REVIEWS

Ciro Giannelli — Sante Graciotti, Il messale croato-raguseo, Neofiti 55
della Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana,
Studi e testi 411, Citta del Vaticano 2003.

U prestiznoj vatikanskoj seriji “Studi e testi” pojavili se izdanje Du-
brovackoga hrvatskolatinicnoga misala iz X VL. st. koji se ¢uva u vatikan-
skoj zbirci Neofiti u kojoj se inaCe cuvaju grcki tekstovi. U tu je zbirku
dospio 1891. Po vrsti papira zakljucuje se da je prepisan oko 1578. sa
starijega predloska. Prepisao ga je Ivan Drkolici¢-Ric¢i¢. Tip hrvatskoga
knjiZevnoga jezika na kome je ostvaren temelji se na dubrova¢kom govo-
ru. Rad na objavljivanju zapoceo je Ciro Giannelli (1905-1959), skriptor
Vatikanske knjiznice i profesor Rimskoga sveuciliSta, a nakon njegove
smrti nastavio je ugledni suvremeni talijanski slavist (milanski pa rimski
profesor) Sante Graciotti, dopisni ¢lan Hrvatske akademije znanosti i
umjetnosti. Ta ugledna znanstvena ustanova pomogla je u tiskanju
izdanja, posebice njezin Clan Josip Bratuli¢. Knjiga je tehnicki priredena
u zagrebackom poduzecu “Kolumna”. U pripremi su pomogli Tomislav
Mrkonji¢ i Miho Demovi¢. Knjiga pocinje opseZznom Graciottijevom
studijom o Dubrovackom misalu (Studio introduttivo, VII-CVI), u kome
se svestrano raspravlja o rukopisu, o autorstvu i o tekstu, o latinskim
uzorima te o mjestu Dubrovackoga misala u hrvatskoj liturgijskoj i
knjiZevnoj tradiciji.

Polaze¢i od spoznaja Franje Fanceva iz tridesetih godina 20. stoljeca
o oficijima, psaltirima i molitvenicima 14. i 15. stoljeca, a Fancev nije
poznavao ni jedan latinicki misal, Sante Graciotti prosirio je nase spo-
znaje o latiniCnim spomenicima iz toga vremena. On upozorava da je hr-
vatskih latini¢kih misala bilo u 15. stoljecu, o ¢emu svjedoce arhivski
dokumenti (Split, 1436, Zadar, 1476) premda Rimska crkva nikad nije
odobrila ¢itanje mise na hrvatskom jeziku. Uostalom, dosta je muke bilo
1 sa staroslavenskim, glagoljickim obredima odnosno misalima. Do sada
ipak nije ni jedan kodeks bio stvarno poznat, te je rukopis iz Vatikanske
knjiznice Neofiti 55 jedinstven. Na njega je ve¢ 1935. kratko upozorio
Ciro Giannelli, i poCeo ga priredivati za tisak, te se o tekstualnim pro-
blemima rukopisa dopisivao s Milanom Resetarom s kojim je rjeSavao
brojna zamrSena pitanja teksta. Kad je ReSetar umro (1942), a potom i
Giannelli presao na drugu duznost (a ni izdavac nije bio izvjestan), posao
je prekinut, iako se Giannelli do kraja Zivota Zelio vratiti tom zadatku.
Ustalom — tekst je bio u potpunosti prepisan, jedna tre¢ina teksta vec je
bila opskrbljena kritickim aparatom (biljeSkama), a prikupio je i druge



354 REVIEWS

obavijesti. Nakon Giannellijeve iznenadne smrti (1959) o rukopisu
Misala 1 o izdanju teksta nije se ni moglo pomisljati dok se posla nije
prihvatio Sante Graciotti, usporediv§i pomno prijepis s originalom, izvr-
Siv§i manje promjene u prijepisu i usporedivsi tekst s hrvatskim starim
lekcionarima i hrvatskoglagoljskim kodeksima.

Giannelli je opisao ne samo povijesni put hrvatskoga dubrovackog
misala nego je dao i mnoge druge obavijesti o njemu i 0 vremenu nastan-
ka kodeksa. Upozorio je da sam tekst zapo€inje 20. stranicom, $to moZe
imati veze s knjizicom Nacin koji se ima obsluZit u govorenju od mise,
koja je tiskana u Rimu 1592 (ReSetar ju je izdao 1901). Ta knjiZica,
prevedena “iz vlaskoga u jezik dubrovacki”, takoder ima 20 stranica!
Tekst dubrovackog hrvatskog misala prepisan je prije te godine; prepisao
ga je iz starijih preloZaka dum Ivan DrkoliCi¢ — Rici¢, pobliZe nepoznati
svecenik benediktinac iz dubrovackog kraja. Zelja mu je bila da tekst
svoga rukopisa uredi prema latinskim misalima tiskanim poslije
Tridenta, ali u tome nije bio ni dosljedan niti ustrajan. Tesko je odrediti
put kodeksa sve do druge polovice 19. stoljeca kad je 1891. dospio u Va-
tikansku knjiZnicu.

Nakon opisa rukopisa i njegove povijesti slijedi Graciottijeva studija
o odnosu Dubrovackog hrvatskog misala prema predtridentinskim i
posttridentinskim misalima, i njegovim sastavnicama. Autor potanko
opisuje Temporal, Pravilo mise (Ordinario), Sanktoral i druge dijelove
misala te daje mnostvo brojnih dragocijenih informacija. SredisSnja je
Graciottijeva rasprava u ovom predgovoru — istraZivanje teksta dubro-
vaCkog misala u odnosu prema hrvatskoj knjiZzevnoj i tekstoloskoj tra-
diciji lekcionara, i joS posebice antifonarija, sankramentarija, misalskih
tekstova i sekvencija. Graciotti, nadovezujuéi se na kriticko ispitivanje
teksta koji je u biljeSkama bio proveo Giannelli, obzor svojih istraZivanja
prosiruje i usporedbom s hrvatskoglagoljskim misalima, prvenstveno
Prvotiskom (1483) i Kozicicevim (1531); u tekstu se potkrala pogreska
(taj misal nije tiskan u Veneciji nego u Rijeci). Za usporedbu ¢itanja u
lekcionaru uzeti su, naravno, i oni latinicki rukopisni i tiskani lekcionari
(kriticki ih je izdao M. ReSetar) koji su najbliZi Dubrova¢kom hrvatskom
misalu.

Nakon uvoda slijedi sam tekst (Testo del messale, 5-457). S tim je
srediSnjim dijelom usko povezano naredno poglavlje u kome se nalaze
biljeske i komentari (Note al testo del messale, 461-557). U ta dva po-
glavlja zainteresirani mogu naci transkribirani tekst i biljeske kojima se
oznacuju i objasnjavaju nedostaci i pogreske i nastoji se, usporedbom sa
stanjem u latinskim i hrvatskoglagoljskim misalima, uspostaviti tekst, tj.
dokuciti prevoditeljevu ili prepisivacevu namjeru. Misalski tekst uobica-
jeno je podijeljen na Proprium de tempore, Proprium sanctorum, Com-
mune sanctorum, Missae votivae). Do kraja knjige slijede joS pregled
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biblijskih ¢itanja koja se u misalu nalaze (Elenco dei passi biblici
contenuti nel messale, 559-574), te skradenice (Le abbreviazioni e le
sigle usate, 575-577).

Tek ce pazljiva Citanja donijeti pravedne ocjene opseZznoga i zahtjev-
noga posla, ali se i nakon prvoga moZe reci da ¢e objavljivanjem ovoga
teksta na dobitku biti i istrazivaci hrvatske liturgijske tradicije i filolozi,
posebice povjesnicari hrvatskoga jezika. Tako opseZan misalski tekst
izvanredno ¢e pomo¢i u rekonstruiranju procesa izgradnje hrvatskoga
knjiZevnoga jezika, posebice liturgijskoga stila.

Izdanje je ozbiljan doprinos hrvatskoj i slavenskoj filologiji i napose
povijesti hrvatskih liturgijskih kodeksa te sluzi na cast nakladniku Va-
tikanskoj apostolskoj knjiZnici (BAV), autorima, talijanskim slavistima
C. Giannelliju i S. Graciottiju, ali i Hrvatskoj akademiji znanosti i umjet-
nosti koja je pomogla da ovo izdanje ugleda svijetlo dana.

Dodajmo na kraju da se u transkribiranom tekstu misala pojavila
greska: naime, na mjestima, gdje bi trebao biti znak kriZa (+) pojavio se
znak za paragraf (§). Takva greSka, naravno, nije dobrodosla u uglednom
izdanju, ali za filologe i njihov posao ona nema veliko znacenje.

Stjepan Damjanovic¢

Kako pisati literarno zgodovino danes? Razprave, pen.: Darko Dolinar,
Marko Juvan, Ljubljana, ZRC SAZU 2003, 394 ctp.

[ocne MexmyHapoaHOW HaydyHOH KOH(epeHuu Mcmopusm 6 uzyue-
HUU CLOBEHCKO20 A3bIKA, TUMEPamypbl U Kyabmypol”®, COCTOSBINEHCS B
1999 r., cummosuym Kax ce2o0Hs nucamv ucmopuro aumepamypul?
ABIISIETCA BTOPBIM HAy4YHbIM HpoeKTOoM B CIIOBEHHMH, MOCBAIIECHHBIM
COBPEMEHHOMY CTaTyCy MCTOPHUYECKOIO W3y4YEeHHUS JUTEPaTyphbl U KyJlb-
Typbl. Cumnosuym npoxogun oceHbto 2002 r. B JIoOnsaHe mox srumoi
WHucTuTyTa CIOBEHCKOW JMTEpaTypbl M JuTeparypoBeleHus Hayuno-
WCCIIeZI0BATENbCKOTO neHTpa CIOBEHCKOHN aKkaJeMHH HAayK U MCKYCCTB B
corpynaudectBe co CIOBEHCKMM KOMITAPATUBUCTCKUM o0mecTBoM. Ha
BOINPOC, BBIHECEHHBII B 3arjlaBU€ CHMIIO3MyMa, OTBEYAIH CIIOBEHCKHE
JTuTepaTypoBensl U ux koyern u3 Yexuun, Apctpun, Utanuu, CroBakumy,
[Mompmt w XopBatuu. OOmEas npoOiieMa, OJHAKO, HYXIACTCS B
MpeIBapUTEIbHOM IOCTAaHOBKE BOIpOCa, MOYEMY HMMEHHO ,,CEeroi-

*  Historizem v raziskovanju slovenskega jezika, literature in kulture, pen.
Aleksandra Derganc, Ljubljana, Filozofska fakulteta, Oddelek za slovanske
jezike in knjiZevnosti, Center za slovenscino kot drugi/tuji jezik 2002, 706
CTp.
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HSITHSIST CHTYalHs 3aCTaBIISIET HAC 33/aThCSl BOIIPOCOM O MEPCIEKTUBAX
U BOOOIIE O BO3MOXHOCTSX CaMOTO CYIICCTBOBAaHHS HCTOPWH JHTEpa-
Typbl. YUYaCTHHUKH CHMIIO3MyMa, Ipelyiaras pas3iudHble Tepedopmy-
JUPOBKH 3arjiaBusi, pa3BUBAIN HCXOAHYIO TE€MY, HEKOTOpPbIE M3 HHUX —
HapsAay C peldakTopamMu M coaBTopamu cOoprHuka [. Homunapom u M.
IOBanoM — BBIIBUHYNIM TpoOJeMy ONpelesieHHs COBPEMEHHOTO
MOJIOKEHUSI TYMaHUTApHBIX HayK. JIOKIamguvKu NpenjioKuiId BIOJIHE
€AMHOAYIIHYI0 TPAaKTOBKY COBPEMEHHOTO COCTOSIHUSI TYMaHHWTapHBIX
HayK B CBETE ITOCTMOJEPHHCTCKOTO TIOBOPOTa OT CIUEHTHUCTCKOTO
CHHXPOHHU3MA K IUTIOPAIHCTHIECKOMY, ,,MSITKOMY  JHAXpPOHHU3MY, T.€. B
CBETE pa3MbIBaHHMA BHYTPEHHE 3aKpbITOTO 3HAKa, SI3bIKa U KOMMYHH-
Kallii B TMPOILIECCe OTKJIAABIBAHUS 3HAYEHUS B HWHTEPTEKCTyaJIbHOU
LUPKYJIALUN CKOJB3SIUX O3HAYAIOLINX, HAXOAALIMXCA MEXKIY TUCKYp-
caMd M TOPU30OHTaMU OXKMAAHUS paclleruieHHoro cyobekra. (Ha mera-
(hopruecKO-TEPMUHOIOTUIECKOM YPOBHE HA CMEHY HAayYHOH Mapaaurmbl
yKa3bpIBaeT W Imepexoa oT IDBkiuaa, HeioToHa, ['yrenbepra u BHeEBpe-
MEHHBIX COCCIOPOBCKHUX ,,JiicTa Oymaru”, ,,ceTH”, ,,kpyra” K DHHIITEeHHY,
Lcreny”, uenu”, ,,pu3ome”’, ,JJaOUPHHTY”, ,,JOPH30HTY” H IMOJOOHBIM
JIQIaNCTCKUM HeoJjoru3maMm.) Eciy y4unThIBaTh KPHUTHKY TyCCEpIIHaH-
CKOTO U COCCIOPOBCKOTO ATHCTEMOJIOTHYECKOTO PEAyKIMOHU3MA, KO-
TOpasi, ¢ OIHOW CTOPOHBI, PEaOMIUTHPOBAIA aHAJIU3 BBHICKA3bIBAHUS B
KOHTEKCTE XpOHOTONA CyObeKTa, a C APyroi AeKOHCTPYHPOBaIa OMIO3H-
[IUY ,,JIUTEpaTypa — MeTaaureparypa’ u ,,ACTOpHUsl — ucropuorpadus’, To
BbIOOp TakoW KOHLENIMM HAay4yHOH KOH(EpEeHIMH KaKeTcs BIIOJIHE
MOHITHBIM. U Kak moguepKuBaeT BO BCTynuTenbHOU cTarbe J. JlonmmHap,
Pa3BUTHIO MCTOPHUYECKOTO MBIIUICHUsT B CJIOBEHHH CIIOCOOCTBOBAN WU
nporecc GOPMHUPOBaHHS HAIMOHAIBHOTO CAMOCO3HAHUS B YCIIOBUSAX He-
JTAaBHO TIPHOOPETEHHO!N HE3aBUCHMOCTH.

