, in this, he calls
attention to the double role of rhythm — its mediating and expressive func-
tion — saying that rhythm serves the subjective imagination in the enthu-
siasm of representation. This element can be related to Schleiermacher’s
theory of style and Novalis’ theory of poetic presentation, Darstellung, to
which I shall shortly return.

Hegel thus weaves the unsayable, which has been the topos of poetic
modernity since Romanticism, into the historical thread of theories of (di-
vine) poetic inspiration, from Democritus, Plato, Horace, Quintilian, and
Cicero, to Renaissance reinterpretations, among which the most famous
and influential was Ficino’s theory of furor divinus. Here, the transformative
dispositif of poetry is interpreted as transcendent and even depersonifying.
Some Renaissance theories introduced the first theoretical examination of
the writet’s individuality, which was, however, until the late Renaissance
linked to the Neo-Platonist doctrine of poetic enthusiasm and divine in-
spiration, when the inter-textual and reception topos of the individualised
and idealised figure of the Poet-Author, based on the ideal of Dante and
Petrarca and their lives, was finalised.” With furor poeticus, the individualised
person of the poet rises above the others. On the basis of the supranatu-
ral origin of poetic inspiration in a poetic act, the persona should then
coalesce with the higher order of the impersonal or suprapersonal, to be,
at least in an ideal theoretical model, absorbed in the Neoplatonist One
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in mystical ecstasy. The individualisation of the poetic genius, which es-
tablishes the difference between the image of the poet and other images,
results in or should in theory result in another difference that should lead
to depersonification. If the self does not disintegrate, then at least the I=1
identity principle does. The dialectic between the individualisation (that
resulted in the formation of the authorial lyric persona, while giving rise
to the inter-textual topos of the figure of the inspired Poet), and the trans-
formation in the ecstasy of the poetic act — which arises from the assumed
divine source of inspiration — is often dialogically reflected in the viva-
cious polyphony of Renaissance poetry, in Ronsard, for example, where in
the elocutionary position, the identity of the authorial subject often slips.
Most often, the lyric persona is divided into the authorial persona and its
metamorphosis into mythological subjects. This divides the diegetic frame
on several levels, while shedding light on the split between the subject
of the utterance/enounced and subject of the enunciation. (cf. Dauvois
46-58 and 90-03)

The theory of divine poetic inspiration on the Dionysian basis also
resonates with Nietzsche and his discussion about poetry in The Birth of
Tragedy from the Spirit of Music (1872). He clearly outlines several significant
presuppositions: firstly, poetry cannot be a subjective form of art; subjec-
tivity as understood by contemporary aesthetics is a deception, as every
art in order to become art requires redemption from the “I”, complete
objectification. (66) And secondly: poetry is essentially tied to the spirit
of music, while the poetic creative process arises from the musical, which
is in essence Dionysian. Thus the lyric poet in the creative act first be-
comes entirely one with “the primordial oneness of his painful contradic-
tory nature and produces the reflection of this oneness as music” (68) in
a Dionysian process. This “mystical state of self-alienation” is the reason
that “the images of the lyric genius are nothing but himself”, while he
continues to act as a “moving central point”. (71) In the lyric poem there
is no epic protection against “unifying with its own figures”; the world
created by the lyric genius is thus the objectification of himself, accord-
ing to Nietzsche. Following Nietzsche’s logic, objectification in the trans-
formative Dionysian process is of an already objectified creative subject.
Therefore, the “I” depicted in this way is not the same as the identity of
the empirical “1”, but is “the single ‘I’ of true and eternal being in general,
the ‘I” resting on the foundation of things”. (71) This should not be un-
derstood only through the prism of the transformation and alienation of
the subject in the poetic and mystical experience — as the poetic act is in-
terpreted by Nietzsche — but also with regard to the specific structuring of
the lyric discourse. The presenting subject is objectified by being dispersed
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in lyric diegesis, while remaining the moving central point. Within this figural
framework, which presents “a world of images and metaphors” with a
“colout, causality, and speed entirely different from that world of the plas-
tic artist and the writer of epic” (70), the lyric genius can also present his
image of “non-genius”, his “subject” as Nietzsche puts it. (71) It is here
that we encounter the following meaningful note: “If it now seems as if
the lyrical genius and the non-genius bound up together with him were
one and the same, and as if the first spoke that little word ‘I’ about him-
self, then this illusion could no longer deceive us, not at least in the way it
deceived those who have defined the lyricist as the subjective poet.” (72)

With Nietzsche, the transformative dispositif of poetry, which is con-
veyed in the phrase ‘T is someone else”, is thematised in two ways: as a dis-
positif of depersonalisation, and self-alienation and, (although implicit)
a dispositif of a dialogisation. The former results in the dispersal of the
subject, which Nietzsche refers to as lyric genius, in discourse. One of the
positions of articulation is also the i “I” which can be authorial. In this
respect it is important that the /e genius act as an integrating instance,
a moving central point, of the entire configuration. Therefore, it can be
understood in terms of Foucault’s author function as one of the subject
functions, and in terms of Bakhtin’s pure author. The integrating instance:
1) is an instance of speech; 2) is dispersed in elements of the fictitious
diegetic world; and 3), which is particularly significant, as its foundation in
the spirit of music is emphasised, we may suppose that it seeps into other
places of the energeia of the text, into layers which are examined within the
framework of literary form in traditional theories.

The transformative dispositif thematised by the theories that I have
noted can also be interpreted differently, in the light of examinations of
the subject advanced by F. Schleiermacher, Novalis, F. Holderlin, J. P.
Sartre, M. Frank and to some extent, D. Henrich, in the 20th century
—in terms of the dialectics of pre-reflexive (immediate) and reflexive con-
sciousness. According to these considerations, poetic discourse represents
the central site of the dynamics between the so-called immediate and re-
flexive consciousness, above all, in the first three thinkers, but also in
Frank, who proceeds from them.

All these authors, each in their own way, but with similar conclusions,
review the reflexive model of consciousness. The identity of a rational-
istic or idealistic subject cannot be founded on empirical consciousness;
the subject in a reflexive model can never be identical to itself, since, in
such theoretical “self-positioning”, there is, on the one hand, a reflect-
ing I-subject and, on the other, a reflected I-object. In-between, there
is always a gap, delay, lack, that creates non-identity, which is why this
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model cannot encompass the immediacy of the self-presence of being-
me (familiarity, homeliness with oneself) in a pre- or non-reflexive state,
in which the split between the subject and object has not yet taken place.
(cf. Novalis, Fichte 3-7, Holderlin 2627, Bowie 196200, Frank, I."U/tinme
87, Jovanovski 1006). For Schleiermacher, this non-reflexive modus is im-
mediate self-consciousness; for Holderlin it is being; for Novalis feeling
or self-feeling; for Sartre pre-reflexive consciousness; and for Henrich,
familiarity with oneself. The origins of such understanding lie in Fichte’s
insights into the problematic nature of reflexive consciousness and “I-
ness”, even though he was not able to transcend this model. (cf. Frank,
L ’Ultime 30-35) On the basis of these examinations of early Romanticism
and German Idealism, Manfred Frank derived his theory of the subject
or individual, which he based precisely on the dialectics between reflexive
consciousness which is positional, thetic, established by ocular logic of
realisation of its own mirror reflection and pointing to the subject and the
object; and pre-reflexive consciousness, which is undivided, in the sense
of an undifferentiated unity of subject and object. (Frank, L'Ultime 49)
Here, it is also of the essence that Frank shows how Schleiermachet’s
understanding of an individual as unrepeatable, unsharable, irreducibly
singular and eventful (Frank, L'Ultime 12, 89-90, 93) and the concep-
tualisation of immediate self-consciousness, which represent one of the
theories in the historical line of non-egological theories of the subject, are
related to Schleiermacher’s hermeneutic theory of language, text and style.
In the latter, one can discern an anticipation of philosophical and linguistic
theories of discourse. Schleiermacher’s theory of text, similar to Bakhtin’s
and Benveniste’s later theories of discourse, realises that any text has two
levels (Estetika 289, Problenses 11 59—065): the level of language as a code, a
system of signs, and the level of individuality, the unrepeatable nature of
an utterance. The immediate consciousness of an individual as irreducibly
singular and temporally and eventfully structured is, in the text, articulated
by style. It is evident that style can be manifested only at the level of text
as discourse-utterance-enunciation and not language as code. Regarding
Schleiermacher’s conception of style, Frank finds that if the level of signs
and even types of utterance is what is “sayable” then style is the “unsay-
able”, the energeia of the subject of the text. (The Subject 80, 92).

In addition to Schleiermacher’s theory, Novalis’s differentiation be-
tween two modes of self-consciousness, reflection and feeling, and his
insight into the structure of the individual is fundamental to Frank’s syn-
thesis of the theory of the subject. As with Schleiermacher, who links
the articulation of immediate consciousness to artistic creation, Novalis’s
thought on the subject ties in with his understanding of poetry and theory
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of poetic presentation, Darstellung. (ct. Jovanovski) Novalis sees the indi-
vidual as an essentially split identity (Fichte 25), which cannot be funda-
mental, but is manifested as a process of oscillation between identity and
non-identity, between the I and non-1 (Fichte 164): “The I signifies that
negatively known absolute — what is left over after all abstraction — what
can only be known through action and what only realizes itself through
eternal lack [...] The I becomes effective and determinate in itself only
in its gpposite.” (Fichte 168) This oscillation, which signifies the eventful
and processual implementation of the absolute I as a synthesis of two
modes of consciousness — reflection and feeling — in poetry, is connected
to the process of romantisation, which Novalis examines and realises
in his so-called transcendental poetry. (cf. Jovanovski) Romantisation is
“qualitative potentiation”, where “the lower 1 is identified with the better
1. (Svet 50 202) In this respect, it can be linked to the above-mentioned
theories of inspiration from another historically philosophical context,
insofar as it is a transformative dispositif. If the subject takes form in the
authorial lyric persona, such a subject is “qualitatively increased” through
poetic transformation. Similarly to Hegel, Novalis argues, “poetry is the
presentation of the soul, the inner world in its entirety”. (Svet so 196)
But Nowalis also says that poetry “abandons the identical to present it”.
(Fichte 3) It perhaps presents it within the scope of what Schleiermacher

<«

calls style, and Frank in the unsayable energeia of the text. Moreover,
Novalis’ theory of Darstellung, particularly in relation to the issue of the
subject in terms of the dialectics of reflection, does not only stimulate
the examination of examples where there is obviously an authorial lyric
persona, but a consideration of the configuration of subjectivity in lyric
discourse in general.