XoT4 3arnaBue cOOPHHMKA yKa3bIBAaeT HA MOCTMOJECPHUCTCKUI TYNHK
BO3BpALIEHUS K HE KOHUENTYATU3UPOBAHHOMY 10 CHUX IOP HOHUMaHHIO
ucropun (,,Apyroctu”), cCOOPHUK B IEJIOM HMMIUIMIIUTHO TPEICTABIISIET
OJIMH U3 BO3MOXXHBIX BBIXOJOB U3 MOJOXKEHHUs: OOCYXIEHHE Hay4dHOI
npoOJIeMBI pa3perracTcsi He B MOHOTpa(Huy OJHOTO aBTOPa, a B paMKax
KOH(QEpeHIIu, OOBSAUHSAIONMEH CIeUaINCTOB B  Pa3HBIX, B3a-
UMOJIONIOJHSAIONMX 00NacTaX Hayku. OTIEeNbHBIC JOKIaJIbl OCBOOOXK-
JIAIOT OT JIt000H 3aBUCHMOCTH ,,CTPOTYIO” CTPYKTYpYy COOpHHKA, HE Jie-
KOHCTPYHPYIOT €€ B allOpEeTHUYECKYI0 PU30MY, a, HA000POT, OJAXOJAT K
0OIIMM HCTOKaM MPOOJIEMBI CO CXOKUX TOUYEK 3peHHs (Ha YTO YKa3bIBaeT
u J1. Jonunap). Kak BBeneHue k COOPHUKY, TaK ¥ CaMu JOKJIAIbl BECbMa
yOeaUTeNbHO TOKAa3bIBAIOT, YTO Ha JAEKIApaTHUBHOM YPOBHE HCTOPHIO
JUTEPATypbl CETOHS MOKHO IHCAaTh HE3aBUCHMO OT TOTO, HAYMHAEM JIU
MBI ,,JIEHb C MOCTCTPYKTYpaIU3Ma, ,,HOBOTO MCTOPU3MA’, PEIEITUBHON
SCTETHKH WM, CKaXEM, KOHCTPYKTHBHCTCKOTO JIHTEPATypOBEICHUS.
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TpakToBKa TUTEPATYpPbl, UICTOPUH U JIUTEPATYPOBEICHHUS KaK 3HAKOB WA
CJIETOB YEIOBEYECKOTO CYIIECTBOBAHHUS BO BPEMEHH W MPOCTPAHCTBE
00BETMHSACT KaK TH YCIOBHO IEPEUYHCIICHHBIC TCUSHHS, TaK U aBTOPOB.
YnoMsaHyTasg TpakTOBKAa INPHUCYIIA HE TOJNBKO TaKUM MBICIHUTEISM,
KakuMH sBisitoTess M.M. baxtun, M. Xaiigerrep u nozauuii 3. I'yccepnb
(Lebenswelt), HO w (wactuuno) ,Hounomy  ®. ne Coccropy
(Anacpammel) 1 pycckuM ¢GopMaIMCTaM B HMX TOCIETHEH MeTo-
nosormdeckoit ¢aze. Teoperrnkn, 6€3 KOTOPBIX HaM MPHUILIOCEH OBI )KIATh
,,CETOMIHSIITHETO” THS €II€ HECKOJBKO ITHEH, CBUIECTEIBCTBYIOT O TOM,
YTO, TIOABEPTasi KPUTUKE CBOW COOCTBEHHBIN CIIMEHTHU3M WIIU CIIUEHTHU3M
,xopomero Bpara’ (IL.LH. Mensenes, M.M. baxtun), name ,,cerogss’
HaA4aJoCch He B ST[yCCOBCKOM M HE B AeppuauanckoM 1967 rony. Kak topos
3TO CEroNHs ,,Bceraa” ObUIO MPHUCYTCTBYIONIEH mepudepueii, KoTopast
nociae  (EHOMEHOJOTHMYECKOTO U (POPMaIbHO-CTPYKTYPATHCTCKOTO
AQHTUUCTOpU3MA C HETPOHYTOH apUCTOTENEBCKOW CBEXECTBIO ayXa
nepeMecTHjiach B LIEHTP COBPEMEHHOIO MO3HaBaTelabHOro mois. Ha
MEPUOANYECKYI0O CMEHY CHHXPOHHYECKUX U AMAXPOHUUYECKUX MOIXOI0B
B JINTepaTypoBeaeHnH ¢ KoHna XIX-oro Beka 1o Hacrosiee BpeMs BO
BCTYIIUTENBHON CTaThe U B CBOEM JoKnazae ykaseiaer . JonnHap.
Cpenn IOKIIQTINKOB, TAKUM 00pa3oM, CIIOKHIIOCH OoJiee MM MEHee
€IMHOE MHEHHE O CTPYKTYpPHOH, ()YHKIHMOHAIBHOW M OHTOJOTMYECKOM
B3aMMO3aBUCHMOCTH JIUTEPATYPHOTO U UCTOPUKO-TUTEPATYPHOTO PSIOB
KaK B 30Xy POMaHTH3Ma, KOrJa OHM o0a B 00JIACTH HEMELKOH Kiac-
cuueckoit punocopun chopMUPOBAIU HALKIO KaK KOJJIEKTUBHBIA HHIU-
BHyyM, TaK U B IOCTMOJIEPHUCTCKOM MOBOPOTE OT HAIIMOHAIHLHOU HJIe-
0JIOTUU K (MCTOpHUH) , APYrocTH’, BHITECHEHHOW MeTrapacckazamu Ho-
BOro BpeMeHHU. [10JJ00Hast TpaKTOBKa MO3BOJMIIA JOKIAIYUKAM O0CYXK-
JaTh W JUCKYypC CaMOW HMCTOPUKO-TUTEPATYPHON HAYKH HPU ITOMOIIH
METOAOB aHanu3a nureparypHoro Tekcrta. na J[. Jonunapa Takoi me-
TOJl — pelleNTUBHAs 3CTeTHKa, Ansi B. butu — Teopus peueBBIX axToB,
KOHIIETIIHUS aJIbTIOCCEPOBCKOM MHTEPHIENIAIMHA U OOAPUHAPOBCKOTO CH-
MyJsikpa, a g JI. Kpans — mostuka Apuctorens 1 apXxeoJorus 3HaHUS
M. ®yko. M. IOBaH ompenenser CHHTETHYECKYIO HCTOPUKO-TUTEpa-
TYpHYIO MOHOTpadHI0 KaK ,,BEUKUI KaHDP”, KOTOPBIA ITOCPEICTBOM Ka-
HOHM3AIMW W TOTAJIHM3AIHMHA JTUTEPATYPHBIX TEKCTOB MOJIEIUPYET MPOII-
J0e M caMoco3HaHue KoutekTuBa. OOCyxmast 3TOoT Metaxkanp, M. Mur-
poBud 3auMcTByeT y B.B. I1IKIIOBCKOTO TOJICTOBCKYIO ,,3HEPTHIO 30Ty X-
nenusa’, A. KopoH mnpuMeHseT HappaTOJOTMYECKH aHalu3 K ABYM
peanu3anusaM ,,BeIUKOro XKaHpa: K UCTOPUAM CIOBEHCKON JTUTEpaTyphl
A. Cnognsika u @. Kugpruya. M. [IoBUY JTETUTUMUPYET CTPYKTYpHBIE U
(hyHKLIMOHANBHBIE CXOJCTBA MEXKIY JHUTEPaTYPHBIM U JHUTEpaTypOBel-
YECKUM JUCKYPCaMH € TIOMOIIBIO PafMKaIbHOTO KOHCTPYKTHBHUCTCKOTO
cucremHoro nonxona 3urdpuna U. llmunra (Empirische Literaturwis-
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senschaft); 1. 1lIkysb MIIET HAYANO TOCTMOJEPHUCTCKOH IEKOHCTPYK-
UM WCTOPUH H HCTOPHOTPA(UU B MOJCPHHCTCKOM MOJTH(POHHUECKOM
BOCCTAaHOBJICHWM HEJIUCKPETHON neiictBurensHOCTH, a E. Kepres
Tpeiin TO e Hayano MILET eule rry0xe, B POMAaHTUYECKOW MOITHKE
¢parmenTa. He CTOMBKO CO CTPOrO TEOPETUUECKOH, CKOJBKO € JIMYHOM
Touku 3peHuss C. BOpOBHHMK HUBENUpPYET HEpapXui0 MexAy HCTOpH-
YECKUM CYIIECTBOBAHHEM JIUTEPATyphl MU HCTOPUKO-TUTEPATYpPHOU Ha-
YKOW M Kak coaBTop cOopHUka Crosenckas aumepamypa 3 (Slovenska
knjiZevnost 3) ccplmaeTcs Ha MOHATHE [icentia poetica.

BBuay momoOHBIX pacCyXICHHH O B3aMMOCBS3H JIMTEPATypHOTO U
WCTOPHUKO-TUTEPATYPHOTO AMCKYPCOB, & TAaKXKE BBHIY CXOJICTBA MEXITY
COBPEMEHHOM CUTyallMed W, HalIpUMED, CUTyalluel, CJI0KHUBIIEHCS TIOCIIe
(hopManUCTCKOW KPUTUKH BYJIBIAPHOTO IICUXOJOTHYECKOTo Ouorpadus-
Ma (3To cxoAcTBO oTMedaeT u . Bepu), akTyanbHyl0 And Hac mpo-
OyneMaTHKy, ,.kak ObITh nucarenem” (b.M. DiixeHOayM), MOKHO pacIiu-
pUTBH: ,,KaK OBbITh JuTepaTypoBenoM”’. HeynuBUTENbHO MO3TOMY, YTO
MHOTHE JOKJIQIUYUKU MPUOIHKAIOTCS, YIUTBIBAsI, pa3yMeeTcs, OIBIT Jie-
KOHCTPYKTHUBU3Ma, COBPEMEHHOW TE€PMEHEBTHKH, PaAMKAIBHOTO KOHC-
TPYKTHUBH3Ma WJIM MOJCPHHU30BAHHBIX TPAIUIMOHHBIX (QuiIocodckux u
HAYYHBIX TEYCHH, K KOHIETIIUH JTUTEPaTyPHOTO OBITA.

OTa TEopeTH4eCcKO-METOI0JIOrHYecKas Pa3sHOOOpa3HOCTh CHOCOOCT-
BYET 3HAUUTEIHHOMY PACIIMPEHUIO0 UCXOJHOHN MpOOJIEeMBbl U TEM CaMbIM
JOCTIDKEHUIO pealbHOM 1enu cumnosuyma. [lmropanusm oTpaxaercs,
HaKOHEl, U B pa3JelIeHUH JOKJIAJ0B Ha Pa3MBIIUICHUS O CUHTAKTHUKE,
CEMaHTHKE U MPAarMaTuKe UCTOPHH JTUTEPATYPHI, O AMHCTEMOIOTHYECKOM
CTaTryce COBPEMEHHBIX METOJIOB €€ M3YYCHHS M O HOBBIX WJIH MOJEpH-
M30BaHHBIX MTOAX0aX U MPEIMETaX €€ NCCIEAOBaHUSI.

Penakropckoe pacrpenieneHne MOXKHO JOTIONHUTH pasfelieHueM HC-
CJIEZIOBAHUN C TOYKM 3pEHUS] OTPaHUYEHUN W/WIM TEPCIEKTHB IOCT-
MOJIEPHHUCTCKOM (MOCTHAIIMOHAILHOM, KOJIOHUAIBLHOU, (alljIOroleHTPH-
YeCKOM) UCTOPUH JTUTEPATYpPbl, YUUTHIBAs, OJHAKO, IPEAYNPEKACHUE aB-
TOpa BBEIEHUS O TOM, UTO JII000E pazJieJieHne B3aMMOIOMOTHIOIUX HC-
CJICZIOBAaHUN MOKET OBITh JHUIIbL YCIOBHBIM. [locne pasapoOieHus Tpa-
JUIHOHHBIX OOBSICHUTEIBHBIX MeTarmoBecTBOBaHWH, M. KOBaH BuauT
HOBBIE BO3MOKHOCTH ,,BEITMKOTO YKaHpa~ HCTOPUH JIUTEPATYPHI B paMKax
TUINEPTEKCTa (Ha MOTEHIHAT 3JIEKTPOHHOTO MPEACTABICHUS HCTOPUKO-
JTUTEepaTypHOTO mporecca ykasbiBaeT Takke A. Kopon); B. buru u JI.
Kpanp — B runeprexkcre n3oMophHON, pU30MAaTUUECKH JOMOTHAIOLIEHCS
SHIMKJIONEANU. BMecTo MIe0Nnorn30BaHHOW HUCTOpUM JUTepaTypsl, 11
3aifan u E. Kepues lITpeitn npeqararoT NOJUIEHTPUUECKUI apXUB ce-
Muocdepsl KyapTypHOU namsaTH, [1. 3uma onpeneneHue TUTEpaTypHOTO
Mepuojia Kak OTKPBITOW CHCTEMBbI Pa3HOOOpa3HBIX JHCKYpPCOB, B TO
BpemMss kak M. MHTpOBHY NOJYEPKHBAET IMEAATOTMUYECKYIO DPOJIb JIU-



REVIEWS 359

TepaTypoBeneHns. HeoOXoanMOCTh JIESTUTUMAINK TTOCTMOIEPHUCTCKOM
HCTOPHUN JIUTEPATYPHI IyTEM IapaJoKCATFHOTO OOHa)KEHUSI COOCTBEH-
HBIX JIUTEPaTypHBIX IpUeMoB noxdepkusaroT M. Jlosuy, JI. Kpans u B.
burn.