What are the implications of the group of theories of immediate con-
sciousness or dialectics between the reflexive and non-reflexive subject
mode, which, within the framework of poetic theory, can be understood
as a new landmark in the interpretation of the transformative disposi-
tif of poetry, on the examination of the lyric subject from the point of
view which is the focus of this article? How is the authorial lyric subject
configured in terms of the subject of the utterance-lyric persona in the
light of these theories? Can we claim that this articulation of a field of
lyric subjectivity reflects the mirror image of personal identity as a tem-
porary (illusory) moment in reflexive consciousness? Or is the authorial
lyric persona already configured through the transformational sieve of the
dynamic process of the poem where, according to Novalis and Frank, the
dialectic process of reflexive and pre-reflexive consciousness takes place
in the most fundamental way? If the latter is manifested as a constituent
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element of the entire lyric discourse, other “subject points” should and
must be found, where the dynamics of this subject in process is articu-
lated. Schleiermacher’s theory of style and Novalis’s Darstellung point to
some sensible directions.

If we focus only on the authorial lyric persona, the issue can be partly
clarified with Ricoeur’s theory of the constitution of personal identity on
the basis of the configuration of narrative identity, where temporality is key.
This process is one of the stages of constituting the subject in Ricoeur’s
hermeneutics of the subject or selthood.!” Following the principle of dis-
harmonious harmony, narrative operation configures the narrative iden-
tity of the person in discontinued dialectics between the ide- permanent,
fixed identity of sameness, based on the principle of sedimentation, and
the 7pse- emerging identity of ipseity based on the principle of innovation.
Itis only the latter, as identity-non-identity that, in addition to its dialectics
with sameness, can finally presuppose the dialectics of selthood and other-
ness. Thus, otherness is manifested as constitutive of ipseity, and enters it.
The ipseity of selthood implicitly includes otherness, so that the one can-
not be thought without the other. Selthood, the subject, can only establish
a relationship to otherness through ipseity. (So-meme 13-14,167-197) The
essence of narrative identity through which Ricoeur metaphorically and
literally approaches the problem of the constitution of personal identity
—and which is not to be understood merely in the sense of the identity of
narrative texts, but literary texts in general (Krog 8-9) — is therefore pre-
cisely the dialectics of ipseity and sameness which is actually already the
dialectics of otherness and sameness.

If we consider the series of auto-reflective poetic texts and meta-poetic
essays which have accompanied poetic creation throughout history and
which, in various ways, implicitly or explicitly thematise the realisation
that the ‘T 4s someone else”; but which we could not present in this text,
it is perhaps reasonable to assume the following: even if we conceded
to the thesis that an authorial lyric subject in the sense of narrative lyric
identity, which is constituted in the process of a lyrical text, according to
the minimised principle of narrative fragments-events, can be understood
as an illusory moment of reflexive consciousness, we should understand
it as an emerging identity of ipseity. The very nature of the structuring of
poetic discourse presupposes the minimising of the harmony principle in
the dynamics of harmony and disharmony, which, based on his reading
of Aristotle’s Poetics, Ricoeur postulates as a configuration model of litera-
ture. Innovation, which is the principle of emerging ipse, ipseity, in the
process of a poem, is often supported by metaphorical discourse, which
represents the high-point of semantic innovation. This is done by abolish-
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ing the descriptive referential function of poetic discourse, says Ricoeur,
in a way that re-describes (redécrit) reality by articulating aspects of it that
can be expressed only through evocation and not directly via descriptive
language, emerging only in a tense, dynamic relation between the ruins
of the literal semantic suitability of a metaphorical utterance and its new
(ilogical) unsuitability. (La #étaphore 289-301) This theory of metaphor,
which as Ricoeur himself says is actually a theory of poetic discourse (La
métaphore 301), is, of course, not without reference to Novalis’s Darstellung
theory, which “abandons the identical to present it”. Analogously, we
could perhaps transfer the principle of a metaphoric re-description (of the
world) to the question of the authorial subject. In poetic discourse, the au-
tobiographical lyric persona, too, implies an irresolvable tension between
identity and difference in a way that always creates a “double reference”.
(La miétaphore 288)

We can say that the figurality of poetic discourse presents the poetic
tabula (mythos), which is built by portraying operations, where disharmony
prevails, and thereby the ipse principle. The disharmonious dispersion of
the structure of poetic utterance accompanies or takes in the identity-ipse
of narrative lyric identity-persona, the lyric subject, which emerges through
various moments of presentation so that sedimentation into idem cannot
take place. These moments are (non-identical) presentation of momen-
tous selves/personae, which are established through the poem-process.
The thesis on the emerging ipseity of authorial lyric persona-subject seems
sensible also if the narrative structure of the fabula of poetic discourse pre-
vails over the figurative-metaphorical. This is one of the main character-
istics of a strong current in contemporary poetry, including Slovenian. It
can be said that for poetry in general, the ipse principle applies. However,
these narrativising tendencies in poetry urge us to re-consider the estab-
lished views of the lyric subject, which often seem completely useless in
these cases.

According to Ricoeur, a relationship to the otherness of the other is
established only through the identity-ipse of the self. In it, the authorial
T-other of a poem seeks and perhaps sees #he other of the other, speaks to it. In
his Bremen speech, Paul Celan describes the dialogic essence of a poem,
which is always oriented toward the other, with a metaphor of a poem
which is like a bottle thrown in the sea — it is en route to an “open place”,
to the “you”.

Thus, let me end by mentioning the aspect of the title phrase “subject
of a poemr in process, subject in the process of a poem”, which also considers the
re-constitution of the subject in respective events in the life of a text, if,
according to Iser, the constitution of the subject occurs with the (read-
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er’s) constitution of the meaning of the text. (Iser 236— 246) This thesis
from The Act of Reading can be linked to Benveniste’s postulate that the
subject in language, in the speech act, is constituted each time. From this
perspective, in the relation I zs someone else the intersubjective and inter-
discursive dimension of the I as a linguistic form — shzffer — which is al-
ways an element of the pair I-yo# emerges. But in Benveniste’s theory of
enunciation, this does not name any lexical unit and refers only to the
individual speech act in which it is spoken and where it marks the speaker.
(Benveniste, Problemi 283) In Benveniste’s theory, this speaker, /éconciatenr
(enunciator) should not be confused with /e sujet parlant (speaking subject).
In this sense I-yox are not representational, but indicative, as the reality to
which it directs is a reality of language and discourse. (Problemi 283—284)
However, in Benveniste’s theory of discourse, this I is not only the subject
of the utterance/enounced, but the subject of enunciation/uttering. If we
transfer this theory to poetry, the subject understood in this way is not
a lyric persona, Bakhtin’s lyric hero, or one of Foucault’s dispersed egos
— but the I-yox of enunciation, the subject-poem itself, the subject of the
process-activity of the poem, which “makes an I from the whole text and
transforms the reader’s I in the process” (Meschonnic, Politigne 192). Thus
1 po-etics

LIS

a “radically historical”, “trans-historical” and “trans-subjective
of poetry takes place where in the event of a poem two subjects in process
always meet.

Translated by Tina Skoberne

NOTES

' Cf. M. Foucault. L hérménentique du sujet. Cours du collige de France 1982—1981. Patis:
Seuil, 2001.

% Barthes’ citation of Nietzsche in the Pleasure of the Text, which repudiates the rule
of the reader, is meaningful: “We have no right to ask who it is who interprets. It is inter-
pretation itself, a form of the will to power, which exists (not as ‘being’, but as process, a
becoming) as passion.” (Le plaisir 83) English translation: The Pleasure of the Text. (trans. by
Richard Miller) New York: Hill&Wang, 2000.

? Poetty is considered essentially monologic e.g. with J. Petersen, (Wissenschaft von der
Dichtung, 1939), partly with M. Bakhtin, D. Lamping (Das /rische Gedicht: Definitionen zn
Theorie und Geschichte der Gatung, 1989).

* K. Hamburger. Dze Logik der Dichtung. Stuttgart: Ernst Klett Vetlag. 1957 (1968). Ham-
burger is more or less affirmatively examined or referenced by several authors, including L.
Jenny: “Fictions du moi et figuration du moi.” In: Figures du sujet lyrigue. Patis: PUF, 1996.
99-111; D. Combe: “La référence dédoublée.” In: Figures du sujet lyrique. Patis: PUF, 1996.
39-63; A. L. Lujan Atenza: Pragmtica del discurso lirico. Madrid: Arco Libros, S. A., 2005.
143-152.
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> Hamburger tries to postulate the subject of the statement (her own English translation

on which she insists) as a linguistic and structural element. (Hamburger 58) By doing so

Hamburger draws a general difference between the subject of the statement in her sense

and the subject of the utterance put forward by theories of information, or discourse

pragmatics as we would say today. Her theory of statement seeks to establish it as a theory

of the hidden structure of language (56), while communication and information theory ex-

amine the speech situation. So the transmitter in information theory should not be equated

with her subject, as the former is faced with a receiver, while the latter is faced with an

object. So, in Hamburger’s statement system of language, the statement is formed on the

relation subject-object.

® Oswald Ducrot. Ie Dire et le dit. Paris: Minuit, 1989.
" In this article, I use the expression the lyric subject in its standard meaning — in the

sense of the lyric speaker, meaning the same as the expression “Iyric persona”. I under-

stand all these concepts or expressions in the sense of the subject of the utterance, i.c. an
instance within the diegetic frame — the presented world of the text. Cf. Balzalorsky 68

® This point is actually thematised by numerous modern theories of poetty which at-

tempt to distance themselves from the conception of “lyric” as a subjective genre by con-

sidering lyric discourse as a transfer to the subject end, with subject and object being

intra-discourse structural functions e.g. with K. Hamburger, by theorising the statement

based on the subject-object relation, where the lyric statement is transferred to the subject

end; in J. Kos with a claim that “lyric reality turns back to the subject as its mirror image.”
(Kos, Lirika 54)

? As J. Lecointe argues in his extensive monograph on the emergence of literary person-

ality in the Renaissance, the medieval literary subject was foremost the product of the text,

while in the Renaissance, Boccaccio in his theoretic-critical text Genealogie deornm gentilinm
libri X17 (1360-1374), establishes a new model of literary personality, which does not
predominantly emerge from the elements of the literary text, but actual biographical data

about the author. This meant a significant shift, which influence the entire development

of meta-literary as well as intertextual perception. From the Renaissance on the person of

the author is not only literary, but has become existential. Dante and Petrarch are not only
Dante in Petrarch from The New Life and Canzoniere, but inspired geniuses with idealised,
unique, extra-textual existence. Cf. Lecointe 236-270.

! Frank criticises Ricoeut’s model of self-consciousness, because it is based on reflex-

ive logic. (The Subject 5)

' Expressions of Henri Meschonnic, who uses them in most of his works (e.g. Pour la

poétigue 1, I, 111, IV, Critique du rythme, Politique du rythme, La rime et la vie, Poétique du traduire,
etc.), where he develops a poetics of discourse, theory of rhythm and the poetics of trans-
lation.
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In the Slovene novel of the last third of the 20" century the majority of literary protago-
nists deal with a question of relationships between an individual and society. Lilerary

work hence puts up a moral and ethical mirror fo the current society. In images of
authors in various Slovene novels it is possible to reveal reflections of mentality of a

novelist as a spokesman of national aspirations and the indicator of a condition of
modern society and culture. The factor of “author’s will” in itself is indissolubly connec-
ted with the act of creation of a literary work. The artistic image always depends on a
subjectivity of its own creator. In each literary work the author solves many important
moral, historical and philosophical questions both for itself and the society. Thus, in

private stories and personal problems a modern novel allows us to understand the
general development of the society and culture of Slovenia on a way to democratic

transformations at the end of the 1980’s and during the strengthening of the new state

inthe 1990s.
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In order to find an answer to the question of who or what writes the
literature, it is probably first of all well to identify one of the many possible
meanings of the word “literature”. The meaning of the word is crucial.
I have in mind not literature as the totality of written works and utter-
ances that have appeared in the course of cultural development, nor, of
course, special literatures, which have become an integral part of progress.
Rather, I mean so-called belles-lettres, even though today it is difficult to
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speak about beauty as a distinguishing feature of contemporary literature,
which often tries to locate itself between chaos and negation. While giving
research into literacy and the text its due, I would like to emphasize the
priority of a literary work as a deliberate imaginative, aesthetic unity. After
all, if we overly emphasize a functional, formalistic approach to literary
material, we run the risk of reducing the author’s role to a batch of writ-
ing techniques or a method, like rules for drawing up legal documents or
semi-automated formulae for writing romance novels. Indeed, in the case
of such types of literature we can speak about the verifiable death of the
author. Such texts, composed by someone in the past, have forever lost
their internal — spiritual, if you will — bond with the source that generated
them, and while they function independently, they are not alive. In this
way they become devoid of the uniqueness characteristic of a masterpiece
that is able to fascinate very different people around the world. Both ex-
ternal preconditions and internal features of the author’s self or individu-
ality merge to form the integrated entity that is a work of literary art.

The shaping of a literary work into a complex of separate, quite inde-
pendent elements, and its organization as a finished whole is possible only
in the presence of a certain binding substance that can only be a human.
Mikhail Bakhtin especially emphasized this point in the early 1920s, in pat-
ticular in The Author and Hero in Aesthetic Reality, in which his philosophical
aesthetics are grounded. According to his concept, this binding substance
is the protagonist of a literary work. At the same time, Bahktin consistent-
ly advances the idea that in order for it to be cast into a work of literature,
prose must be aesthetically reworked by a creative individual, its author,
after which it reflects an image of the consummated creative act. Within
its distilled logic, abstracted from the author, it cannot locate any consum-
mating and architectonically ordering points. According to Bakhtin, “the
hero’s consciousness, his feeling, and his desire of the world (his object-
directed emotional and volitional attitude or posture) are enclosed on all
sides, as if within a band, by the author’s consummating consciousness of
the hero and his world ...” (Bakhtin 1990 13). Roland Barthes’ much later
pronouncement of “the death of the author” could not, in my opinion,
trump the Russian scholar’s thesis. Following Bakhtin, we hold that the
author is “a unique active forming energy”.

Author-protagonist relations are multifaceted, not always straight-
forward, and as a rule have to do with not only so-called “grammatical”
(Barthes) aspects, but also with imaginative, cognitive, and ethical ones. It
is frequently by means of his protagonist that the author tries to resolve
many vital moral, historical, and philosophical questions. Sometimes the

1

author rejects an objective, “outside position”,! and his stance approxi-
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mates that of the protagonist to such an extent that the border between
them is obliterated. The two become barely distinguishable as, for exam-
ple, in works with an autobiographical orientation, where the author and
protagonist not only share thoughts and feelings but a biography as well.
Nonetheless, the protagonist’s I can never become the author’s I, since a
dose of fantasy and the taste of creativity are always present.”

It stands to reason that the factor of “the author’s volition” is inte-
grally connected with the act of creating a literary work. The artistic image
always depends on its creator’s subject. In each literary work the author
addresses many vital personal or societal moral, historical, philosophical,
and other questions. Even “pure” verbal recordings of private feelings,
emotions, and sentiments suppose the possibility of repeat or secondary
actualization in its original imaginative unity, in the author’s or anoth-
er’s perception, after some time has passed. The possibility remains that
a written text’s aesthetic existence is fundamentally determined by its in-
ternal imaginative unity as defined by the author. This unity appears even
when, for example, the author compiles separate stories, plots, and images
in one cycle, causing the reader to apprehend them as an imaginative-
aesthetic unity. In this sense, the modern novel, having moved beyond
genre borders and conventions, has a very wide array of “grammatical”
and other formal possibilities, but at the same time the author and his
concept remain the organizing source of thoughts and images.

In the last third of the twentieth century, the novel remains one of the
most popular genres in Slovenia. Many factors, both internal and external,
have contributed to its robust and successful development in these years.

Given its integration into the European context, Slovenian literature
has never been a closed system. Because of this, the novel rapidly absorbs
the latest literary innovations from without. At the same time, it carries on
its proper artistic experiments.

The confident, steady development of Slovenian society in this pe-
riod, punctuated by crucial, determining events, gave writers opportuni-
ties to reflect and ponder reality. Even the fateful years of 1990 and 1991,
when the Slovenian people demonstrated an enviable unity of aspiration,
can be described as a natural transition to a new level of development.
Writers garnered great merit as they gradually dispensed with prohibi-
tions and stereotypes, overcame political and ideological taboos, restored
historical justice, and bore the burden of preserving national identity.
The Slovenian novel served a national constitutive function and lived
and breathed anticipation of change. It was in the novel that the society
approached its chief goal, independence of the country, which took place
in the early 1990s.
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Given its polyphonic form, the contemporary novel possesses a wide
variety of tools for studying the phenomenon of man, constantly add-
ing new techniques to its own arsenal and developing ever more refined
strategies. The reader is invited into a research laboratory, where he can
witness and assist in the author’s (and life’s) experiments on humans.

Contemporary novelists are for all intents and purposes unfettered by
genre conventions. A wide variety means, even those once considered in-
compatible, are employed on all levels of artistic canvases. The Slovenian
novel provides clear confirmation of this. Fiction and documentary (e.g.,
Drago Jancar, Northern Lights, 1984), popular and elite (e.g., Dimitrij Rupel,
The Lion’s Share, 1989), prose and poetry (e.g., Joze Snoj, Gavgen Hrib, or a
Novel about a War Childhood, 1982), tradition and experiment conjoin and
interact in it. Thus, for example, Andrej Blatnik planned the anti-utopian
novel with an adventure story, Torches and Tears (1987, reprint 2004), pri-
marily as an experiment and constructed it on a postmodernistic novelistic
model.

However, the Slovenian novel of the last third of the twentieth cen-
tury no longer conducts experiments for their own sake, but displays the
authot’s desire to grasp reality, often that of his or her own life.

As is likely the case in other contemporary literatures, so-called hybrids
proliferate in the contemporary Slovenian novel, combining and toying
with the features of various genres. Practically no “pure” examples of the
novelist genre survive. This situation demonstrates the writer’s complete
freedom in choosing forms and techniques, as well as the maturity of the
receiver, the reader, who has outgrown the need for genre “conventions”,
and, rather, is interested in new, unusual combinations that give additional
food for thought and, of course, for the heart.

Thus, through private stories, personal problems, and intimate chal-
lenges, the contemporary novel facilitates understanding of the society
and culture’s general development and the foundation of a new state in the
course of democratic changes from the late 1980s to eatly 1990s.

Slovenian novelists” constant attention to the inner world has spurred a
flowering of the so-called autobiographical novel in precisely this period.’

The autobiographical novels of such writers as Lojze Kovaci¢, Vitomil
Zupan, Marjan Rozanc and others have already become classics. From the
writers of the middle generation in this period Franjo Franci¢ and Andre;j
Morovic¢ deserve to be mentioned.

If we specifically consider the role of the author in Slovenian autobio-
graphical novels, we can distinguish the following types (Sozina 2002).

First, there are novels in which the image of the author plays an espe-
cially important role as the organizing principle, acting like the images of
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other characters in a work. In such novels the author purposely reveals
his presence, his will, and knowledge. For him the human life at any stage
of development is inexhaustibly rich; therefore, he, together with his pro-
tagonist, are scrupulous researchers of what transpires within themselves
and in the world. The authot’s emotional-volitional reactions, setting a
general rhythm* for the entire novel, are frequently reinforced with an
effective rationale that relies on literary citations, examples from history,
philosophers’ meditations, and various digressions that fill out the image
of the protagonist. A striking example of this is Vitomil Zupan’s trilogy
(Minuet for a 25-String Guitar, 1975; Leviathan, 1982; The Comedy of a Human
Texture, 1980).

Different kinds of author-protagonist relations play out in those novels
where the writer disappears behind a narrator or the image of a protago-
nist-storyteller, as happens, for example, in Marjan Rozanc’s autobiograph-
ical novels (Butterfly, 1981; Sentimental Story Times, 1985). Autobiography in
these cases serves only as a basis. The openness of feelings and depth of
the introspection further emphasize the author’s desire not to analyze his
or her own development as a person and writer, but to explore society
from an active civic perspective.

The protagonist in Andrej Morovi¢’s (b. 1960) autobiographical novel
Bomba la petrolia (1989) also rebels against the prevailing value system, try-
ing to find himself and his place in the underground. The story about
the protagonist’s wanderings is full of irony and even sarcasm about his
relation to reality and his life (drugs, conflicts with state authorities, ad-
ventures, etc.). Like a battery, he stores visual and sound signals within
and then simply transfers them to the reader, who must arrange them
himself.