C nenbro u30exaHus ,,HAUBHOTO~ PENYKIMOHU3MA, HOMHMO HpPU3BbI-
BOB K MEXAUCLUILIMHAPHOCTH, K METOJOIOTHUECKOMY ILTIOPATU3MY U K
HENpepbIBHOMY JIOMOJIHEHUI0 HUCTOPUKO-TUTEPATYPHOHN ,,UCTOpUHM~ HO-
BBIMH T'eposiMA U (poKam3aTopamu (B TOM YHCIIE U TEPOMHSAMH, KaK MOJ-
gyepkuBaioT C. bopoauk n E. Kepres Lltpeiin), B cOopHHKE IpencTas-
JeHsl U 0oJiee YMEpEHHBIE IEHTPOCTPEMHUTENBHEBIC TpeuioxKeHus. Tak,
Hanpumep, 5. Koc npeogoneBaer coBpeMeHHbII arHOCTULIM3M U METOZ0-
JIOTMYECKUN SKJIEKTU3M C ITOMOIIbIO ILIIOPAIM30BAaHHOIO METOJa MCTO-
puu nyxa (Geistesgeschichte), 1. Bepu ¢ Toil e Lenpio oOpaiaercs K
UCTOPUYECKOMY MCCIEJOBAaHUIO 3HAKOBOM XPOHOTOIMHMYHOH camoped-
JeKcuM CcyObeKTa B JyXe CEMHOTHKHM U OaXTHHCKOH Teopuu BbICKa-
3pIBaHusA, M. [loBMY K pajMKagbHOW KOHCTPYKTMBHMCTCKOM KOHIIEI-
TyaJM3aluy Ipolecca caMOOPraHU3aLuy JIUTEpaTypbl B KOHTEKCTE CO-
CeHMX OOIIECTBEHHBIX cHCTeM, a A. KopoH ocTaeTcst BepHOH IPHHITHITY
IIOBECTBOBATENbHOCTU KaK Jy4YIEMy CpPEACTBY CaMOOCMBICIIECHUS
genoBeka. Ha omacHOCTE mep(opMaTHBHOTO CHMYJIMPOBAHUS IIPOIILIOTO,
yrpoxKaromeil He TONbKO TPAAUIMOHHON HappaTHUBHOM, HO M COBpe-
MEHHOI! SHIMKIIONEeUIEeCKON UCTOPUU JINTEepaTyphl yKa3biBaeT B. butu.
Ha ¢one BceoOwweil pensaTUBU3aMU TPaJULUN B COBPEMEHHBIX JIUTE-
parype u Teopuu, b. Tokax mpeiaraeT nepeoCMBICICHUE JIUTEPATYP-
HOCTH I1OCPEJICTBOM KOTHUTUBUCTCKOM KaTeropus3aluy peaabHocTy, a U.
ITocnuimmin — IOCPeACTBOM CUHTE3a JIMTEPATypPOBEJCHUS U COLOJIOTUI
B T.H. area studies. Ilo muennio M. HOBaHa, MOCTMOAEPHUCTCKHA
IIOBOPOT K UCTOPUU 3aCTaBIIAET BEIUKUNA UCTOPUKO-JIUTEPATypPHbIH XKaHp
HEPECMOTPETh COOCTBEHHYIO JIe(UHULUIO JHUTEPaTypHOCTH C MHCTO-
pudyeckoid Touku 3peHus. M. 3eleHKa BBICTYNAaeT 3a pPeaOMIUTALUIO
TeHe3Mca B MOCTCTPYKTYPAIUCTCKOM T'€HETHUECKOH KpuUTHKe (critique
génétique), aHANM3UPYIOLIEH MPOLECC MEPEXOa 3HAYEHHS IO LEMH
npen- u nocne-tekcros. M. ITpyn oT MMEHM MOIMITIOTU3MA TEPPHUTO-
puil (IIOHMMaeMoro COLMO- U METAJMHIBUCTUYECKH) DPACIIUpAET 3a-
MBICET HAI[MOHAIBHOM (IIONOTHM B CTOPOHY KOMITAPATHBUCTHKH H
, KYJTBTYpHBIX MccienoBanuid”. Tenneniy, Onnu3Kkue ,,HOBOMY HCTOPHU3-
My”, KpuTH4eCKH npencTasieHsl B. Ilanoymexom.

AHanu3upysi HepCIEKTUBHOCTL BBINICYIOMSIHYTBIX HOBEHIIMX aua-
XPOHHYECKUX METOJIOB, UCCIEI0BATENHU B IEPBYIO OUEpPe/b BBIACISIOT B
OCBEILCHUN LEHTPAIbHOM MpoONeMbl [Ba BOMPOCA: YTO CErogHs MOJ-
pasyMmeBaeTcs IOJ NPEIMETOM HCTOPUM JIUTEpaTyphbl U KaKHe HaydHO-
¢mmocopckue TEUCHNS OKa3aid BIMSHHE Ha COBPEMEHHBIN CTaTyc Ha-
YYHOH JUCLUIUIMHBI. OTU JBa HAlpaBJICHUs CIELYeT CUUTAThb KOMILIeE-
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MEHTApHBIMHU, TaK KakK, HalPAMEpP, CChUIKA F€HETUYECKONH KPUTHKH Ha
MIOCTCTPYKTYpPAaJIU3M SIBIIIETCA HE IPOCTO CIEICTBHEM, a B OIPENECIICH-
HOM CTENIeHN UCTOYHUKOM €€ TOHUMaHUsI INTePaTypHhl.

Hakowner, cnemxyer BCHOMHUTH eliie 00 HCTOPUH ,,CETOTHSIIHEr0” T0-
HUMaHHS UCTOPUUECKOr0 U3YUYEHUS JUTEpPaTyphl: TOCTMOACPHU3M, ,,I10-
BECTBYA O IIOBECTBOBATEIbHOM MOAYCE€ HAYYHOW [HUCUHUILIUHBI, HE
TOJBKO YETKO OTXOJUT OT TPAIUIUH ,,HAUBHBIX BEJIIMKUX UCTOPUIL, HO B
TO K€ BpeMsl MapaIOKCalIbHO — H TaK ke XapaKTepHO — MPUOIHKACTCS K
TOPU30HTY, MMIUIMIUTHO BOIUIOTHUBIIEMY Ty € CaMylO ,,lIOBECTH B
CaMoOM CIIOBE historia. B 3ToM yOexIarT Hac KaK 3TUMOJIOTUYECKHE
agammsel Y. Ulkyns nu M. IOBana, tak u pasmeinmenus M. Bepua o
nporecce GOPMUPOBAHHS CAMOCO3HAHUsI CYOBEKTa — aBTOpPa BBICKA3bl-
BaHUS — Ha MYTH OT JOpPe(IEKCHUBHOTO, MH(DHUYECKOTO MEPEKUBAHUS
SI3bIKa KaK JEUCTBUTEIBHOCTH K 3CTETHKAaM TOXIECTBA U MPOTHUBOIOC-
TaBneHusa (JloTMaH) M, HaKOHEI, K MOCTMOJEPHUCTCKOMY Yy3HABaHUIO
JICHCTBUTEIIBHOCTHU KakK SI3bIKA.

Jernej Habjan

AM. Barker, J.M. Gheith (eds.), A History of Women’s Writing in
Russia, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2002, pp. 391.

Quite illuminating on the state of critical thinking on Russian lite-
rature from a gendered perspective, this collection of essays is guided by
the idea of heterogeneity of methodological approaches as a fruitful and
challenging condition. As stated in the introduction by the editors, it was
“deliberately avoided trying to reconcile contradictions between contri-
butors, preferring instead to assemble a history that is open ended”. This
notwithstanding, focus is frequently placed in the various chapters co-
vering the study of Russian literature from its beginnings to our days, on
a number of recurrent issues: the importance of autobiographical writ-
ings and the models of self-representation, re-examination of common
assumptions about periodization and literary evolution, reflections on the
place women occupied within a tradition long dominated by men, a
strong attention devoted to the image of the female body. Accepting or
not the idea of women’s writing as a separate tradition, we are certainly
invited by these essays “to rethink and remeasure Russia’s literary
tradition, allowing to see it with different eyes”.

Rosalind Mckenzie’s contribution, Women’s image in Russian medie-
val literature, opens the series of articles. Given the lack of pre-
eighteenth century works of literature written by women, she focuses on
the portrayal of the female image and identity, detecting a number of
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literary prototypes directly inspiring a few subsequent celebrated cha-
racters of Russian literature. Significantly, these prototypes emphasize
folkloric and pagan elements: with the arrival of the Orthodox Church
“in Rus’ began a long process of erosion of women’s image and powers.
Ecclesiastical propaganda nourished misogynistic attitudes and complex
dilemmas of idealization versus condemnation”.

In Sappho, Corinna and Niobe: genres and personae in Russian wo-
men’s writing, 1760-1820, Catriona Kelly begins noting that “women in
Russia went in three generations from near-invisibility (...) to the
greatest degree of political and public prominence their society could
offer”, to bring to light again a number of names and works of a certain
significance. Her contribution seems dominated by the preoccupation of
not overemphasizing proportions and level of women’s literary work,
considering that the elements complicating the picture (particularly
orientation towards anonymity, declarations of modesty, or even the fact
that published materials represented only a small percentage of what cir-
culated in albums, letters, manuscripts or in oral forms) were equally
shared, in the same years, by their male counterparts. Without hiding to
herself the conventionality of feminine ventures in the solemn ode, she
illustrates their better fortunes in minor genres such as fables and epi-
grams or satire. Beginning from the 1790s, women poets and writers
were deeply involved in all the topoi of literature of Sentimental in-
spiration (she mentions the mediocre cases of Mariia Lisitsina e Mariia
Izvekova), whereas pre-1820 memoir literature resulted in an abundant
and original production, in which female experience found a direct
expression.

From the poetic debut of Anna Bunina (Neopytnaia muza, 1809-
1812), to the decline, by the beginning of the 1850s, of authors once
celebrated as Evdokiia Rostopchina and Karolina Pavlova, Judith Vo-
wles explores in The inexperienced muse: Russian women and poetry in
the first half of the nineteenth century the destinies of a considerable
number of women poets, examining their never trite response to the
questions of their time: acceptability and desirability for a woman of an
existence devoted to poetry, search for the most adequate modalities for
its expression (literary salons, publishing houses, almanacs), legitimacy
of experimenting specific genres and styles, opportunity of recognizing
themselves and conforming to the different canons following one another
(Sentimentalism and “femininity” of Russian culture, Romantic vision of
the poet isolated from the world, orientation towards social responsibility
in Belinskii’s years).

In Women of the 1830s and the 1850s: alternative periodizations,
Jehanne M. Gheith, adopting a model of literary evolution different from
the current categories, undertakes the analysis of the two moments she
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considers to be crucial in Russian female prose: the works appeared in
the thirties and beginning of the forties and those produced in the fifties
and beginning of the sixties. “Unlike the men of the sixties, the ‘sons’
who came into being in conscious opposition to the ‘fathers’ of the
1840’s, the women of the fifties continue many of the themes of their
predecessors without taking on an oppositional stance”. This circum-
stance is particularly evident, for example, in the case of criticism of ar-
ranged marriage and social conventions, which moves, though with a
different attitude, from the svetskie povesti of Elena Gan and Mariia
Zhukova to the psychologically and stylistically more sophisticated no-
vels of Panaeva and Sokhanskaia. The author is persuaded that once
these two moments (and in general the works of female authors) will be
reintegrated into the literary tradition, “a new and more dynamic picture
of what constitutes Russian writing will emerge”.

In her contribution (“A particle of our soul”: prerevolutionary auto-
biography by Russian women writers) Mary Zirin chooses a few autobio-
graphical writings for each phase she identifies (those of Nadezhda Du-
rova and Nadezhda Sokhanskaia for the first decades of the nineteenth
century, of Avdot’ia Panaeva, Mariia Kamenskaia and Ekaterina ITunge
for the second half of the century, and of Anastasiia Verbitskaia,
Valentina Dmitrieva and Anastasiia Tsvetaeva for the early twentieth
century), and highlights their main characteristics: imitation of Western
European models for Durova and Sokhanskaia, Russo-Victorian canon of
feminine modesty in retrospective writings of the second period, new
emphasis on individual psychology in modernist time. Examining their
different “individual resolutions to the conflict between the impulse to
disclose the ‘truth’ of their lives and social imperatives that discouraged
such disclosure”, she clarifies their various responses particularly with
respect to the common expectations of marriage and child-bearing.

In the article entitled The women of Russian Montparnasse (Paris,
1920-1940), Catherine Ciepiela analyses the different meaning of the
Parisian experience in the work of a series of authors (paralleling their
cases with those of a few expatriate American women writers). If
Gippius only perpetuates, even accentuating it, the role of poet of the
Silver Age characterizing her before the Revolution, the poetry of
Marina Tsvetaeva reaches its apogee during the years of emigration spent
in Berlin, Prague and Paris, when the alienated condition of exile seems
congenial to her tragic genius; emigration reveals as a propitious
condition also for the work of Anna Prismanova, vaguely reminiscent of
Soviet avant-garde (she was probably the only woman poet who took her
distance from Akhamtova’s model). Particularly thanks to literature of
fiction (as with Teffi), or memorialistic writings focused on the realia of
émigré life (Kuznetsova, Odoevtseva, Berberova) the authors of the
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younger generation “made essential contributions to émigré culture
between the wars, participating in literary life on a scale and to a degree
perhaps unprecedented in Russian history”.