The prominent Russian literary scholar L. Ia. Ginzburg suggests in The
Literary Character (O lteraturnom geroe, Leningrad, 1979) that increased in-
terest in the documentary (and hence, high points of the autobiographical
genre) usually occurs in “times of open borders”.” The Slovenian novel
confirms this. Authors who previously did not write in the genre turn to
it then. Thus, in 1999, following Gavgen hrib, in which the autobiographi-
cal component is very strong, although the mythopoetic source predomi-
nates, and in other works that are hardly autobiographical, Joze Snoj fin-
ished the novel Mr. Pepi, or an Early Search for a Name (2000). In it, Snoj
preserves the manner of his individual poetic vision while continuing in
the best creative tradition of the Slovenian classic of autobiography, Lojze
Kovaci¢. Kovaci¢’s works are characterized by the absence of fiction as
such. With few exceptions, life itself is the material of artistic creation. The
creative writer’s credo could well be defined as “Don’t invent anything,
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there is nothing more rich, varied, and interesting than life itself”. This
is true of Kovaci¢’s novels, where form is subordinate to the principle of
fidelity to the truth of life (i.e., the trilogy Newcomsers, 1984-85, or the novel
Childish Things, 2003), as well as for works that are real formal experiments
of a modernist kind (i.e., Five Fragments, of which only the first two were
published, 1981).

Kovaci¢ has shown in his works that pure autobiography, simple de-
scription of one’s own life, may turn from a para-literary genre into a high
quality piece of literature, while still preserving its value as historical wit-
nessing. The description of what the author has actually seen and heard,
conveyed with a genuine gift for exact and concise witnessing to facts, is
aesthetically enhanced.

A special type of author-protagonist relation is observable in Kovaci¢’s
autobiographical novels.® Its distinctive feature is that despite the authot’s
desire to look at himself through the protagonist’s eyes, from a position
exterior to that of his own as creator (as Rozanc does, for example), he
invariably returns to within his protagonist, as into himself. He cannot
locate relatively stable ground outside of his protagonist, and so he contin-
ues to evaluate events in the protagonist’s life from within the protagonist.
Even when using neutral, third person narration, as in the novels Reality
and Five Fragments, for instance, the writer is unable to distance himself
from the protagonist’s inner I. In these novels, the author’s role as the
psychological center consolidating various phenomena of reality into a
whole of himself, is apparent.

At the heart of the novel Rea/ity’s plot are actual events from the writ-
er’s life. He spent six months in a penal battalion while serving in the
army. Kovaci¢ does not directly declare the identity of his own destiny
and his protagonist’s, as he does it in other novels. At the same time, he
does not wish outwardly or inwardly to remove himself from the pro-
tagonist.

All events in the novel, characterizations of other personages, descrip-
tions of settings, and so forth are conveyed through the protagonist’s in-
dividual, subjective perception, and in no wise impartially. All information
is imparted strictly within the spatio-temporal context of the protagonist’s
life.

The faceless narrator continually emphasizes that the protagonist
“didn’t trust for a second in the existence |...] of a reality from beginning
to end”. Probably for this reason this objective reality is left undeveloped
in the novel. The concept of the image of a protagonist is a purely sub-
jective perception of the wortld, frequently erroneous, but real to an indi-
vidual person.
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Through the course of the novel’s events, the main theme is human
fear and freedom, which are concretized in more private themes: rela-
tions between soldiers, army regulations, societal changes connected with
historical events and cataclysms, and interethnic relations. At the same
time, there is no special intention to develop these themes in some ob-
jective fashion, though there is a generalizing claim. Certain remarks and
reasoning on common themes are nonetheless delivered through the pro-
tagonist’s context, and it is here that the all-encompassing author, whose
creative energy is essential for the completion of the protagonist’s image,
reveals himself. The author also shows himself ironically, from mild teas-
ing to bilious sarcasm.

Author-protagonist relations in which the former does not strive to
detach himself from his hero, whose internal perspective supplies the en-
tire artistic space, are not unique. They are apparent, for example, in the
autobiographical novel Motherland, Pale Mother (1986), by Franjo Francic, a
writer of another generation (b. 1958).

Lojze Kovacic and Franjo Francic share a fidelity to the autobiographi-
cal genre and a difficult lot at the beginnings of their lives. We might posit
that such author-protagonist relations at least in part due to certain psy-
chological traumas that the writer wishes to overcome through his creative
work.

The special sensitivity to surrounding reality, the search for and aware-
ness of self and mission in the world, and escape from routine that char-
acterize the contemporary Slovenian novel presuppose a particular mental
state, a propensity to inner tensions. It should be noted that psychological
interests are traditional for the Slovenian novel. However, with the devel-
opment of modern science, in particular psychoanalysis, with the increas-
ing influence of Eastern philosophies and doctrines, and the growth in the
general awareness of such matters — not only on the part of writers but
also of readers — the traditional psychological component of the Slovenian
novel has risen to a new level.”

The author’s mission as a psychological unity is important in non-re-
alistic novels as well; for example, Joze Snoj’s Gavgen Hrib (1982) or the
anti-utopian diptych by Berta Bojetu. In her novels Filo Isn’t Homze (1990)
and The Bird’s House (1995), the writer describes two systems of aggressive
patriarchal society that are isolated from the external world and tries to
discredit this society, in which the person is humiliated and deprived of
civil rights. In the first novel, there is an island; in the second one, it is a
forgotten place in mountains. The author does not appear on the novels
and does not conspicuously influence the (first-, second-, and third-person
forms of) narration, which consists of heterogeneous and separate parts.

303



The Author: Who or What Is Writing Literature?

304

However, besides the plot and protagonists, a certain force is present,
binding all these separate elements in an indivisible, psycho-emotional
whole. The female protagonists in the novels are hardly capable of revolt-
ing against the existing order. But the diptych itself becomes such a revolt.
Suffering and humiliation and the heartlessness of others become serious
tests for those seeking fidelity and pure relations and patiently awaiting the
end of their torments. Through their destinies the author tries to prove to
the reader that love conquers fear, that spirituality is more valuable than
surface beauty, that power and knowledge continue to contend as the two
forces capable of changing the world.

Another manifestation of the author, that of an intellectual whole, is
most prominent in works of a postmodernist stripe. Clear examples are
the novels Torches and Tears, by Andrej Blatnik (1987) and The Lion’s Share,
by Dimitrij Rupel (1989). The poetics of the novels are based on their
multiple levels (palimpsests), irony, gaming with literary material before
the reader’s eyes, the principle of the “already seen and heard” freedom
of making all sorts of connections, leveling of utterances, and intertextual-
ity. The most varied parts of the pan-European cultural context are used:
some are cornerstones of the civilization; others are simple stereotypes,
both positive and negative. The authors also wield fleetingly significant
ideas and utterances that are relevant to a given moment. For this reason,
when Blatnik’s novel was reprinted in 2005, he disposed of some associa-
tions and allusions whose meanings had been lost. At the same time, in
addition to the intellectual, these writers try to appeal to contemporary
readers’ spiritual treasuries.

In the Drago Jancar’s novel Head Noise (1998), the witnessing of a sur-
vivor of the Livada prison uprising and the silence of ancient stones merge
in a unified narration by the author’s volition. The prison revolt is com-
pared to the Masada siege of over two thousand years ago, which ended
in mass suicide. The theme of the crime, a revolt against injustice, and the
punishment emphasizes the moral aspect. The prison’s “self-government”
degenerates into the tyranny of a new power, which drowns in its own
baseness, cruelty, and license; characters’ feelings and acts are frequently
compared to those of animals. But these same people have other poten-
tials as well. The author has little interest in the observance or necessity
of external norms of the human behavior, as established by the standard
moral codes. The object of his attention is inner power, will power, the
power of belief, and aspirations for justice, including on the part of the
criminal protagonist, Keber.

Individualized structures prevail in the Slovenian novel of the last third
of the twentieth century. At the same time, the problem of the literary
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I is inextricably linked with the development of the general concept of
self in public consciousness. The reader, and by extension the public, is
presented with moral questions in literary works. By means of authors’
images in various Slovenian novels, in their embedded psychological, in-
tellectual, and moral principle, it is possible to uncover reflections of a
novelist’s mentality as he plays the role of spokesman for national aspira-
tions, of indicator of the condition of contemporary society and culture.
Threads of analogies, correspondences, contrasts, and similarities extend
from literary works in all directions, into the depths of the literary past
and across the breadth of contemporary life. The period a time for the
Slovenian novel effectively to overcome all kinds of taboos, ideological
and aesthetic, but it certainly did not witness the author’s death. Instead,
after a lengthy era of limitations and struggles with external hindrances,
this period has brought to Slovenian writers a sense of total freedom and
enjoyment of creative flight.

NOTES

! Bakhtin introduced this term in his work “Author and Hero in Aesthetic Activity”
(Bakhtin 1990 15). See also Bakhtin 2000 41.

21t is remarkable that Bakhtin did not see a basic difference between biography and
autobiography.

3 This notion is variously understood. Different scholars have frequently instilled it with
contradictory senses: For some, a simple congruence of the author’s name and the name
of the main character is enough, even with some fantasy; for others, it is necessary that
narrated events actually took place in the author’s life. The question of what is considered
an autobiographical work requires thorough study, and such are already under way; for
example, there was an international conference on “Slovenian autobiography” in April
2009 at the Institute of the Slovenian Literature and Literary Sciences, Scientific Research
Centre of Slovenian Academy of Sciences and Arts.

*The governing rhythm is a unified tone that infuses all utterances, drawing all of them

5

to, as it were, a single emotional and volitional denominator.

5 Perhaps the modern annihilation of aesthetic boundaries is reflected in discussions
about the crisis (the death) of the author.

In addition to the above-mentioned, also Dedek in smrt (Boy and Death) (1968),
Resnicnost (Effectiveness) (1972), Basel (1989), Kristalni éas (Crystal Time) (1990), and other
autobiographical works.

"Tt, of course, remains not everywhere, but even in many so-called mass or, perhaps
better put, “cash” opuses.
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In the article I discuss various processes of production and reception on the basis of
Literary works that, due to their influence, function as an authority and thus open up
new interlextual responses. My research focuses on the concepts of “influence” and
“intertextuality’, as well as on the concept of “literary reception”, which integrates both
aforementioned concepls.

The theme linking the literary works in question and their interlextual relations is that
of evil and guilt as it emerges in reading the Book of Job.! I will highlight the motif of
sin and the figure of Satan. The emphasis will be on the literature of Thomas Mann
and Goethe’s masterpiece Faust. A detailed analysis of these works also reveals the
history of the approaches with which we are confronted during the process of reading.