In the chapter written by Jenifer Presto, Women in Russian Symbo-
lism: beyond the algebra of love, the question is not bringing neglected
spheres or literary personalities to a new life, but partially or totally
reconsidering consolidated critical perspectives. A few celebrated female
figures of Symbolism are therefore restored in their identity of authors,
rather than confined in their position as muse for male inspiration (the
most significant example is that of Nina Petrovskaia). The different
strategies adopted in order to “negoziate a space for themselves as writ-
ing subjects” span from the creation of a male poetic alter-ego (Poliksena
Solov’eva) to the construction of a markedly exotic persona (Mirra
Lokhvitskaia), up to the invention of a totally fictitious identity (Che-
rubina de Gabriak).

In their The eastern path of exile: Russian women’s writing in China,
Olga Bakich and Carol Ueland explore a sphere considered until recently
quite marginal: the cultural life of the Russian émigrés who between the
Revolution and World War II repaired to Harbin, Shangai, Hong Kong
(before moving to Australia, South America, USA or Canada), and the
most interesting literary fruits appeared in this temporary Oriental
asylum. This emigration was characterized by a degree of isolation much
higher than that experienced in Berlin, Paris or New York: the only
echoes of Chinese life appeared here when a touch of local colour was
needed to add to verses and memoirs otherwise entirely retrospective,
permeated with nostalgia for the Russia of the past (with strong anti-
communist feelings) and oriented by the cult of Blok and Gumilev.

The picture of the almost half century considered by Rosalind Marsh
in her Realist prose writers, 1881-1929 is crowded with an unprece-
dented number of names and works, and complicated by several ele-
ments: in the 1880s the themes of emancipation were evidently related,
although contradictorily, with those of the radical intelligentsiia; the
expansion of the editorial market mixed the boundaries between ‘“po-
pular” (a category in which women prose was often confined in Russia)
and elitist literature, while their treatment of sexual themes (especially in
the 1910s) gained them a not particularly flattering reputation. A specific
group of works written with “feminist” awareness did emerge. Later on,
in the image of the Soviet woman, the two trends (the revolutionary and
the feminist) partially reconciled, as the emancipation of woman was
presented even by female writers as a conquest realized by the Soviet
regime. New clichés were then created, inspired to a totally male
ideology and iconography.
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In her article entitled Women and gender in post-symbolist poetry
and the Stalin era, Katharine Hodgson notes that in the years following
the Symbolist period and preceding the Revolution takes place the litera-
ry debut of a conspicuous number of women poets, whose voices stand
out firmly in the literary scene of the time. Their existence does not legi-
timate, nevertheless, an intention of being “part of a separate, female
canon”, not even as a reaction to the “strongly masculine bias” widespre-
ad among the post-symbolist groups (the author refers particularly to the
positions of Briusov and Khodasevich). With the certain degree of
emancipation undoubtedly brought by Revolution, and given for offi-
cially solved already in 1930 the “zhenskii vopros”, women literature
conforms itself to the new stereotypes, while several female authors
devote themselves to “marginal” activities such as translating or chil-
dren’s poetry.

The four decades examined by Beth Holmgren in Writing the female
body politic (1945-1985) saw a certain female prominence not only with
respect to the officially sanctioned Soviet realist writers (Vera Panova in
1947, 1948 and 1950, Antonina Koptiaeva in 1949 and Galina Nikolaeva
in 1951 were recipients of the Stalin Prize), but also to dissident authors.
The new emphasis on “traditional” family and domestic values,
coinciding with “women’s socially acknowledged areas of expertise and
control” authorizes the author’s opinion about a “feminization of Soviet
literature, in contrast and reaction to the 1920’s myth of a new, mascu-
linized society”.

In her contribution, entitled In their own words? Soviet women
writers and the search for self, Anna Krylova re-traces the lives and
autobiographical works of three women authors emblematic of the dif-
ferent strategies of self-expression displayed in the Soviet Russia: Vera
Inber, Antonina Koptiaeva and Vera Panova. Extremely popular respec-
tively from the thirties up to the eighties, they remained generally
ignored by Western critics, whose attention was monopolized by lite-
rature (mainly dissident) produced on the margins of that society.

Stephanie Sandler examines, in her Women’s poetry since the sixties,
the poems written by women during the last four decades, and groups
their analysis in a thematic order which includes: history, politics, natio-
nal identity; the natural world; religious visions; poetic selves; philoso-
phical lyrics; poems of love and sickness; poems about poems.

In The persistence of memory: women’s prose since the sixties Adele
Marie Barker focuses on the other hand on the memoir writing as a vital
experience, perceived as a sort of “moral imperative” especially in the
case of camp literature produced by Evgeniia Ginzburg and Irina Ratu-
shinskaia or of the chronicles of Stalin’s time left by Lydiia Chukovskaia
and Nadezhda Mandel’shtam. With the reintroduction of “domestic
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narratives” and the new focus on home and nuclear family, post-Stalinist
women prose combines the description of Russian byt with a different,
more complex use of memory and reflections on the past of the Soviet
era (as with Marina Palei, Lydiia Ginzburg, Liudmila Petrushevskaia).

Finally there is the contribution of Helena Goscilo, Perestroika and
post-Soviet prose: from dazzle to dispersal. After considering the va-
rious profiles of the most prominent contemporary writers (with no
exclusion of phenomenon of mass literature as Marinina), she tries to
enucleate the “perceptible trends” in the heterogeneous corpus of the
recent works, to discover “an increased engagement with history, a
diminishment of idealism, the inscription of the female body as both
trope and visible site of traumatic experience, and a penchant for ‘bad
girl” heroines possessing sexual appetite, lust for adventure, and a
flexible morality”.

Paola Ferretti

EGzIL — EMIGRACIJIA. Novi kontekst. Zbornik, priredila Irena Luksi¢,
Hrvatsko filolosko drustvo, Biblioteka KnjiZevna smotra, Zagreb, 2002.

Prirediteljica zbornika Irena Luksi¢ u Uvodnom slovu napominje da je
ovaj zbornik “idejni... izdanak tematskih brojeva ‘KnjiZzevne smotre’
posvecenih kljucnim mjestima raspada jedinstvenoga tijela ruske knji-
Zevnosti sovjetskoga razdoblja” (Ruska knjizevnost u dijaspori br.65-66,
1987. i Teski dim br. 86-88, 1992). Nastao je na temelju grade “Smo-
trina” temata Egzil — Emigracija — Novi kontekst (br. 104-105 iz 1997.
godine) kao pokusaj Sirenja semantickoga polja knjiZevnosti u emigra-
ciji, i to ne samo na ostale nacionalne knjiZevnosti, koje su imale raz-
vijenu kulturu u dijaspori, nego i na mogucée tumacenje pojma egzila i
emigracije iz pozicije autora i pojava u novome kontekstu, drugom i
druk¢ijem okruzju od onoga u kojemu su ponikli.” Redaktorica zbornika
Jadranka Pintari¢ “suzila je izbor tekstova iz ¢asopisa (“KnjiZevna smo-
tra”, 104-105, 1997) na uobicajene zbornicke Zanrove i grupirala ih pre-
ma temama.”

Zbornik, koji je podijeljen u pet cjelina, nastoji obuhvatiti razliCite
vidove emigracije i egzila. U prvome odjeljku Zrtve zemljopisa Marijan
Bobinac svoj tekst Slucgj izbjeglog apatrida; Horvdth i egzil posvecuje
Odonu von Horvathu. Odon von Horvéth (1901-1938) bio je visestruki
emigrant, madarski drzavljanin s precima madarskim, njemackim, Ces-
kim i hrvatskim; materinji mu je jezik bio njemacki. Da nije bilo po-
vijesnih okolnosti, ¢ovjek internacionalne kulture mogao je biti sretan
kozmopolit koji djeluje u Njemackoj i u Austriji, potom u Francuskoj.
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No Odon von Horvéth, kako to autor razlaZe, bio je apatrid u poloZaju
outsidera da bi Zivot zavr$io u egzilu u Parizu i to stjecajem nevjerojatno
nesretnih okolnosti. Autor uspjesno povezuje pitanje von Horvathova
osobnog identiteta i njegova bogatog stvaralastva uklopivsi ih u politicka
zbivanja vremena. Uslijed svoje emigrantske situacije, koja se mozda
moZe zvati i situacijom egzila, Horvath proZivljava krizu identiteta i
pada u umjetnicku krizu usprkos velike popularnosti njegovih puckih
komada (Volksstiicke) sa socijalnom kritikom koja je smetala nacional-
socijalisticke vlastodrSce te doZivjela brojne kritike njemackih kriticara
desnicara. Ali, i da nije bio apatrid, zasigurno bi njegovi kazaliSni ko-
madi, ali i proza koja govori o utjecaju totalitarizma na pojedinca, sme-
tali vlastodrsce buduci da je plasti¢no prikazao malogradansko drustvo,
pokvareno, bez ljudskosti i morala, koje je bilo nositeljem ‘“kulture”
nacizma.

Victor Terras govori o Vladislavu Hodasevicu u svome prilogu Egzil,
trec¢a pojavnost i iskljucena sredina: pjesnicka vizija Vladislava Hoda-
sevica u kojemu usporeduje Hodasevica (1886-1939) i W.H. Audena
(1907-1973), dvojicu pjesnika bez uzajamnoga utjecaja ali za koje smatra
da su imali neke sli¢ne vizije svijeta. Hodasevi¢ je Rusiju ostavio 1922.,
a umro je u Parizu — ve¢ je u domovini bio otuden — jer otac mu je bio
Poljak, majka Zidovka. Uza to, njegova poetska vizija bila je
konzervativna spram dominatnih avangardnih pokreta toga doba; nije bio
pjesnicki utjecajan za Zivota niti nakon smrti, za razliku od Audena.
Auden se 1939. iz Engleske preselio u Ameriku, razlog tomu vjerojatno
je bio rat. Dakle, njihove su sudbine, emigracije, utjecaji bili posve
oprecni. Ali koliko su im vizije sli¢ne valjalo bi joS razraditi, ukoliko su
vizije toliko razlic¢itih osobnosti uopée usporedive.

Natasa Govedi¢ donosi tekst Mitopoetika bezgranicnog, Dramski gla-
s(ovi) Marine Cvetajeve. Autorica drame dijeli u dvije grupe — “ro-
manticarske” drame ili drame nastale u Rusiji 1918-1919 (Herc decko,
Mecéava, Fortuna, Kameni andeo, Pustolovina, Feniks) te na dvodijelni
ciklus o Tezeju (Ariadna i Fedra), nastao u emigraciji 1923-1928. Za
obje grupe autorica drzi da su inherentne mitskom — binarnom — nacinu
razmiSljanja (slijedom strukturalisticke teorije Levy-Straussa kojega
slijedi poststrukturalistkinja Kristeva) te da su, ne samo preko naslova,
vrlo blisko povezane s konceptima stare gréke drame. Po ¢emu bi Cve-
tajeva bila bliska tragediji nije razvidno iz teksta usprkos brojnih citata
koji to nastoje pokazati. Osim naslovnih likova tesko se moZe razaznati
bilo sadrzajna, formalna, stilska, a kamoli izvedbena sli¢nost s antiCkom
tragedijom. To nisu tragedije nalik grckim, to je tragedija Cvetajevine
psihe. Jer Cvetajeva osuduje i prezire kazaliSte; ipak ona piSe drame i na
pitanje zasto ih piSe odgovara: “Ovo nije drama, nego poema — jedno-
stavno ljubav... To je tocno onoliko teatar koliko sam ja — glumica.” Za
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tumacenje ovih redaka koji odaju Cvetajevinu konfliktnu li¢nost nije
dovoljna samo knjiZevna analiza, potrebna bi bila i psihoanaliza. Jer
Cvetajeva je, kako sama kaZe, bila “samosvojni, samouvjereni heretik
svih sustava pripadanja”; prema tome, ona je emigrant u/po vlastitome
bicu, u samoj sebi a da ne napusta Rusiju zbog supruga bjelogardijca,
kako je to ucinila. Sama kaze “[a] od Rusa sam odvojena... cijelom
sobom.” Pa ipak se 1939. vra¢a u Rusiju i Zivot zavrSava samoubojstvom
$to je samo konacni izraz njezine neprilagodene, neprilagodljive i neob-
uzdane prirode. I doista bi se u njenom djelu moglo od¢itati bogobor-
stvo, kako njezino pjesniStvo tumaci J. Uzarevi¢ ¢iji sud Natasa Govedi¢
odbacuje i prihvac¢a misljenje S. Jelnjicke o Cvetajevinoj svjetoborbi. Pa
i bogoborstvo proistjee iz ovoga ljudskoga svijeta zahvaljuju¢i kome
bog jedino moZe postojati, iz svijeta svjetoborbi.

Koliko se William Blake i Cvetajeva mogu usporediti tek ostaje za
podrobnu komparativnu analizu. Da li je Fryeva teza “o istobitnosti mit-
ske i umjetnicke epifanije” uopce prihvatljiva budu¢i da se radi o posve
razlic¢itim poimanjima svijeta — ovo- ili onostranog. Da li su Turnerovi
pojmovi liminalnosti i liminoidnosti, osim u najSirem smislu, primjen-
ljivi na umjetnic¢ko djelo? Kada autorica kaZe da je knjiga Ruth Padel (u
cijelome tekstu krivo piSe Pandel ili Pandell) Koga Bogovi unistavaju
“publikacija koja ne bi smjela izmaci pozornosti ni hrvatskih filologa ni
komparatista knjiZevnosti ni lingvista” — ona upravo docira. Usprkos za-
nimljivih i vrijednih opazanja autorice, tekst se tesko prati zbog neu-
mjerenoga, ¢esto i nepotrebnoga, ubacivanja citata koji stvaraju ne jedan
ve¢ razne intertekstove. Stoga ovih nekoliko redaka — jer bila bi potrebna
Citava studija — ne moZe prikazati sadrZajno bogatstvo priloga koji bi,
znatno skracen, bolje prikazao osobnu i umjetni¢ku tragediju Marine
Cvetajeve.

Priscilla Meyer u prilogu Crne i ljubicaste rijeci: OcCajanje i stvarni
Zivot Sebastiana Knighta kao dvojnici prikazuje dva Nabokovljeva ro-
mana OCcajanje i Stvarni Zivot Sebastiana Knighta koji se bave temom
dvojnika pri ¢emu je, Cini se, rije¢ o varijacijama na temu Nabokovljeve
krivice zbog njegova odnosa s mladim bratom Sergejem. Opreka izmedu
ruske proSlosti i zapadnjacke sadaSnjosti presudna je za rusko Ocajanje
proZeto pesimizmom i engleskog Stvarnog Zivota Sebastiana Knighta u
kojemu postoji nada u postojanje vise sile koja oblikuje ljudsko posto-
janje, vjera u ljubav, umjetnost, osoban misticizam.

U drugome odjeljku Dobrovoljno progonstvo Nikica Talan autor je
teksta Jorge de Sena: Egzil kao “biobibliografska sudbina” o velikom
portugalskom pjesniku, jednom od brojnih portugalskih politickih emi-
granata u 20.st., koji je ovdje prisutan pripovijestima (Capangala ne
odgovara, Razbojnici, U pocast zelenoj papigi) kojima je tema o¢aj zbog
stanja u kojemu se nasao salazarovski Portugal.
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Slijedi tekst Agote N. Goller Emigracija u dnevnicima Mdraija Sdn-
dora o madarskom piscu koji je Zapad otkrio tek krajem prosloga sto-
lje¢a preko prijevoda nekih njegovih djela na talijanski i francuski, prem-
da je Mdrai na njemackom jeziénom podruéju bio poznat joS prije 2. svj.
rata. Mdrai Sandor (1900-1988), koji je kao mladi novinar niz godina
proveo na Zapadu, u kona¢nu emigraciju odlazi 1948., da se nikada viSe
ne vrati u Madarsku, a Zivot svoj okoncCava samoubojstvom u Americi
gdje je proveo posljednja desetlje¢a svoga Zivota. Bio je vrstan novinar,
prozaist, dramski pisac, esejist, ostavio je vrijedne dnevnike koji
ocrtavaju njegov Zivot a da ne daju uvida u osobni Zivot, a pisao je
pjesme. Ovdje je priloZzena Mdraijeva Posmrina besjeda (1950), potresna
pjesma koja iskazuje bol zbog gubitka domovine, a koju je s madarskoga
prevela Klara Gonc Moacanin koja je napisala i kratak prikaz Zapadna
madarska knjiZevnost.

U tre¢emu odjeljku Skupni portreti Marina Ledkovsky govori o
Doprinosu ruskih emigrantica svjetskoj kulturi; Dubravka Sesar piSe o
Povelji 77 u kontekstu ceske disidentske knjiZevnosti — Pogled na jedan
pokret; Julio Penate Rivero posvecuje se temi Integracija i interkul-
turalizam, Spanjolsko useljenistvo u Svicarskoj videno kroz inicijative za
udruZivanjem.

U cetvrtome odjeljku Novi tekst Biljana Romi¢ piSe o Postkolonijal-
nom piscu u egzilu izmedu dva stolca, Irena Luksi¢ prikazuje Rusku knji-
Zevnost u svemiru, Tatjana Pai¢ Vuki¢ razmatra Modernisticki ekspe-
riment palestinske knjiZevnosti (Ono sto vam je preostalo Gassana Kana-
fanija), a Neven Jovanovi¢ u tekstu Kusnje casnog pjesnistva Citajuéi
Seamusa Heaneya sjeca se Vergilija.

Posljednji, peti odjeljak Iskustvo drugosti donosi razmiSljanja Tess
Gallagher o Cistome mjestu, a IThab Hassan autor je teksta Imperativi sr-
ca: nacionalizam, kolonijalizam i multikulturalizam, s osobnog motrista.

U prikazu zbornika EGZIL — EMIGRACIJA. Novi kontekst podrobnije su
prikazana prva dva odjeljka budué¢i da su znatno bliza osnovnoj temi
zbornika — problemima egzila i emigracije. Ostali prilozi se mogu u
Sirem smislu shvatiti kao vezani uz temu i korisni su kao kulturoloska
dopuna prvim dvama izrazito knjizevnim doZivljajima egzila i emigra-
cije. Neki tekstovi, medutim, stroZe gledano, zapravo i ne pripadaju u
ovaj zbornik.

Bilo bi korisno da je u Uvodu problematiziran problem osnovnih poj-
mova — nedostaju definicije pojmova egzil (progonstvo iz domovine pri-
silno, ali i dobrovoljno) i emigracija (iseljeniStvo, prebjeglistvo, izbjeg-
listvo) — brojne su njihove vrste i podvrste, subjektivne (obiteljske, lju-
bavne, psihicke, napr. unutarnji emigrant) i objektivne (ekonomske, po-
liticke, religiozne itd.) i stoga su mozda ovamo uklopljeni tekstovi koji
bi bili primjereniji za Casopise drustvenoga usmjerenja, ne knjizevnoga.
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Pojmovi koji se ovdje spominju kao napr. postkolonijalizam i neka vrsta
iseljeniStva vezana uza nj, kozmopolitska neukorijenjenost, apatrid, di-
sident, migrant — valjalo bi ih rasvijetliti i staviti u kontekst s pojmovima
egzila i emigracije. MoZemo se pitati nije li i globalizacija neka vrsta
gubljenja korijena, kao i masmedijalizacija, Sto ¢e reci napustanje vlastite
sredine ali i vlastitoga ja.

Irena Luksi¢ je zbornik priredila iz tekstova koje je uspjela prikupiti —
sudbine prikazanih autora vrlo su razliCite, Cesto su te sudbine ne-
usporedive, premda se stavljaju u kontekst s pojmovima egzila/emigra-
cije. Za nekoga egzil znaci poniZenje, za nekoga jedino moguce Zivljenje,
netko je samoproglaSen prognanik, netko je silom prognan. I brojni su
bili knjiZevnici koji su iskusili egzil/emigraciju i Steta da se nisu nasli
autori tekstova o S. Zweigu, o Mannovima, Hesseu, Werfelu i brojnim
drugima. Nisu li americki egzistencijalisti, ali i H. Miller, bili dobrovolj-
ni prognanici u Francusku; nije li Thoreau odabrao Zivot izvan zajednice;
nije li Joyce bio uvijek negdje na putu; zaSto je S. Beckett odabrao
Francusku? I to su neke podvrste egzila/emigracije. A kako tumaciti
beatnicki Zivot na cesti? Ne slaZzem se s miSljenjem Brodskoga koje je
spomenuto u Uvodu da je prognanik “Zrtva zemljopisa”. Nije on samo
Zrtva zemljopisa, nego i odredenoga povijesnoga trenutka kao i vlastitoga
psihickoga ustrojstva.

Usprkos nekih opaski, valja kazati da je zbornik EGZIL — EMIGRACIJA.
Novi kontekst zanimljiv, koristan i nadasve vazan za proucavanje fe-
nomena iz raznih razloga raseljenih knjiZevnika na cije djelo je upravo to
izbivanje iz domovine ostavilo znatnoga traga.

Klara Gonc Moacanin

S. Horvath Géza, Dosztojevszkij koltoi formdi. (A személyes elbeszélés A
kamasz cimii regényben) [Ilosmuueckue ¢opmer y [locmoesckozol,
Budapest, Argumentum, 2002, 187 ctp.

Ha ocnoBe cBoeit nucceprauuu Ilepconansrioe nogecmsosanue 6 po-
mane JJocmoesckoeo ,,I[loopocmok”, KOTOPYIO BeHTepckuil pycuct I'e3a
Xopgat 3amurui B 2000-om rogy B bBynanemrckoM YHHUBEpCUTETE UM.
Ortsewa Jlopanaa, aBTop HamMcall Ha BEHIEPCKOM sA3bIKe KHUTY [loomu-
yeckue ghopmul y JJocmoesckoeo.

B cBoeit kaure I'. XopBaT cyMMHUpPYEeT HE TOJIBKO CBOIO JECSATUIET-
HIOIO MCCIEZ0BATENbCKYI0 padoTy O aHanu3y TBopuecTBa JJocToeBcko-
r0, HO U IJIaBHBIEC JOCTIKEHUS JTUTEPaTypOBEAEHHS B 00IaCTH TOCTOEB-
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CKOBEJICHHS U TEOPUH TeKcTa”™. B riiaBax KHHTH HCCIE0BATeNeM pa3pa-
0oTaHa MOATHKA ,,3aITUCOK” KaK Pa3HOBHJIHOCTH TIEPCOHATIBHOTO ITOBECT-
BOBaHHUA Ha IIpUMEpe HaUMEHEE UCCIIEI0OBAHHOI0 poMaHa JloCTOeBCKOro.
CBon meronsl aHanu3a I'. XopBaT OCHOBBIBAeT Ha JOCTHXKEHHSX Oyna-
MEIITCKONH IIKOJIBI PYCHUCTOB-TEOPETHKOB JUCKYPCHUBHOM IOATHKHU,
MPEIMETOM KOTOpPOW SBJSIETCS MPOLIECC CTAHOBJIEHUS CYOBEKTHOCTU
TOBOPSALIET0 ¥ MPHOOPETEHHUsI UM ,,CBOEr0 COOCTBEHHOI'O CJIOBA” IyTEM
CO3/1aHUS A3BIKOBBIX U CUMBOJMYECKHUX CPEICTB JUISI IPE3ECHTALINN CBOCH
HCTOPHH.

Pasnmn4as HappaTWBHBIN, XKaHPOBBIN, NUCKYPCHUBHBIH M HHTEPTEKC-
TyaJIbHBI YPOBHH TEKCTa, HCCIIEIOBATENh OCYIIECTBISIET HAappPaTHBHO-
CEMAHTUYECKHH W MHTEPTEKCTYyaJIbHBI aHAJTN3bl TEKCTOBBIX CETMEHTOB,
KOTOpBIE CIIOCOOCTBYIOT 00pa30BaHUIO HOBOTO THUIIA OTHYECKOTO SI3bI-
Ka, MPUBOJASAIIETO K MEPCOHATM3AIMK [TOBECTBOBATENBHON U KaHPOBON
¢opm. Ilpu 3TOM OH BBOIUT HOBBbIE ONpeAeeHus (,,3aBepliaroIasics
¢opma”) U yTOYHSAET, MO-HOBOMY AE€(PUHUPYET HEKOTOpBIE JUTEpaTy-
POBEIUYECKHE TEPMHHBI (HAIpUMEp ,,[IOBECTBOBATENIBHEIH CyOBEKT ) B
CBSI3U C 0co0Ooi (opmoii moBecTBOBaHMS poMaHucTa. [log TepMuUHOM
,.He3aBepIIeHHas, HekpacuBas (opma” TmoxpasyMeBaeTcsi aBTOpPCKas
MeTadopa ,,IOAPOCTKOBOCTH  — 3TO 3aIMCKH BMECTO paccKasa, pyKo-
MUCh, KOTOpasi MOXET ,lepepacTu”’ B HOBBIA TUI PYCCKOI'O pOMaHa.
Penpesenranus ,,rexyiieit JeCTBUTENBHOCTH TPOU3BOIUTCA Xa0TUYEC-
KOW, ,,HE3aBEPIICHHON (OpMON~, pasjoXeHHEeM TPaAUIIMOHHONH po-
MaHHOH ¢opmbl. OOHOBIeHHE (OPMATBHBIX OCOOEHHOCTEH jkaHpa W
yCTapeBIIAX MOATHYECKUX (POPM CBSI3BIBACTCS B ITOAXOE UCCIIE0BATENS
C TIPEMETOM ONHCAHUS U BHYTPEHHUM CMBICIIOBBIM MHPOM, TIO3TOMY B
OTJMYUE OT JpPYruX JOCTOEBCKOBENOB OH YTBEPHKIACT HE TOJBKO

* Horvath G. — Teopernueckue cratbu: A sz0 és a szerzo. (Cnoso u asmop),
“Helikon”, 1999: 1-2: 218-228; craThu 10 aHaIM3y poMaHOB J[ocTOEBCKOrO:
OcHosHotl mug 6 pomane @.M. JJocmoesckoeo bpatbs Kapamazossl, B: Stu-
dia comparata et russica, [Slavica tergestina 3], Trieste 1995: 143-166;
Meosicmexcmoguie Momugsl kax mexkcmonoposicoarouue napaouemsi (CKynoi
poiiaps A.C. Ilywkuna u Iloppocrok @.M. Jocmoesckozo), B: Jlumepa-
mypogedenue XXI eexa. Anaruz mexcma: memoo u pesyrvmam. Cankr-Ile-
TepOypr 1996: 188-193; Ckynotl u koweil: 00uH QonbkiopHblll apxecrodxcem
manenvroi mpaceouu Cxynod peimiapb A.C. Ilywxuna, B: VI. Nemzetkozi
Szlavisztikai Napok, Szombathely 1998: 2: 94-101; Memadgpopusayus ,,eps-
3u” u ,paznodxcenun” 6 pomane JJocmoesckoeo Ilonpoctok, “Studia Littera-
ria Polono-Slavica”, Warszava 1999: 4: 195-201; JKaupoeguiii cocmas pomana
@.M. Jlocmoesckozo TlonpocTok, B: Jlumepamyposeoenue XXI eexa. Texc-
mul u Konwmekcmul pycckou aumepamyput, Cankr-IlerepOypr — Miinchen
2001: 109-123; IIpobrema owcanpa 6 pomane D.M. [ocmoesckozo Ilon-
poctok, “Studia Russica”, Budapest 2000: X VIII: 457-464.
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pa3lIo’KEHUE pacCKa3blBaHUS U PacCKa3blBA€MOIO, HO OIMCHIBAE€T U
IIPOLIECC CO3UAAHUS JUCKYPCUBHOIO TekcTa. COOTBETCTBEHHO TOMY, Kak
IIPOLIECC PA3IOKEHUS U CO3aHMs IPOCIEKUBACTCA B PACCKA3bIBAEMOM
MHpe, TaK M IO3THKa MHUcaTens TpedyeT HEoOXOAUMMOCTH aHalu3a
TEKCTOMOPOXKAAIOIUX MEXaHU3MOB, HauKMHasA ¢ (POHUUECKUX CUHUILL 10
6oJiee KPYIHBIX TEKCTOBBIX CETMEHTOB. B 3TOM J1BOMCTBEHHOM Ipoliecce
pasNoXeHUss U CTaHOBIEHHS  (OpMHUpYeTCs  CTaHOBSMIASCS
CyOBEKTHOCTB. TakiM 00pa3oM MOBeCTBOBaTEIbHA (hopMa prodpeTaet
y HUHTEpIpeTaTopa HE TOJIbKO IO3TUYECKYI0, HO U OHTOJOTMYECKYIO
HIEPCIIEKTUBY.