Keywords: literary theoty / intertextuality / literary influence / literary reception /
thematology
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International Literary Processes - “Influence” and
“Intertextuality”

The notion of “influence” is one of the oldest literary processes. The
term first referred to astrology, as the influence of stars on people, and it
is later also found in literature. Gvozden Eror discusses this in the book
Genetitki vidovi inter(literarnosti) (The Genetic Aspects of Inter(literariness)
(2002), where his findings are summed up in the following words: “The
concept of literary influence has been generally accepted since the end of
the 19" century; predominantly it was defined as the ‘form of appearance’,
i.e. the manifestations of interrelations between different literatures and
grasped through the aspect of causal relations on the genetic level.” (Eror
92) The most significant attribute of an instance of literary “influence” is
causality, which is understood as the developmental process of individual
themes, motifs, literary figures, etc. The author receives foreign ideas, mo-
tifs and themes, and weaves them into his work, remodelling them in his
own way, and thus assuring them their own value. Perhaps the best known
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example of such influence is found in Dante’s The Divine Comedy (La Divina
Commedia), which was strongly influenced by Virgil with his style and un-
derstanding of the world:?

Tu se’ lo mio maestro e > mio autore;
tu se’ solo colui da cu’ io tolsi
lo bello stilo® che m’ ha fatto onore.

(Inferno 1, 85 — 87).

Dante was mainly influenced by Virgil’s choice of themes,' but in his
poetry we also find other kinds of influence; in addition to conceptual
influences (religious, philosophical, aesthetic) we also find influences on
material, form and style’ (summarised from A. Ocvitk: Teorja primerjalne
literarne Zgodovine (Theory of Comparative Literary History (1936). Today,
Dante’s poem still influences many poets and writers, who discover in The
Divine Comedy new possibilities for representing the afterworld or the after-
life, and with its help also analyse society, the world and history.

According to Harold Bloom’s definition, we can talk about an influ-
ence only when there are two strong poetical authorities involved in the
process: “Poetic Influence [...] always proceeds by misreading of the prior
poet, an act of creative correction that is actually and necessarily a misin-
terpretation. The history of fruitful poetic influence |...] is a history of
anxiety and self-saving caricature, of distortion, of perverse, wilful revi-
sionism without which modern poetry as such could not exist.” (30)

A poet’s partial misunderstanding of his predecessors is a function of
time, distance, ignorance of language, etc.® Thus, the newly made work has
its own identity. We become aware of that when we compare Goethe’s
and Mann’s Faust / Doctor Faustus: “Mann’s swetve away from Goethe is
the profoundly ironic denial that any swerve is necessary. His misinterpre-
tation of Goethe is to read precisely his own parodistic genius, his own
kind of loving irony, into his precursor.” (Bloom 54) Everybody who is
under the influence of someone weaves into his work not only the ideas
and themes of his model, but he also interlaces — sometimes on purpose,
and sometimes, again, unintentionally — the spirit of his own epoch, time
and place. Thus, each literary work depends on many viewpoints of the
context that influenced its formation.

We can say that a literary work is a consequence of various causes.
However, we must ask ourselves whether Hermerén’s definition of “in-
fluence” still applies: “A influences B with a”. As Jay Clayton ascertains:
“Once the chain of influence extends beyond one link, should we not
begin to talk of intertextuality rather than influence?” (38) The answer is
in no way simple, and for this reason I will provide a thorough presenta-
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tion of the concept of “intertextuality” and certain problems that appear
with it. Finally, I will return to the question raised and offer a fundamental
distinction between “influence” and “intertextuality”.

The notion of “intertextuality” in literature appeared very late. We can
trace it back to the works of Julia Kristeva, who introduced the term in
literary science with the assistance of Bakhtin’s theory of dialogue and
Saussute’s research of anagrams.” The author understands “intertextual-
ity” as each “inter-action textuelle qui se produit a l'intérieur d’un seul
texte. Pour le sujet connaissant, Iintertextualité est une notion qui sera
I'indice de la facon dont un texte lit I’histoire et s’insere en elle” (Pfister
212), which underlies the dynamism of mediatory processes. Kristeva re-
veals that literary works mutually complement each other and that we
can understand them correctly only with a good knowledge of the literary
tradition. In her theory, Julie Kristeva understands all texts as intertex-
tual relations, and is interested in the ontological characteristics of texts:
their structure, meaning, historical attachment, etc. According to Kristeva,
every text is built as a mosaic of quotations; every text is the absorption
and transformation of another text (see Eror 239).

Thomas Mann’s Joseph and His Brothers (Joseph und seine Briider) is a great
deal less understandable if we are not familiar with the author’s reading
of and transferral of ideas from the midrashim (Micha Josef bin Gorion).
In Mann’s novel, Joseph represents a person who can resist temptation
— Potiphar’s wife — not because of his own strength (he is not the image
of a Greek hero), but only when he sees in a vision his father’s disap-
pointed face. As Terry R. Wright ascertains: “The midrash |[...] provides a
mediating narrative framework between the terse verses of Genesis 39 and
Mann’s elaborated novel.” (Wright 153)

Marko Juvan uses the term “intertextuality” as a general expression;
for a particular, explicit form of intertextuality the term “citation” is used.
Citation is thus “a strategy of writing, that with its [...] figures and genres
consciously relies upon activating of cultural memory” (Juvan 285). In
Juvan’s opinion, a literary text that would “without attachment to foreign
background lose its semantics and aesthetic figure” is classified as cita-
tion (245). There are many different indices that suggest a citation, while
the phenomenon of general intertextuality is more difficult to define as it
is not externally recognisable. A text is a “citation” only when it can be
confirmed with certainty that the author wilfully referred to some other
text, while also counting on the reader’s ability to recognise the reference
to the original text.

A citation can be popular or elitist. Elitist-hermetic citation represents
an attachment, where the message is — because of its imprecise, even
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obliterate pointers — more difficult to understand. Most postmodernist
metafiction is written in this manner. On the other hand, a popular ci-
tation is more easily recognised by the reader, as it takes material from
classic repertoire known to everyone: In his poem Dante frequently sum-
marises events described in the Holy Bible:

O Saul, come su la propria spada
quivi parevi morto in Gelbog,
che poi non sentipioggia ne rugiadal
(Purgatorio X11, 40—42)

Based on his research and explanation of the relationship between
“Intertextuality” and “citation”, French author F. Goyet concludes that
the term “inter-text” refers to another text which never appears by itself:
the hidden text, the text beyond the text; while the quotation explicitely
refers to a text which appears in its presence. Thus, the quotation appears
in its explicitness, while the inter-text functions as the implicit textual-
ity (see Eror 262). We notice that the term “intertextuality” defines con-
cealed characteristics of texts, while “citation” is presented as an obvious
characteristic of texts. Once again we can stress that “literary texts have
always referred not only to reality (zzitatio vitae), but also to previous other
texts(imitation veterum)”® (Pfister 210). What is, therefore, the fundamen-
tal distinction between “influence” and “intertextuality”?

The significant difference between the terms arises from the relation-
ships to which the texts are subjected. An “influence” indicates every one-
way effect of text A on text B, while “intertextuality” can be illustrated
with a model of a dialogue (Bakhtin), indicating two-way interactions be-
tween texts A and B. The relationship between them is the following:
“influence” implies the necessity of temporal sequence, while this is not a
requirement of “intertextuality”.

A very important characteristic of “influence” is causality: features in
text B are the effect of a cause in text A (A being the primary text). Thus,
“influence” links causality with the hierarchical superiority of the primary
text. On the other hand, in “intertextuality” causality is deconstructed
— text A is appropriated and/or implicated by text B.”

The difference between the two expressions originates from the un-
derstanding and research of methods that transfer elements (ideas, motifs,
themes) from one text to another. An “influence” recognises the diversity
and originality of text B, but in so doing does not analyse the process of
how the newly arising text reworks elements of the original text. In this
way, an author adapts foreign elements according to his needs, his literary
work. Unlike “influence”, “intertextuality” analyses all of the methods,
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forms and functions that are taken by text A into text B. “Intertextuality”
is primarily concerned with the reception of elements from the primary
text (text A) in its new transformation (text B).

A very important distinction between “influence” and “intertextuality” is
brought about by the relationship between the author and the readers. The
author is not a “guarantee for an identity of text” anymore (from Roland
Barthes onward); this role is taken over by the reader, who is de-subjec-
tified."” “Influence”, on the other hand, tries to re-establish intersubjective
relations: the author of text A influences the author of text B. We notice
that in this case the “guarantee for an identity of the text” is the author.

A significant difference between both terms is often dependent upon
a different view of the primary text (text A). With “influence” text A is
“writing with a signature”, meaning that we know the author of this liter-
ary work.'" A different aspect is revealed when we study “intertextual”
literary work; in this case, text A can be anonymous codes, conventions,
assumptions.'?

The Shift from Author to Reader - the Beginning of a New
Literary Paradigm

The terms “influence” and “intertextuality” define a particular mode of
writing texts. At the same time, they analyse the role that the author and
the reader have in a literary work. Along with the study of both concepts
changes in the relationship author—work—reader appear, which represent
the beginning of a new literary paradigm in literary science.

While traditional literary science was primarily concerned with the au-
thor, modern literary science has stressed the role of the literary work as a
text."” Thus Julie Kristeva understands “intertextuality” as a way of writ-
ing and not as much as a way of reading (see Rajan 61). Consequently, in
Kristeva the reader does not possess a particular value, which indicates
her interest in and treatment of the text itself (its originality is, however,
already problematic — see note 9). In devoting attention only to the text,
Kristeva overlooks one special characteristic of text: every text has active
and passive intertextual relations. Passive intertextual relations are formed
by a “historically and culturally different reader who situates what claims
to be an autonomous representation of reality on the horizontal and verti-
cal axes' of its own intertextuality” (Rajan 69).

Studying “intertextuality” enables Kristeva a deeper insight into the struc-
ture and history of the text but at the same time, due to her narrow scope of
research, her reflections on literature remain somewhat unrealised.
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In contrast to Kristeva, Roland Barthes recognises the significance of
the reader and therefore focuses his research on the study of the reader’s
role: Barthes’s theory of “intertextuality” is therefore based on “the reader
as the organizing center of interpretation” (Clayton and Rothstein 21). Thus
the new literary paradigm places the third factor of the triad in the spotlight:
the reader or receiver, along with his circumstances of reception. Barthes
shifts the emphasis from the “writing subject” to the reader and his cultural
identity.” The significance of Barthes’s work lies in emphasising the reader
rather than the work.' As he says: “A text’s unity lies not in its origin but
in its destination. Yet this destination cannot any longer be personal: the
reader is without history, biography, psychology” (Barthes 23).

With Barthes declaration about “the death of the author” we witness
the disappearance of the reader. According to Barthes, reading is therefore
understood as a process that takes place “nowhere and to no one” (Rajan
73). The author sees a significant factor in anonymous citations, stere-
otypes, etc., which refer to (inter)textuality rather than to a person.

Michael Riffaterre follows this and defines “intertextuality” as “general
characteristics of texts and their reception” (Juvan 143). Riffaterre thus
limits the expression “intertextuality” to literature, for only through inter-
textual links can we understand the meaning and particularities of texts.
Riffaterre understands “intertextuality” as a “means of force” — with its aid
the literary work guides the reader’s interpretation of the text. Riffaterre
demands that the text be read hermeneutically, because only this way does
the literary text have a precisely defined meaning. With his study of re-
ception, Riffaterre had an important influence on the theoreticians of the
“Constance School”, whose adherents dedicated their attention to the re-
search of the reader’s creative reading of the text. Amongst the most visible
representatives of this school were Hans Robert Jauss and Wolfgang Iser.

In Jauss’s view: “Der Sinn eines literarischen Werks ist nicht mit
dem Werk selbst einfach gegeben, sondern konstituiert sich erst in der
Rezeptionsgeschichte” (qtd. Biirger 139). His study of literature and the
aesthetics of reception led Jauss to the following conclusion: the influ-
enced author is always also a reader, and “influence” is therefore a spe-
cial form of creative reception. The term “influence” is conditioned by
the author’s horizon of expectations, his social, existential and aesthetic
needs, as well as his perceptions of national literature. In Jauss’s opini-
on, the newly arising literary work can therefore “ein literarisches Werk
kann Probleme voraufgegangene Werke aufnehmen und neue Ldsungen
vorschlagen, es wird von Zeitgenossischen Rezipienten im Rahmen be-
stimmter Erwartungen rezipiert (oder nicht rezipiert), und es kann iiber
die Epoche seines Entstehens hinaus wirksam bleiben”"” (Buirger 140). At
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this point, Jauss introduces the concept of the “horizon of expectation”,
including the communicative and social-formative function of art, i.e. the
interrelations between work and reader: “The social function of literature
manifests itself in its genuine possibility [...] where the literary experience
of the reader enters into the horizon of expectations of his lived praxis,
performs his understanding of the world, and thereby also has an effect
on his social behaviour” (Dze Mythe 39). Moreover, “a literary work with an
unfamiliar aesthetic form can break through the expectations of its readers
and at the same time confront them with a question, the solution to which
remains lacking for them in the religiously or officially sanctioned morals
(Die Mythe 44). As we shall see, this questions posed in the literary works
articulate the way of the human emancipation.

718 i en-

It is precisely in the process of reading that the “secluded reader
abled to become a “historical power”. In this way, Jauss significantly modi-
fies the role of the “secluded reader”, because he represents him as an active

link in the process of the beginning and formation of the literary work.

The Significance of Mediation in the Formation of the Literary
Work

By using the terms “influence” and “intertextuality” we research vari-
ous relationships between texts, and in so doing we must take into account
the many factors that influence the formation of a new literary work. Here
mediators' play an important role (see Eror 214).

Translation is the most frequent agent for the extension and mediation
of literary works between linguistic communities. Here we must pay at-
tention to the fact that a translation can never entirely replace the original.
Nonetheless, translations must preserve the essential characteristics and
features of the original. Modifications made through many translations and
adaptations influence the success of some literary works in the world. We
should point out that with the term “mediation” we most frequently refer
to the functioning of “a certain literature and its readers in another (linguis-
tic) community including the writers in the role of readers” (Eror 221).

In his book Geneticki vidovi inter(literarnosti), Gvozden Eror summa-
rises Daniel-Henry Pageaux, stating that the mediator acts as a transporter
of ideas and knowledge, disposing of a wide scope of literary genres, sub-
genres and forms (see Eror 218).

Mediation therefore enables ideas, themes and motives, as well as liter-
ary forms, styles and genres, to decant from one literary work to another,
or to establish intertextual relations. The expression “mediation”, there-
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fore, occupies the central passage in the intertextual relation of two texts:
text A — mediator (e.g., translation) — text B.

Thematology - the Dynamic of Motifs and Themes between
Literatures

The meaning of the literary work is formulated with the help of other
literary works. Motifs and themes are therefore not immanent compo-
nents of one text, but are formed through interpretative treatments. This
is why thematology is connected with the terms “influence” and “inter-
textuality” in a special way. Every literary work has its own characteristics,
but one literary work follows the original more precisely, and another less
precisely.?’ Marko Juvan distinguishes two types of citation perspectives:
assimilation® (in accordance with the source material) and dissimilation®
(a digression from and rejection of the source material).

Yves Chevrel ascertains that the myth is characterised by its ability to
be modified through the centuries, staying at the same time the same story
(see Chevrel 18). His thought leads us to the conclusion that literary works
are “holders of myths” (as motifs, themes and materials*) because they
take them over, set them forth and even give them their primary form.
At the same time, however, our engagement with them is important for
understanding the individual culture.

While Chevrel understands “myth” as “material” (German: “Stoff”)
for formation, Jauss’s interpretation of myth is somewhat different. Thus
Jauss recognises myth already in Genesis, where, in his opinion,

handelt es sich [...] zweifellos um eine Mythe, wenn darunter nicht nur eine
denkwiirdige geschichtliche Tat, sondern eine Erzihlung verstanden wird, die ein
Ereignis vor aller Geschichte verewigen soll, das in seinem Ausmass das Ganze
der Welt betrifft, das Verhiltnis des Menschen zu Gott [...] einschliesst und eine
elementire Frage damit beantwortet, dass sie durch jenes anfingliche Ereignis ein
fiir alle Mal vorentschieden worden sein. (Toward 26)

Therefore, the myth that is told by Genesis is, according to Jauss’s de-
finition, “antwortet offenbar in erster Linie auf die nahegelegte Frage, wie
und um welchen Preis der Mensch das Wissen von Gut und Bose erlangt
haben mag”* (Toward 26).

[...] Aber der erste Mensch ist noch nicht, was er erst warden soll: das ‘animal
quarerens cur’. Sieht man darin eine Bestimmung seiner zukiinftigen Miindigkeit,
so kommen ihm auf dieser Bahn seiner Emanzipation wenigstens drei gute Feen
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zu Hilfe: die Philosophie, die Wissenschaft und [...] die dsthetische Erfahrung.
(Der fragende 551)

The path of emancipation leads from Adam to Job, more precisely, to
the inter-relations between the main figures of the Book of Job.

Die Erzihlung von der ersten Ubertretung eines Gebots durch den ersten
Menschen und ihren unabsehbaren Folgen antwortet offenbar in erster Linie auf
die nahegelegte Frage, wie und um welchen Preis der Mensch das Wissen von
Gut und Bése erlangt haben mag. [...] Die grossen Fragen nach den Bedingungen
des Menschlichen Daseins jenseits des Paradieses [...] sollen gleichwohl allesamt
mite in und derselben Antwort autoritativ zum Verstummen gebracht warden.
Die lapidare Antwort von Gen. 3 [...] hinterldsst indes den stirksten Anreiz, wei-
terzufragen, sei es in dem legitimen Bedirfnis, zu erfahren, welcher Sinn denn nun
dem menschlivhen Tun unter den verhidngten Bedingungen zukommen soll, sei
es in der illegitimen Neugier, Frage zu stellen, die von der mythischen Antwort
unterdriickt werden, wie zum Beispiel: Warum hat Gott dem ersten Menschen
gerade das Wissen von Gut und Bése vorenthalten? (Toward 26-27)

In the continuation the article will demonstrate how particular exam-
ples from world literature answer this question.

The Function of Question and Answer

Asking — posing questions and searching for their answers — is a fun-
damental principle that brings us to the path of understanding.”” The be-
ginnings of asking are associated with overcoming the fears and horror
with which humans are faced. Job’s lamentations to God are certainly
to be understood in this way: “Wherefore is light given to him that is in
misery, and life unto the bitter in soul;Which long for death, but it cometh
not; and dig for it more than for hid treasures” (Job 3:20-21). In the end,
God’s omnipotence and benevolence are revealed to the Old Testament
patriarch; Job addresses God in chapter 42, verse 4, where he admits his
own ignorance, on the one hand, and God’s divine wisdom and inconceiv-
ability, on the other hand: “Hear, I beseech thee, and I will speak: I will
demand of thee, and declare thou unto me” (Job 42:4; my emphasis).

Bultmann’s assertion — with which Jauss also agrees — is that
“Verstehen ist kein kontemplativer Akt, in dem der Interpret nurmehr
seine Subjektivitit ausléschen und seinen geschichtlichen Standort ver-
gessen misste, um zu der objektiven Erkentniss einer Sache zu gelangen.
Verstehen is stets an einer bestimmten Fragestellung, an einem “Vorauthin
der Befragung’ orientiert und mithin vor einem Vorverstindnis der Sache
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geleitet, das in einem Interesse der Fragenden begriindet ist” (Toward 468).
The comprehension of a literary work is thus an active process that is di-
rected through asking. Posing questions already indicates the expectations
that an interpreter or reader has of a text. This is why expectations and
prejudices participate in the formation of an interpretation/comprehen-
sion of an artistic work.

The Book of Job foregrounds the problem of theodicy, according to
which divine justice is concealed behind the cruel reality of the world.
Theology, on the other hand, rejects human argumentation in favour of
God and his (incomprehensible) deeds; furthermore, amongst other things
it rejects the canon of justice and recurs to the irrational nespoznavnost of
the God’s will (see Jauss, Estersko 271).

In the biblical text God asks the first question of Satan: “Hast thou con-
sidered my servant Job, that there is none like him in the earth, a perfect and
an upright man, one that feareth God, and escheweth evil?”(Job 1:8). The
question instantly indicates that the relationship between God and Job is
that of a master and his subject, while at the same time also putting God’s at-
titude towards Satan, one of “the sons of God”, into the same relationship.

At this point it would make sense to pose the question as to what place
Satan has here, and whether perhaps Satan at this very point becomes
“a being which puts questions”.* Here the Bible highlights the role of
Satan for the first time and raises him above the other angels by means of
putting him in an equal dialogue with God. This can be cleatly observed
in his counter-question, which later on triggers a bet: “Doth Job fear God
for nought?” (Job 1:9). Satan’s fall, which is only hinted at in The Book of
Job is thus in a certain sense linked to the beginning of asking. Therefore,
Jauss is entirely justified in changing Satan’s name from a common name
to propet name.”