B rnase Ilucomo xax eenepamop nepcoHanbHO20 CMbLCIONOPOdICOe-
Husi pa3paboTaHa IMOdTHYECKast (PYHKIMS aKTa IHAChbMa KakK IUCKYPCHB-
HOTO COOBITHSI. 3alMCBIBAHUE COOBITHH OTOXIECTBISETCS C HK3UCTEH-
LUaTbHBIM YCIOBUEM HACTOSILETO OBITUS U TEPMEHEBTUYIECKON (hYHKIIU-
eil ureHust — camo- U MuponoHuManus. Ha camom pene udepes Happa-
TUBHYIO pa3raJKy MeHsmomerocss odpasa Bepcunosa nmonumaer cebs
Apkaguii-pacckazduk. B mpousBeneHny mickMo cHadasa nomydaeT QyH-
KLU0 CaMOKPUTHKHU IIOBECTBOBATEIBHOI'O CIOBAa. ABTOp 3allUCOK IIPU
3aIICBIBAHUN COOBITHH OTHOCHTCS CAMOKPUTHYECKH K YIOTPEOIIeMBIM
UM pEUCBHIM M OJKaHPOBBEIM IMa0ioHaM. Pas3nmoxeHHWe S3BIKOBBIX
KOHCTPYKLIUH U PeYEeBbIX MOLYCOB, OTPAXKAIOIIUX UHEPTHOE, HEaIeKBaT-
HOE MBIIIUICHUE TOBOPSIIETrO SIBISETCS MEpBON cTaguel CMBICIOMOPOXK-
JEHUsI, MPOUCXOAALIEro B chepe caMOOMUCHIBALLIErO TekcTa. B xone
pa3BepThIBaHMS POMAHA aBTOP 3allUCOK BBIPAOATHIBAET HOBOE IOBECTBO-
BaTEJILHOE CIIOBO, TOT/IA KaK B IIO3THYESCKOM SI3BIKE 00Pa3yIOTCSI TUCKYp-
CUBHBIC 3HAKM C HOBBIM ,,JIEPCOHAJIBHBIM~ CEMAHTHUUYECKUM IIOJIEM —
SI3BIKOBBIE CPEJICTBA CAMOIIOHUMAHMS CyOBEKTa TEKCTa. TakuM JUCKYp-
CHBHBIM 3HAKOM SIBIISICTCS, B TOM YHCIE U (paMIIIUs Tepos. XOpBaT aHa-
JIU3UPYET TOT MPOLECC, B KOTOPOM CIIOBO-UMS U €r0 CETMEHTHI PeCeMaH-
TU3HPYIOTCS U DPa3BepThIBAIOTCA B TeKCT: Jlonropykuit — pyxomuck, a
3arfaBUe POMaHa TAKXKE CTAHOBUTCA TEKCTOIMOPOXKIAIOUIUM CIIOBOM:
IMoapocmox — npocmo — npocmooynime — Pomummiba — CMmpo4YuTh — po-
MaH. TakuM 00pa3oM, CIOBO ,,IOJPOCTOK” Ha ypPOBHE pe(epPeHTHOCTH
OTCBLIIAET K I'epOI0-pacCcKa3yuKy, a Ha YPOBHE IUCKYpca K TEKCTOIOPOK-
naromieil cyObeKTHOCTH M K CO3JaHHOMY TEKCTY Kak aBTOpe(epeHTHOH
(dhopmaruu.

B rmaBe monorpadun Crooicem u nogsecmsosanue 8 npoyecce co3uoa-
HUsl nepcoHanvHoli ucmopuy XOopBaT aHAIU3HPYET MEPCOHANBHOE II0-
BECTBOBAHME C HApPATONOTHUECKOM TOUKU 3peHHs. JIBONHCTBEHHOCTbH
YTEHUSI ONPENENseTCs] aBTONOATUUECKUMH TepMUHAMU J0CTOEBCKOTO.
,,BeuHast ucTopus” CBHUIETENBCTBYET O PA3NOKEHUH U Xa0Ce, O MOBTO-
pEeHNM U IMIa0IOHHOCTH CIOXETOB Pa3HBIX IepcoHaked. B To e Bpems
,,[IETepOYPrCKUii poMaH”, co37aBaeMbIil B TpOIecce 3aIKCOK, YIOPsI0-
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YUBaeT COOBITUS COTJIACHO TOMY, Kak ApKaJuil JOCTHTaeT MOHUMAaHUs
MHpa U camoro ceds. J{BOWHOII porece CI0KEeTHOH COOBITHIHOCTH U 00-
pa3oBaHME SI3BIKOBOTO AMCKYpCa SIBISIETCS MPE3eHTalleld UCTOPHH, a He
(hopManbHBIM PaccKa3oM, peNpe3eHTalueld BHEA3BIKOBBIX COOBITHH.
CornacHo 3ToMy, TePMHUH ,,MOTHUB” TEPEOCMBICIHBAETCS HCCIea0BaTe-
JeM KakK COOBITHE CUTHHU(HUKAIMU CyOBEKTOM TEKCTa PacCKa3blBaeMOIo
JeicTBusl. [ TaBHBIMU MOTHBAMU SIBJISIFOTCS ,,TIOJJPOCTKOBOCTH (n00poc-
MOK: npocmoma: npocmooyuiue) v ,,JJuno” (cmex: auyo: yenoe: gecenve:
Jyy: paii), KOTOPBIE BBOAAT B POMaH TAK)KE U JINTEPATypPHBIE IPETEKCTHI.
XopBar pa3BepThHIBaCT MU(OJIOTHIECKYI0 U ONOJIECHCKYIO OCHOBY CJIOB H
aHAIM3HUPYET MpPEBpalleHIe HAPPATUBHON AETAIH, CETMEHTAINI0 UMEHH
BepcuioBa B CHUMBOJIMYECKYIO Mapagurmy (cuia: ceeT: c6epKaHbe:
cepAle), NPE3CHTUPYIOLIYIO MPOLECC CaMONIOHUMAaHUsl CyObeKTa TeKCTa.
B  AMCKypcMBHOM TEKCTe TaKKe PpPECeMaHTHU3UpyeTcss W  T.H.
,-erepOyprckuii poman”. Bo Cre Apkaaus (mocie ero u3BeCcTHOro Oera
no ynuuam IlerepOypra) npusnaku IletepOypra HauMHAIOT AEMOHCTPH-
POBATh MOIPOCTKOBOCTE U Xa0C (Mmyman, uoes oenez, Xaomuieckuii kpye,
pynem), a TOpOJ IIPEBpALAETCsl B CUMBOJIMYECKOE IIPOCTPAHCTBO
CyOBeKTa (TIepCOHAIBHBINA 3HAKOBBIH KOCMOC): MEXIY INETepOyprcKUM
IPOCTPAHCTBOM M KpPU3UCHON cuTyamuel cyObeKTa BO3HHKACT H30-
Mopdu3m.

CrneuuanbHylo r1aBy B MOHOrpaduu XopBaT IMOCBSILAET POMaHy
Yuuorcennvie u ocxkopbnennvie. VccnenoBaTenb CUUTAET, YTO C TOYKU
3peHHs KAHPOBOM MPUHAAJIEKHOCTH, 3TOT POMaH TaKXKe ABISAETCA CHH-
TE30M 3alUCOK ¥ poMaHa. KpoMe Hammuusi MHOKECTBAa OOIIMX CHOXKET-
HBIX JIMHUH, BO3HUKAIOT TeMAaTHYeCKUe U (OpMabHbIC YKBUBAJICHTHOC-
T B muaee AeHer (PoTmiba), CHpOTCTBA W COIUMATBHOTO YHUKCHUS U
oOpasyercst 00U MOTUBUYECKUI IIaH (uyo, naderue, pocm). Vccie-
JIOBaTeNb PACKPHIBAECT U HEKOTOPHIE AIIEMEHTHI OJIUI€HETUIECKOTO Mpe-
TEKCTa W HMIUOCEMAHTUYECKUE D3JEMEHTHl (uyo: yenoe: yeaums: no-
yenyil), U3 KOTOPBIX CO3/Ia€TCsl HOBBIH METepOYPrcKuii poMaH.

B rnaBe Happamuenas nepconanuzayus scanpog XopBaT paccMaTpH-
Ba€T pPa3HbIE TE€HEPUPYIOIINE KAHPOBBIE TPAJAWINHU, U3 KOTOPHIX BHI-
pacTaer >xaHpoBast (popMa HOBOTO TeKCTa. ccienoBarens yka3sIBaeT Ha
pasnuyue ,,3aBepIIaloNerocs’ MePCOHATIFHOTO MOBECTBOBAHUS OT JPY-
T'HX TIOBECTBOBATENIBHBIX (JOPM OT TEPBOTO JIMIA, KaK aBTOOHOTpadus U
KOH(ECCHS, COTIOCTABIISAS JINTEpaTypHbIe MpeTeKCThl [loopocmka 'y Ton-
ctoro, JlukkeHnca u Pycco. MoTuBHudeckoe pa3BepThiBaHUE (PaOyIbHBIX
TEM CBUJETENILCTBYET O Pa3IOKEHUU U OOHOBIIEHUH KaHpa. HoBbIi ny-
HBIH JKaHp, 0Opa3yIoIIMICS B caMOM JTUCKYPCUBHOM TEKCTe, Crocobc-
TBYET HEUTpaIM3alul KOH(ECCHOHANBHBIX JKaHPOB, OCBOOOXKICHUIO OT
MOBECTBOBATEIBHBIX MIA0JIOHOB. [loseMuKa ¢ 4y>KUM CIIOBOM SIBJISETCS
He OECKOHEYHBIM JINAIIOTOM, KaK yTBepxkaaeT M. baxTuH, a mo MHEHHIO
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XopBata, 0OOHaKCHHEM OIMKMOOYHOTO CaMO- U MUPOIIOHMMaHus. B stom
npolecce HeOOXOUMO TPEOJOJICHUE CTAJNH ,,IaJIeHUs”, T.e. MoJpaxa-
Hus mabdiaoHaM. TakuM oOpa3oMm, Bee MO3THYECKUE YPOBHHU, B TOM YHUCIIE
M JKaHp, CBOJAITCSI HCcienoBareneM K meradopam MHChMa, YTO TOJI-
TBEPXKAACT TE3UC O TOM, YTO TEKCT TPAHCHAPEHTHO OTKPBHIBAET UCTOPUIO
CBOEro reHesuca. Yurarelnb Takke MOMKEH CMEHHUTh CBOM THUIHUYHBIN
Croco0 YTEHUs U CIEIOBATh TEKCTY ISl €0 HHTEPIPETAIINH.

B rmaBe Cumeon u mexcmonopooicoenue aHaIn3uPyeTCsl peCeMaHTH-
3anus uaeu Pormmibia Ha ypoBHE MU(UYECKUX TPEICTaBICHHHA 0 00-
raTtcTBe, (OIBKIOPHOTO CIOKETA ,,KIIaJOUCKaHUS U S3BIKOBOTO KOHTEK-
cTa ,.ki1aja”. XopBaT OJHAKO OIMMCHIBACT MPOIIECC TpeBpaIieHus MUQo-
JoreMbl OoraTcTBa (HakoIUIeHHE 30J10Ta) B MUdosoremy Jloroca (MaHu-
(hecranus 30510Ta B ,,CBETIIOM” CIIOBE), [IEHTPAIBHBIM TEKCTOM KOTOPOTO
aBnsieTca paccka3 BepcuioBa o ,,30m0ToM Beke” (COOCTBEHHO TOBOpA,
00 Apraouu). Pacckas repost 0 CBOeM CHOBHJICHUH SIBJISIETCS 3aPOIbIIIIEM
TIOBECTBOBAHMUS 10 KAHPOBOU TPAJUIIMH, a TAKIKE U MIEPCOHATBHBIM CIIO-
BOM /i1 BepcnioBa, akTyaqn3upyIOLIeTo apXandecKHui MCTOYHHUK Tep-
COHAJILHOTO JkaHpa (cp. Teoputo Dpeiinendepr O npoucxoxncoeHuu Hap-
payuu). OmHAKO IepCcOHATBHAS MOJIENb ,,30JI0TOTO BeKa™, pa3BEepPTHIBAIO-
mascs B JAUCKYPCHBHOM TEKCT€ pPOMaHa IPEICTABISICT 3alMCHIBAHHE
pacckasa, T.e. IpeBpalllEHUuE CIOBAa B MUCBMEHHBIA TEKCT. TEKCT CTaHo-
BHUTCSl TIEPCOHAIBHBIM, KOI/Ia CYOBEKT JTUYHOrO JAMCKYypca yHnoTpeossier
cuMBoIIbI OorarcrBa-Jloroca (pocm, cuna, ceem) st 0003HAUECHUS CBOCH
coOcTBeHHOW ucTopuu. B mporecc MeTtadopu3zanuu MUChMa BKIIOYA-
IOTCSI M TaKUe OONIEKYJIbTYPHBIC CHMBOJIBI, KaK HIIP. CKOPIYNA Yepenaxu,
atpuOyT ['epmeca 1 TpeBHUI CHMBOJI HCKYCCTBA.