The Book of Job presents the central question of theodicy along the
lines mentioned above: “Wherefore is light given to him that is in misery,
and life unto the bitter in soul?” (Job 3:20). The Bible does not provide a
precise answer to this question anywhere, but instead raises new questions
about even more intrinsic relations between the God’s will and the evil
(see Jauss, Estetsko 273). The extensiveness of this questions is reflected in
the conversations of Job’s friends about guilt: “Who ever perished, being
innocent? or where were the righhteous cut off?” (Job 4:7). From this line,
one can draw the conclusion that everyone who suffers must be guilty of
something. In the end Job also apparently accepts this conclusion: “If I be
wicked, why then labour I in vain?” (Job 9:29).

The questions of evil and guilt that are raised in The Book of Job
therefore remain unsolved and leave room for various interpretations.
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Ecclesiastes (1:18) links wisdom to pain and suffering: “For in much wis-
dom is much grief: and he that increaseth knowledge increaseth sorrow”,
but nevertheless “the desire for knowledge” still remains. In his Confessions,
Augustine states that longing for knowledge and experience is the greatest
of all temptations:

Beyond the lust of flesh [...] there is in the soul a certain vain and inquisitive greed
that works through all the senses [...]. This greed cloaks itself in the name of
‘research’ and ‘knowledge’. As this greed exists in the desire to become acquaint-
ed with things [...] it is named in the Word of God the ‘lust of the eyes™ [...]
Pleasure pursues things that are beautiful, that sound or smell or taste agreeable,
or are smooth to the touch; whereas curiosity secks both these things and their
opposite, wishing only to try them out, not driven by a desire to undergo the un-
pleasant sensation but by a lust for personal knowledge and acquaintance. (249)

The sin and punishment that arise from the desire for knowledge are
best illustrated by the myth® of Faust. Ziolkowski states that the first
change in understanding of the myth of Faust was brought about by a
work of an unknown author Historia von D. Johann Fausten, the Notorions
Sorcerer and Nigromancer: “Faust is driven initially by the desire of knowl-
edge. [...] In eatlier stories it was simply assumed that Faust must be in
league with the devil in order to gain his magical power” (Ziolkowski 56).
In this work for the first time certain motifs emerge that are characteristic
of later works: a pact with the Devil, signed in blood; the name of the devil
(Mephisto); Faustus’s desire to understand the basic elements on which
the world is built, a task in which only Satan can help him, etc.

In the continuation we will see how these elements were taken over
by Goethe and Thomas Mann in their masterpieces, we will link them to
the Old Testament story of Job and see how they respond to the question
raised about evil and guilt.

The influence of The Book of Job on Goethe’s dramatic masterpiece
Faust is above all evident in numerous key elements that form this pre-ro-
mantic poem. Many researchers of Faust have drawn attention to the simi-
larities of the prologue in heaven and The Book of Job. Both protagonists
are innocent, as they do not know about the bet between God and Satan/
Mephisto. At the same time, one further detail should be pointed out: in
both Faust and The Book of Job the Lord is above Satan and Mephisto. He
is the one who sets the rules of the game — in The Book of Job Satan is
only allowed to act in a limited way (Job must not die), whereas God al-
lows Mephisto only as much “destructiveness, inasmuch as it is in benefit
of man and thus whole mankind” (Janko 35).

It is also interesting that in both works God provokes Satan. As we
have already observed, in The Book of Job God asks Satan a question: “Hast
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thou considered my servant Job?” (Job 1:8). In Faust, too, one can see
that it is God who asks about Faust: “Kennst du den Faust?” (Goethe 20).
From their dialogue we can notice that “in this prologue God (Lord) and
Mephisto are equal dialogue partners™ (Krizman 23). The same applies
to the relationship between God and Satan in The Book of Job, as discussed
above.

Further similarity between both books is also seen in the fact that God
appoints Job/Faust as his servant. In The Book of Job this is even more evi-
dent than in Faust, where God says: “Mein Knecht!” (Goethe 20). Even
if Faust serves God despite being “verworren”, God is satisfied with him
since “|e]s irrt der Mensch, solang er strebt” (Goethe 21). Through the
latter words the reader can anticipate one of the possible answers to the
theodicy question that emerges in The Book of Job.

Goethe’s drama on humanity therefore offers an answer to the newly
posed Mephistophelean question: This world - was it created for the good
fortune of a human kind? (see Jauss, Estetsko 276). The answer to that
question is given at the end of the drama, where Faust utters the following
(for Mephisto fatal) words: “Im Vorgefiihl von solchem hohen Gliick /
Geniel3 ich jetzt den héchsten Augenblick” (Goethe 515). Hasselbach’s
assertion that “bei Goethe [ist] der aus striflicher Lebens- und Neugier
handelnde Faust zum Wahrheitssucher geworden” (Hasselbach 41) corre-
sponds to the views of Hans Robert Jauss: with Faust’s fate the possibility
of human self-fulfilment appears and with it also the concealed ideal of the
created divine world (according to Jauss, Estetsko 277), and because of this
Faust can only find redemption in his infinite longing.

A new interpretation of a Faustian theme (as well new views of the
problem of guilt and evil) is seen in the modernist” work of Thomas
Mann, Doctor Faustus.** The notion of “sin” is placed in the framework
of the idea of the self-responsible individual: “Im Faustus ist vorge-
fuhrt, wie sich die Idee des selbstverantwortlichen Individuums in allen
Bereichen der burgerlichen Kultur auflst” (Hasselbach 44). Therefore,
in the novel Satan never appears with a proper name, yet his origin
does not remain unknown, since he describes himself with the words:
“Wenn ich bin |...] so kann ich nur Einer sein” (Mann 307). With these
words the author depicts Satan’s arrogance and presumptuousness, as
such expressions are usually used to describe God and his all-embracing
presence. The protagonist of the novel, Adrian Leverkiihn, perceives
him as a cunning man, which can be observed in their only dialogue
(Chapter XXV).

In spite of this, Satan is present throughout the masterpiece in a quiet,
and thus even more meaningful, way.
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Thomas Mann — in a slightly comic manner — highlights another im-
portant quality of Satan: the dreadful chill surrounding him: “Kénnt lhr
denn das Unwesen nicht abstellen, diesen eisigen Zug?! — Leider nicht. Es
tut mir leid, dir hierin nicht gefillig sein zu kénnen. Ich bin nun einmal so
kalt” (Mann 309). Most likely Thomas Mann was influenced by Dante’s
depiction of hell, where Lucifer is surrounded by eternal ice. In Mann’s
novel Doctor Faustus cold metaphorically points to the lack of warmth
between human beings and shows the state of the individual in contem-
porary society. Satan does not know love and mercy: for a long time he
seduces Adrian to his path (for example with the prostitute). For that
very reason Mann condemns him to eternal cold and to dreadful heat at
the same time: “[I]hr Wesen [Wesen der Holle] oder, wenn du willst, ihre
Pointe ist, daB3 sie ihren Insassen nur die Wahl 1463t zwischen extremer
Kilte und einer Glut, die den Granit zum Schmelzen bringen kénnte”
(Mann 330).

Adrian’s choice of profession has a decisive influence on his links to
Satan, as “his journey into the depths of musical creativity is a journey into
the ultimate profanity, into that which lies altogether outside language and
which is beyond communication. In short, it is a journey into the demonic,
a journey into hell. For hell |...] has, like music, the quality of being un-
speakable” (Pattison 9). The continuous seeking of perfection in his crea-
tions in the end drives Adrian to madness. The artist’s illness meaningfully
hints at the decay of the modern subject and his self-destruction, which is
why Leverkiithn’s last work of art has the telling title: The Lamentation of
Doctor Faustus.

The novel by the German novelist provides a different answer to the
question of evil and guilt. Goethe’s Faust finds a solution (he never fully
satisfies his wishes), whereas Mann’s Faust never finds one. As Hasselbach
summarises: “die kiinstlerische Produktivitit [ist] die Befriedigung seiner
(Leverkiihn’s) irdischen Lust, und der Wahnsinn seine Strafe” (Hasselbach
42). “The possibility of human “self-fulfilment” (as indicated in Goethe’s
Faus?), and consequently Leverkithn’s salvation, remains unfulfilled, as the
author — according to Theodor Ziolkowski — describes “the self-destruc-
tive course of Germany in the early twentieth century” (Ziolkowski 149).

According to Bloom’s interpretation, every literary work is an incor-
rect interpretation of the original text, yet his assertion can not fully hold
true for the literary works discussed. The Book of Job does not answer the
theodicy question of evil and guilt, whereas Goethe and Mann engage in a
search for possible solutions and offer them to the reader.
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Conclusion

The article deals with processes that form a literary work. The analysis
of three books (The Book of Job, and Goethe’s and Mann’s Faust) indicates
how at least two significant literary processes interweave in these works:
“influence” and “intertextuality”. “Influence” appeared early in literature
(we discussed the influence of Virgil’s poetic style on Dante), but it is also
noticeable in contemporary German literature (Thomas Mann modelled
an image of hell according to Dante’s 32™ canto of Inferno).

A more contemporary understanding of relationships between (lit-
erary) texts is “intertextuality”’. The term appeared for the first time in
the works of Julie Kristeva, who pointed out that literary works comple-
ment each other and that we can only understand them properly with a
good knowledge of the literary tradition. One form of intertextuality is
citation, which appeared in the literature discussed in the title of Mann’s
novel Doktor Faustus.>® At the same time, the novel can not be understand
without reference to Historia von D. Johann Fausten, the notorious Sorcerer and
Nigromancer, from which the author summarises all of the crucial elements
(in this case we talk about extended intertextuality)

Research of literary works indicates that the reader’s reception of a
text essentially affects the comprehension of particular literary works (re-
ception aesthetics). We looked closely at questions that originate in the
reading of Job (questions of evil and guilt) and answers that are offered
by Goethe (the possibility of the hero’s salvation) and by Thomas Mann
(Leverkiihn’s desire to succeed drives him to insanity). Both literary works
offer dissimilar answers because of a differing understanding of the indi-
vidual, who attains independence in Mann’s novel (written in the middle
of the 20™ century) and thus becomes a self-sufficient subject, while in so
doing jeopardising his own basis.

NOTES

!'The Holy Bible is quoted from the King James Version (1913).

2 In his poem Dante consciously takes recourse to Virgil, who was regarded in the Mid-
dle Ages as an authority in this field. From its beginning, the expression “authority” has
been strongly connected with the term “auctor”, as it indicates an author whose words are
respected and valued (e.g., Cicero, Aristotle, Roman and Greek poets). Their works have
thus gained in worth and efficacy, and in the Middle Ages the relationship between them
and the world was allegorical. As Donald E. Pease ascertains: “to experience an event in
allegorical terms was to transpose the event out of the realm of one’s personal life into
the realm of applicable authority. Following such a transposition, the event became im-
personal” (Pease 106). With the discovery of the New World the meaning of “auctor” was
lost — the “new man” appeared, who. in contradiction to the medieval “auctores” (whose
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authority was based on God’s revelation), named himself as the authority of his own words
and wove part of his personality into his stories.

* As Barthes states, medieval thetoric was drawn from Cicero’s and Quintilian’s essays.
In its discussions it dealt with ornaments and figures, “colors”, and later also with poetics
(artes versificatoriae); style was divided into the three types of “Virgil’s cycle” (representing
the figurative classification of three styles): gravis (sublime), humilis (plain/simple) and me-
diocrus (middle); with regard to two types of ornaments, style is further divided into facile
and difficile. For the sublime style medieval artists modelled themselves on Virgil’s Aeneid,
where the ruling watrior is foregrounded (Hector, Ajax, etc.); tepresentative of the plain/
simple style is the idle herdsman, as found in Bucolics (Tityrus, Meliboeus); Georgics, with
its narrative of the peasant (Triptolem), creates the middle style (Barthes 39—40).

*In the first canto of the Aeneid, Virgil foretells the famous ascension of Julius Cesar
(“Then Caesar from the Julian stock shall rise / Whose empire ocean, and whose fame
the skies / Alone shall bound; whome, fraught with eastern spoils, / Our heav’n, the just
reward of human toils, / Securely shall repay with rites divivne; / And incense shall as-
cend before his sacred shrine. / Then dire debate and impious war shall cease, / And the
stern age be soften’d into peace” (Aeneid 1, 468—474)) which influences the description of
Christ’s greatness in Dante’s Comedy.

*In the Divine Comedy, the influence of the Roman poet the most evident in the imi-
tation of the epic (sublime) style. At the same time, Virgil’s influence on Dante grows
stronger, in the words of Colin Burrow, at the moment when Virgil abandons Dante at the
end of Purgatory (Burrow 81).

¢ Hegel understands world history as the progtress of universal spirit through the el-
ementary stages to absolute spirit. The essence of this progress is that the spirit is also
aware of itself in the other existence and that he always retains identity with himself. World
history is paralleled, in Hegel’s opinion, by the history of individual forms of absolute
spirit: art, religion and philosophy. The content of these three forms is the same (absolute
spitit / truth / idea / God), they differ only in the manner of description of their object
— the Absolute. In summary, we can say that Hegel observes sameness in variety (identity
in differences).

As a method, Foucault’s archaecology reveals an absence of sameness. The history of
a concept, in the authot’s opinion, is not a history of its progressive improvement, but a
history of its heterogencous field of constitution and validity (see Foucault 1969). From
this point of view, Foucault reveals that modern historiography functions with “creative
cotrigendum”. One of the most significant traits of new history is, therefore, the removal
of the discontinuous, which includes mutations, transformations, incisions and ruptures.

"'The author treats this in more detail in the discussion Sémeiotiké: Recherches pour une
sémanalyse (1969).

¢ The authors or texts were proclaimed as authorities, and so their way of interpreting
reality is taken as commonly valid.

? It is necessaty to point out that authority (of influence) therefore no longer functions
as authority — the author or text that is used again in another text loses his/its authority.

'*The author, who, along with the reader, creates the vehicle for intertextuality is also
de-subjectified.

" We talk about the influence of Virgil’s Aeneid on Dante’s Divine Comedy.

"2'The extreme example of this possibility is reference to nonexistent texts, mystifica-
tions, perhaps the most beautiful example of which is found in Borge’s prose (e.g., in La
biblioteca de Babel).

" When the text prevails in its intertextual structure and reception, the number of re-
ceptions multiplies to infinity and it is not necessatrily for the text to be understood as a
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(concluded) literary artwork/work: on the contrary, comprehension goes from “the work
to the text” (Barthes); the text is no longer a concluded work - it becomes discourse. We
notice, therefore, that we arrive at a transformation of the understanding of text: the ‘liter-
ary artwork’ thus here already becomes a problematic (and questionable) expression.

" When imitating historical and social realities, the text (which is charactetised by pas-
sive intertextuality) destroys both itself and the reality that it presents. Thus a gap atises
between reality and imitation, in which the text can behave as “a reading and the object
of its reading” (Rajan 68). A literary work formed in this way by intertextual relations thus
encourages its own reading anew.

"> With identity is linked the autonomous consciousness of the individual, which is
the source of all events and thinking. The concept of subjectivity deals with the relation
between the individual and language; at the same time - by means of ideology, dialogue or
language - the concept of subjectivity substitutes human nature with the concept of peo-
ple. As ideology, dialogue and language are the decisive factors in constituting the identity
of the individual, identity becomes a consequence of these factors and not the reason for
them.

' At the end of the 1960s, the field of philosophy underwent changes; one of the first
philosophers to introduce these changes into his treatises was Hans-Georg Gadamer (Wahr-
heit und Methode; Truth and Method). According to him, the interpretation of any literary work
is always predetermined by our preliminary understanding. He stresses that understanding
is always historical and that prejudice — the interpreter’s preliminary understanding — is
something that can not be eliminated. Thus, in a certain way, the reader participates in the
creation of the work, adding personal or historical subjectivity. In his work, Hans Robert
Jauss has recourse to Gadamer, and in collaboration with Iser’s aesthetics of effect estab-
lishes reception aesthetics. Roland Barthes, however, includes himself in the third meth-
odological paradigm — the reader — with his essay “The Death of the Author” (1968).

' Jauss’s theoretical work Aesthetic Experience and Literary Hermeneutics (1998) dis-
cusses the functions of question and answer in the example of The Book of Job, as in his
opinion besides the three components of the hermeneutic process (understanding, inter-
preting and application) these functions have a decisive influence on the understanding of
a literary work.

" In Jauss’s opinion (Estetika 450), the reader does not stand just like a reading indi-
viduum, isolated in the social space; on the contrary, it is through the experience gained
during reading that he participates in the communicative process. (ibid.)

" From the point of view of the previous chapter, a mediator is not a subject, but sim-
ply a point where intertextuality takes place.

% Eror understands the “intetliterary” as an area with obvious terminological simi-
larities. In his opinion, we can therefore obsetve, for example, that the word “plagiat”
(English: plagiarism) in every language indicates a small group with an equivalent, but not
synonymous, Latin stem.

! Here it is again necessary to stress that an “influence” (as in Bloom’s definition men-
tioned above) represents a creative correction of an earlier work on the basis of its incor-
rect interpretation.

* John Milton predominantly uses the assimilative perspective in Paradise Lost; a poem
that is a biblical tale of the banishment from paradise based on the Ho/y Bible.

» Dissimilation, or a total deviation from the biblical tale, is observed in the work by
Isolde Kurz, Die Kinder der 1 ilith.

*In Genesis the myth of the creation is connected with the motifs of paradise lost,
forbidden fruit and the desire for knowledge (Gn 3,5: “[...] in the day ye eat thereof, then
your eyes shall be opened, and ye shall be as gods, knowing good and evil”). These motifs
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are of crucial significance for all of the subsequent treatments of this myth (Milton: Paradise
Lost, etc.)

» In connection with this, in Paradise Lost Milton ascertains that the first great realisa-
tion should be “seem I to thee sufficiently possessed / Of happiness, or not, who am alone
/ from all eternity? for none I know /Second to me or like, equal much less. / How have
I, then, with whom to hold converse, / Save with the creatures which I made, and those /
To me inferior, infinite descents / Beneath what other creatures are to thee?” (Paradise Lost
VIII: 404—411) (Milton 2003 208)

% The problem of evil will be addressed in the case of The Book of Job, which raises some
questions to which we will seek answers in Goethe’s masterpiece Faust and Mann’s novel
Doktor Faustus.

7" In Genesis (Gn 1-3) only God has the right to ask, Adam being in the role of a serv-
ant. Adam becomes an equal partner in the dialogue only when he rises from his role of
servant into a position equal to God: thus Adam opposes God and is consequently exiled
from paradise.

* In the Bible, Satan has many synonyms: most frequently he is referred to as “snake”,
“satan/Satan”, “devil”, while writers also use the synonym Lucifer in reference to him.
“Satan” denotes the fallen angel, the rebel and the tempter — Satan as a proper name is used
for the first time in the Bible in the First Book of Kings (1 Kings); “a satan” as a common
name may denote a rebellion of an angel of God, but in such cases Satan’s acts are still
within the framework of God’s actions and plans (as is evident in The Book of Job: 2, 1).

The name Lucifer means “Light-Bringer” — writers perceived Satan as one of God’s
sons/angels, but Dante already uses this name to depict a rebellion in heaven and Satan’s
final defeat (Inferno XXXI, 142).

? The change from a common name to a propet name in Jauss’s work is not as obvious
as it is in Slovene and English translations because of a particularity of German grammar.

% At this point, Augustine uses the expression cutiositas, for which the Slovenian trans-
lation — radovednost — is not entirely suitable. The word originates from the Latin word
cura (“care”) and therefore curiositas is the opposite of carefreeness. In antiquity, the
expression had a negative connotation, and for this reason the motif of punished curios-
ity is often present in the literature of the time (e.g., Apuleius: Lucius and the Donkey in
Metamorphoses).

! The Faustian myth developed in a different manner than other myths (the creation
of the world, Prometheus, etc.), as it is based on the life of a real person. According to the
facts, he was born around 1480 and was of ill repute. He was also known as a sodomite and
a magician (see Ziolkowski 43— 49).

2 This is only a seeming equality, which appears on the level of the dramatic-dialogic
form. In the form of an exchange of messages it is, in fact, created by God; he starts the
conversation and sets “the rules of the game”.

* Thomas Mann’s novel Doctor Faustus was written in 1947 and belongs to the period
of modernism, yet it evidently also comprises certain preoccupations of the expressionist
movement and its literary innovations. According to Thomas Anz, expressionist works
from the 1920s are characterised by a vision/utopia of a better wotld and a new man
(a consequence of WW I), and later also by “Erfahrungen der Ohnmacht und Orien-
tierungslosigkeit, der Isolation und Entfremdung, des Ekels und der Angst” (Anz 135).
These are also the qualities of Mann’s hero, Adrian Leverkthn.

* Mann bases his novel on the literary work Historia from the 16™ century, and not on
the Goethe’s dramatic poem Faust.

% Mann quotes the title of Goethe’s literary masterpiece (Latin “Faustus”), even though
he does not actually take recourse to the work in his novel.
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