B cBsi3u ¢ MOTMBOM Kilafia CeIaH BTOPON MHTEPTEKCTYaIbHBIN 3KC-
Kypc B ctopony Ckynoco puiyaps IlymikuHa, )xuBas Meradgopa B 3aria-
BHHM W XMa3MaTHYECKass KOHCTPYKIMS B CHOKET€ KOTOpPOro o0pa3yroT
HEOOBIYHYI0 CEMaHTHUKY MPUOOPETEHUs JICHET, 30J10Ta, T.€. MOPOXKIAl0-
e, TBopueckoit cuibl. CeMaHTUYeCKHe 0COOEHHOCTH CKYIIOCTH U KJla-
Jla U3 CIaBSTHCKOW MHU(OJOTHH U PYCCKOTO (POJBKIOPA BBIABUIAIOT aHa-
noruto ¢ Komeem beccmepteiM. MccnenoBarens mpoBepsieT Mporiece
MEPEeMMEHOBAaHUSI TEMAaTHYECKUX EAWHUIl Ipambl B HWHIANBUAYAIbHBIA
CMBICIT pOMaHa M MPUXOJUT K TOMY BBIBOJY, YTO OapoH SIBIISIETCS JIUTE-
paTypHBIM apXxeTHUrnoM ApkKamausi, a pelllapb MOHUMAETCS KakK MOdT, KA
KaK MMO3THYECKOE CIIOBO, OOraTCTBO Kak TBOpeHue. OOmmidi MoTHBHYEC-
KU IJ1aH MOATBEPKIAaeT pa3BepThIBAHUE CUMBOJIMYECKOTO MJIaHa poMa-
Ha 13 MeTadopbl MUCbMa U OTOXJIECTBJIICHUE T'eposi ¢ MeTaopoi moITH-
YeCKOro moTeHIraia.

B 3akmouenun XopBaT KpaTKO yKa3bIBaeT HA MECTO U POJb POMaHa
JlocToeBCKOro B CO3aHWM TEPCOHAIBHOTO TIOBECTBOBAHMSI, CTaBIIEH
KaHOHUYECKOH Tpajnuiued u B nuteparype XX-oro Beka (CM. poMaH A.
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Kuna), B cropoHy KOTOpOH MOXKHO pPacIIMPUTh TOPU3OHT HHTEPIIpE-
taruu. Cojiep>kaHrie KHUTH ['e3pl XopBara MmpeNcTaBiseT OO0 HOBBIN
oJxoJl K aHanu3y pomana Jlocroesckoro /loopocmok. I'naBHOe ocrou-
HCTBO pa0OThl 3aKIIOYaeTcs B TOM, YTO HCCIEAOBaTeNb cymen yoe-
JUTEIBHO JOKa3aTh B3aUMOCBA3b MEXKAY A3BIKOBOM YHOPSIOYEHHOCTBIO
TEKCTa MPOU3BEIEHUs, HAPPATUBHOM (PyHKIMEH pedu U aBTONO3THYEC-
KOH YCTaHOBKOH POMaHHOIO >kaHpa. OTMETUM BMECTE C TEM, YTO HEKO-
TOpask MEePErpyKEHHOCTh CTHJISI aBTOPa MHOT/A 3aTPyAHsECT YTeHHE KHU-
TH.

Molndr Angelika

F. PreSeren — A.S. Puskin (ob 200-letnici njunega rojstva)l @. [Ipewepn
— A.C. Iywkun (k 200-1emuro ux poowcoenus), pen.. Miha Javornik,
Ljubljana, Znanstveni institut Filozofske fakultete, (Razprave Filozofske
fakultete) 2001, 226 ctp.

B mae 2000 roga B MockBe cocTosICS MEKAYHAPOAHBIM HaydHbIN
CHMIIO3UYM, KOTOPBIM CIIOBEHCKHE U PYCCKHUE MCCIICOBATEIN OTMETHIIH
200-nerue poxaenus @. IIpemepna u A.C. Ilymkuna. Cumnosuym op-
ranm3oBany UHcTHTyT cnaBsHoBenenns PAH n ®umonormueckuit da-
kynabreT MI'Y um. M.B. JlomoHOCOBa, a cOOpHUK OKIAN0B F. PreSeren
— A.S. Puskin (ob 200-letnici njunega rojstva)/ @. Ilpewepn — A.C.
Thywkun (k 200-1emuto ux posicoenust) — 3aciuyra Kapeap pyccKoro si3bi-
ka u JurepaTypbl OtzaeneHus cnaBsHoBeaeHUs u HayuHo-uccieno-
BaTeNNbCKOTO HHCTUTYTA Drtocodekoro dakynprera JIroOmIIHCKOTO YHU-
Bepcurera (0TB. peln. Muxa SBopHUK).

B cOopHHK BOIIIM MOKJIAIBI POCCHHCKHX M CIOBEHCKHX YyYEHBIX-
CIIaBHCTOB M KOMIIAPATHBHCTOB, IPEICTABIIAIOMNE COOOH BKJIAX B HC-
cienoBaHus TBopuecTBa Kak IlpemepHa, Tak u IlymkrHa, a Takke MoKa-
3bIBAIOIIME Mapajuled B UX TBOPYECKOM DAa3BUTHH, OTKPbIBas TaKUM
o0Opa3oMm pasnuyHble MyTd B chepy Kyabryponorud. IlogoOHas Tema-
TUYECKasl OpraHu3alusa cOOpHHKA IMOMOIJa H30exaTh HESACHOCTeH B
METOJIOJIOTYECKON W TeMaTH4eCKOU 00acTsaX, HE0OOO3PUMOCTH PE3yIib-
TaTOB W JPYTHX OIIACHOCTEH, HEM30EKHO IOJCTEPETAIOMNX IPOCKTHI
TaKoTo pona. B To e BpeMsi CHMIIO3MYM HeEJb3sl YIPEKHYTH B HEIOC-
TaTKe 370POBHIX aMOMINMii, BEIb W MCCIIEIOBAHMS OTACIBHBIX IPOOIIEM,
U KyJIbTYpPOJIOTHIECKHE COMOCTABICHHUS JOCTATOYHO IOCIIEIOBATEIHHO
00BEIUHATIN aHAJIU3 U OCMBICIEHHE Pe3yJbTaToOB, U TaKUM O0pa3oM He
OCTaJIUCh BTYHE.

Barnsin nHa IlpemepHa ¢ pycckoit Touku 3peHus u Ha [lymkuHa co
CJIOBEHCKOH OTKpBUI HOBOE IOHUMAaHHUE JBYX ,,HAIIMOHANBHBIX TO3TOB” U
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KYJIbTYp, TaK KaK YYaCTHHKH CHMIIO3WyMa OYEBHIHO OCO3HABAIM TOT
¢axr, 9TO ,,[B] 00IACTH KYJIBTYyphl BHEHAXOJAUMOCTh — CAMBIA MOTYYHI
pBIYar MOHUMaHUs W 9TO ,,[d]yKas KyJIbTypa TOJBKO B TJa3zax 0pyeotl
KYJBTYPBI pacKpbiBaeT cebs moiHee u riayoske”. Oty mbicabr M.M. Bax-
THHA, KOTOpasl CcTajla OTIPAaBHOW TOYKOM KyJBTYpOJIOTHYECKOTO HCCIIe-
noBaHus A. Ckasbl, MOXHO IMPUHATH 32 OCHOBY 00CYyXaeMoro cOOpHH-
Ka B LEJIOM, 1 HE TOJBKO €r0, a TAaKXKe U MEKIyHapOJHbIX KOH(EpeHIHH,
cocTosiBIIMXCsL B roOmieliHple 1999 (150-metne co mHSA cMepTH
ITpemepna) u 2000 roxst B ponHoM ropoae Ilpemepna — Kpane, B Pume
u B JIroOusine™.

BoJBIIMHCTBO yYaCTHHKOB MOCKOBCKOTO CHMIIO3MyMa BOIUIOTHIIA
9TOT MPHUHIIMII B aHATN3€ UCTOPUKO-THITOJIOTUIECKHX, @ Jalle KyJIbTypo-
JIOTUYECKUX conocTaBiieHusX TekcToB [Ipemepna u Ilymkuna. CpaBHu-
TEJbHBIN aHaM3 M MHTEpIpETalys NMPUBOIWIN HCCIE0BaTeNeN K pas-
MbIIIEHUAM 00 oOpase mosta B pomantuzme (M. FOBan, E. Mutorusa,
10. Co3una, A. CmupHOB), 0 MudoIoru3auu B npousBeaeHusx Ilpe-
mepHa u [lymkwHa, T.e. B KIIOYEBBIX TEKCTaX IJIsl CIOBEHCKOH W pyc-
CKON HamMoHATbHOH camomneHTudukarmu (M. SBopruk, U. Bepu, M.
IOBan, B. Xopes, I'. ®ununmoscknuit, A. Ckaza, E. Mumtoruna, C. Ilep-
JIaMOBA) W, HAKOHEI, O THIIOJIOTHU CIIOBEHCKOM M PyCCKOM JIUTEPATyphl
u kyneTypsl (M. Bepu, A. Ckasza, M. fABopnuk, f. Koc, T. Uenenesckas,
M. Kwmeun, H. CrapukoBa). OTHOCUTENBHO MOAXOJOB K MPEAMETY HUC-
CJIEZIOBAHMS BCE JOKIAIbl MOXHO Pa3leiUTh HA CTaTbU O COOCTBEHHO
[Ipemepue u Ilymkune U Ha OOCY)XKIEHHUS YXKe CYIIECTBYIOIIUX JIUTE-
paTypHbIX, MyOIUIIMCTHYCCKHUX, JHUTEPATYPOBEMYSCKUX W JaXe IOJH-
TUYECKHUX OLEHOK TBOPYECTBA ITHX JIBYX MOJTOB, CIOXHBIINXCSA B MPO-
riecce caMope(IIeKCHH CIOBEHCKON M PYCCKOW KYJIBTYPHL. AHAIU3Y II0-
JIOOHBIX OIeHOK ynemwin BHuManue U. Bepu u H. CrapukoBa, a B xoze
KOHKpETH3allul ¥ OCMBICICHHUS UCCIEOBAHUN O CaMUX I03TaX TaKKe U
M. Kmewt, M. SABopauk, A. Ckaza, C. lllepianmoBa, A. bemueBuu. O6a
MO/IX0/]a, KOHEYHO, B3aMMOCBS3aHbl, TaK, HAIpHUMeEp, B CIIOBEHCKOH
kyneType [Ipemepn mudonorusupyercs UMEHHO BCIEICTBHE TOTO, YTO
OH caM MHU(OJIOTH3UPOBAI T€ BOMPOCHI, KOTOPHIE JIO CHX TOp, KaK OT-

*  Cwm. cOopauku: Presernovi dnevi v Kranju, pen. Boris Paternu, Kranj, Mest-
na obc¢ina Kranj 2000; Preserniana. Dalla lira di France PreSeren: armonie
letterarie e culturali tra Slovenia, Italia ed Europa, pen. Janja Jerkov u Mi-
ran Kosuta, “Ricerche slavistiche”, Nuova serie, ka. 1 (XLVII), 2003 (cmem.
BhINl. Mamepuanwst medicoyHapooroti konpepenyuu, Universita degli Studi di
Roma “La Sapienza™); France PreSeren — kultura — Evropa, pen.: JoZe Fa-
ganel, Darko Dolinar, Ljubljana, ZRC SAZU 2002; Romantic¢na pesnitev: ob
200. obletnici rojstva Franceta PreSerna, pen. Marko Juvan, Ljubljana, Cen-
ter za slovenscino kot drugi/tuji jezik pri Oddelku za slovanske jezike in
knjiZevnosti Filozofske fakultete, (Obdobja 19), 2002.



376 REVIEWS

mevaeT 1. Bepy, BaKHBI 7151 CIIOBEHIIEB TPH OTIPEAETICHUN KYJIBTYPHOTO
U HalMOHAJIBHOTO WJAECHTHUTETa. TpeTuii MOAXOA MpPEACTABIECH B JO-
kmagax M. IOBana, E. Mumornnao#t, 0. Co3unoit u A. CmupHOBa,
MOCBSIIEHHBIX Mpo0jeMaM aBTOTEMAaTHYECKOM IO33UHU, T.€. OLEHKaM
[Ipemepna u IlymknHa, BEICKa3aHHBIX HA UX COOCTBEHHOM IO3THYECKOM
sI3bIKE™.

Te uccnenoBaTenu, KOTOPbIE COCPEAOTOUNIN CBOE BHUMAHNE IIPEXK/IE
Bcero Ha [IpemepHe, Takke 1€aBTOMATU3UPYIOT €0 PEIETINIO B PA3HBIX
KOHTEKCTAaX, olecreunBaronmx noHuMmanuve. Tak A. DBenuesnu
aHAIM3UPYeT NO3THKY [IpemepHa Ha HETOCTaTOYHO, IO MHEHHUIO aBTOPa,
WU3yYCHHOM (POHE CTHXOTBOPHBIX (POPM CIIOBEHCKOW CBETCKOW TOI3UH U
PENUTHO3HBIX HAapOJAHBIX IecHoneHui. B. Xopes comocTtaBiser mosTu-
yeckyto noBects Kpewenue npu Casuye ©. Ilpemepna (1836) ¢ mosmoit
Koupao Banrenpoo A. Munkesuua (1828), a M. Kmeryt — ¢ Temo#t Dio-
u3bl U AOeuisipa, TakkKe MOJACIUPYIOIIEH YHUBEPCATbHYIO OIMIO3HULIUI0
,Ipupona — Kyasrypa”. CoBpeMeHHas riobanu3zanus nociyxuna ams C.
[IlepnanMOBON TOTYKOM K pacCMOTPEHUIO KitoueBoi ponu [IpeniepHa u
JIPYTHX HAIlMOHAIBHBIX TIOATOB B MPOIIECCE CTAHOBIIECHHSI CAMOCO3HAHUSA
CIIaBSIHCKUX HaponoB. E. MunrornHa nHTEpIpeTupyeT TBopuecTBo Ilpe-
IIepHa C TOYKHM 3pPEHHS pOMaHTHYecKod KoHmenuuu Ilosta, oTmeuaer
TaK)Ke COMOCTAaBUMBIE 3JIEMEHTHI TBOPUYECKOIO camoco3HaHus IlymknHa
U TaKuM 00pazoM MpHONMKaeTca K JOMUHUPYIOIIEMY B COOPHUKE CpaB-
HUTEJIbHOMY aHaJIN3y ABYX HALIMOHAIBHBIX TOJTOB.

Hcxons u3 BCTyNUTENBHBIX paccyxkaeHud M. SABopHHKa, pacKpbiBa-
IONIAX JTUATICKTHKY HaOJIIOJICHUS 32 TIEHTPOOSKHBIMU M LIEHTPOCTPEMHU-
TEIBHBIMH CHJIAMH HM3Y4aeMOTO SIBJICHHSI, MOXKHO B psiJe JOKIAJ0B 3a-
METUTh KOMOMHHPOBaHNE HCTOPUYECKOTO U THITOJIOTHYECKOTO B3TJISIOB
Ha COMOCTABJIEHHBIC KYyJIBTYPHI: JUAXPOHWYECKHI aHAIU3 BBISBISIET
TJIaBHBIM 00pa3oM 3CTETHYECKHE, OOIIECTBEHHbIE M HAEOJOTMYECKHE
paznuyus, a CHHXPOHMUYECKHM — TpaHCHUCTOpUYECKHE cooTBeTCTBH. [1o-
JI00HBIM ke obpazom M. Bepu ycranaBimBaeT cBs3b TBOpuecTBa lIpe-
mepHa u [lymkuHa ¢ JanbHEHIIMM IIPOLIECCOM HHTEPTEKCTYaJbHOTO
(hopMHUpOBaHUS CIIOBEHCKOTo M pycckoro uaeHturera, 5. Koc — ¢ tumo-
jorue pomanTtusma, I'. OWINNNOBCKUI — C KapHaBaJIbHOM IBYMHp-
HOCTHIO BecHBI 1 31MBI B CIIaBsIHCKOH 00ps0Boii mo33uu. A. Ckasza Kak
OCHOBY JUIsI COIIOCTABJICHHSI JIBYX TIOATOB M KyJbTYp BBIOMpaeT Bernox
conemos (1834) u ,,poman B cruxax’ Eezcenuui Oneeun (1825-1832), M.
ABopHuk — Kpewenue npu Casuye M ,,ieTepOyprckyro nosects” Meo-

* Coxkpamennble BapuaHThl ctateil . Koca, A. bemuesnya u . Bepua omy0-
JIUKOBAHBI B MepeBofe Ha pyc. s13. B: Cuasanckuii arbmanax 2001, Mocksa,
Wunpuk 2002, ctp. 356-382. Joknax M. FOBaHa Takke B COKp. Bap-T€ B:
Crnassanogeoenue 2002/5, Mocksa, Hayka 2002, ctp. 36-49.
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Houi 6caonux (1833), M. I0OBan, A. CmupHoB, 0. Co3una — camoped-
JIEKCUBHYIO 1033110, T. UeneneBckas — TeMy poaa u cemby, a E. Capku-
CSIH — MOTUB “memento mori”. AHaJOIM4YHYyI0 JBOWCTBEHHOCTb CHHTAr-
MaTHYECKUX pa3Inuuidl U MapagurMaTu4ecKuX CXOJCTB MOXKHO OOHapy-
JKUTh JaXe B NPEUMYLIECTBEHHO CHHXPOHUYECKOM CpPaBHHUTEIEHOM
Happatonoruueckom aHanuse Kpewenus npu Casuye n Eecenus One-
euna, npeacrasieHHoM M. IlItyxenem.

HecmoTpst Ha Bce TemaTwuyeckoe pazHooOpasue, TeM He MeHee, 110
HallleMy MHEHHIO, ONIYIIAeTCS HEXBaTKa aHAIN3a MEepPEeBOIOB, KOTOPBIHA
MOT' OBl CTaTh JFOOOMBITHBIM TIOATBEPXkIACHHUEM (YyHIaMECHTAIBHBIX,
MPeXKIE BCEro KYJIBTYpPOJOTMYECKUX OOCYKICHUH B3aMMHOW (He)mepe-
BOAVMOCTH CPaBHUBAEMbBIX KynbTyp. Hemocrarounoe BHHUMaHWE K J1aH-
HOU mpoOneme, MO KpaiiHell Mepe, UMIUTUIIMTHO MPUCYTCTBYIOIICH B
OCHOBE JI000H T'yMaHUTApHOW MBICIIM, B HACTOsIEe BpeMs BecbMa
aKTyaJIbHOU TaKoKe W 3a ee MpeesiaMy, MOTJIO OBl CTaTh PEIIAOIIUM JUIs
noknana E. MunroruHoi. B 3aryaBun cBoel cTaTby aBTOp UCIOJIb30Baja
ctux “iz srca svoje so kali pognale” (mocm.: ,.cepaie [cTuxoB] mamo ux
pocTkn”’) W3 BTOPOTO COHETa Beuka conemos, HO B mepeBome C.
[[IepBuHCKOTO, B KOTOPOM 3Ta CTPOKA 3BYYHUT TaK: ,,MO€ W3 CepAIla BbI-
pocmiee cioBo”. PUCKkHeM yTBep)kaarh, YTO JIEKCeMa ,,CJIOBO~ B KOH-
TEKCTE PYCCKOTo MepeBojia COHETa aKTyaJH3UpyeT CEMaHTHYECKOe TI0JIe,
KOTOpO€ MPUOJIM3UTEIBHO COBMAAAET CO 3HaYEHUEM ciioBa ,,Jloroc” (cp.
M 12: 34: 160 ot u30bITKa cepjiia roBopsT ycra’; Ha ci. s3.. “lz
preobilja srca namreC govorijo usta”). PomaHTHYeckas KOHIEHIIHS
,[T093UKN° C HUM, KOHEYHO, YACTUYHO IEPECEKAETCsl, YACTUYHO OHAKO
OHH B3aWMOHWCKITIOYAIOTCS, Belb, Kak moka3eiBaeT M. lOBan, B mepuon
pacuiernyieHus] TPaAWIHOHHBIX CHUCTEM JIETUTHMAIMH B CEKYJSIPU30-
BaHHOM MHpE ,,HOBass MU(OIOTHS” WIH ,,pelIUTUS UCKYCCTBA 3aMEHSET
MeTaU3UKy M PEIUrHi0 (3TH TOJs TakKe MOTYT OBITh OTHECEHBI K
,wJlorocy”). Onnako Onmarogapsi Tomy, uto E. MummoruHa ucronb3yer
LUTaTy TOJNBKO B 3arjlaBUM, W HE BKIIOYaeT €€ B AP0 CBOHUX
Pa3MBIIUIEHUH, YTO, KCTaTH, BBI3BIBAET HEKOTOPOE YIMBICHHE, — 3Ta
HEaJICKBaTHOCTh HE pe3yJbTUPYET B €€ COOCTBEHHOM IIeperiepeBojie
[IpemepHa.

HecomHeHHO 0fHAKO, UTO pyCCKHE MEPEBOJBI BHECIH CBOW BKIAJ B
pa3BUTHE ee Te3UCOB O M033uH [IpemepHa Kak BrIpaKEHIH POMaHTHIEC-
kon uzaen Iloata, a Takyke CTaay MaTEpUaIoOM IS Pa3MBIIUICHAN APYTUX
JOKJIQIYMKOB, KOTOPBIM 1mo33us IlpemepHa He Obula IOCTyIHA B OpH-
ruHane. 0. Co3uHa, XOTS W NPUBOIUT MEPEBOJBI OPUTHHAIBHBIX OT-
PBIBKOB, HO IIPU 3TOM, KpOME Cliydas 0ObsSCHEHUs 3HAYCHUS TIOHUMAaHUs
,»cdacThs” B mod3uu llpemiepHa, He mpuBieKaeT ux K aHanuzy. Ha He-
COOTBETCTBHS B TIEPEBOJIEC Benka conemos, BBITOIHEHHOTO YIIOMSHYTHIM
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BBIIIIE TIEPEBOTYMKOM, B CBOEM KYJIBTYPOIOTHYECKOM 3CKH3€ YKA3hIBACT
A. Ckaza.

Jlokitazpl TakKe M C TOUKH 3PEHHUS METOIOJIOTUH COOTBETCTBYIOT BBI-
OpaHHOMY MpEAMETY UCCIIE0BaHus. B COOTBETCTBUU C OCHOBHOM LIENBIO
CUMIIO3UyMa, U HE B IOCIEIHIOI Ouepenb MO MPUYMHE HEAOCTaTKa
JTUTEpPaTYPHBIX KOHTAaKTOB, T.H. rapports de fait, B IeHTpE BHUMAaHHUS
YYaCTHUKOB OKAa3aJIMCh HE CTOJBKO T'€HE3MC W BIUAHUS, CKOJIBKO IIO-
9THKA, SBONIONHS, THIIOJOTHSA, peluenuus u KaHoHu3anus [Ipemepna u
[TymkuHa. bonbinas 4acTh JOKIATYNKOB, OOpATHBIIMXCS K MCCIIE0Ba-
HUIO TBopuecTBa [lymKkiHa u/mimm KyJbTypOJIOTHYECKUX BOIPOCOB, Cpe-
Il HUAX CIIEAyeT OTMETUTh mpexae Bcero M. Bepua, M. SIBopHuka, A.
Cka3y u T. UeneneBckyro, B ONpPEEIEHHON CTETIEHN OMMPAETCs Ha Me-
TOJIOJIOTMYECKUE TONOXKeHHs, BbiIBUHYThIE FO.M. JloTmMaHoM, uiu Ha
KOHKPETHBIE Pe3yJIbTaThl UX MpuMeHeHus. OCHOBATENb U TJIABHBIN MTPE/I-
CTaBUTEIb MOCKOBCKO-TapTYCKOH CEMHUOTHYECKON IIKOJBI, KOTOPBIM IO
yTBepxkaAeHuto uccnenonsarenedt P.I'. I'puropeeBa u C.M. Jlanusmns 3Han
Ham3ycTh MoYTH Bcero IlymkwnHa, co3maBad ¥ TMPOBEPST CBOIO
CTPYKTYpaJIbHYIO MIOATUKY U CEMUOTHKY KyJIbTYyphl B TOM YHCIIE U B TIPO-
1ecce M3y4YeHHs >KU3HHM M TBOPYECTBA MOATA. A OMNBIT JIOTMAHOBCKOW
SMUCTEMBI, CTPYKTypaju3Ma, Pa3/eisiioT MPAKTUYECKH BCE YYACTHHKH
CHUMITIO3UyMa, JOMOJHSS €0 IPU 3TOM Pa3HbIMU METOJIaMH, B TOM YHUCIIE
u 0axTMHCKOH Teopued BBICKAa3bIBAHMSA, DPELENTUBHON 3CTETUKOH M
pajuKaIbHBIM KOHCTpYKTHBU3MOM 3urdpuna M. IlImunra; nmpumens-
FOTCSI TAKXKE pa3HbIe COCOOBI HHTEPIIPETALIUYU U, HAIIPUMED, MOJIEPHU30-
BaHHas ucropusi ayxa (Geistesgeschichte). Ho HecMoTpsi Ha MeTomO-
JOTHYECKHU TUTIOPATM3M OOLIMM CTEPXKHEM IPOCKTa OCTACTCS CPaBHH-
TenbHBI noaxoJ. (Ha mnpenmylnecTBEeHHOE HCIIOIB30BAHUE METO/A
CPAaBHHTENBHBIX HCCICJOBAHNAN B COBPEMEHHOM CIIABUCTHKE B CBOEM JI0-
knane ykaspiBaeT A. Illemiken.)

Jlyisi KOHLIENIMKY KOH(EPEHIIMN BaXKHBIM SIBJISETCS TO, YTO €€ y4acT-
HUKU [EHTPAIBbHYIO MPOOJIeMaTUKy B3aUMOJCHCTBUS TMPOIEcca HAIMO-
HAIBHOM CaMOMJICHTU(HUKAIMK W SBOJIOIMH POMAHTHYECKOHN IMTepa-
TYpBI y CJaBsiH HE CBOJWIM K IParMaTHIHO TOHWMAeMOMY MTaHCIIaBU3MY
WIA CXOIHBIM TeMaM, KOTOpbIe MPU YCIOBUH OoJiee HUICONOTH3NPOBAH-
HOW HMJIM aKTYaJIbHO-TIOJIMTHYECKH OPHEHTHPOBAHHOM, HO B JIFOOOM CIy-
Yyae MEHee Hay4yHOH, YCTaHOBKH, HANPAIIMBAIUChH OBl caMu co00U. XOTs
MEXXTyHapOIHBI CHMIIO3UYM O CJIOBEHCKOM M PYCCKOM HAaIlMOHATBHBIX
Mo3TaxX MPOXOAWJ B MEPHOJ aKTUBH3ALMU MPOIIECCOB TII00AIH3aMA —
3HAYUMOCTh TOTO 00CTOSATENLCTBA MOAUEpKUBaeT u M. SIBopHUK B mpe-
JIMCIIOBUU K COOPHUKY, — OH CTaJ] HE €€ XKEPTBOU, a UMIUTMIIUTHBIM KOM-
MEHTATOPOM €€ HETaTUBHBIX IMOCIEICTBHI W, HECOMHEHHO, 00pa3ioM
0ojiee KOHCTPYKTHBHOI'O M TYMaHHOTO BapHaHTa €€ Pa3BUTHSA, CUMIIO-
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3MyMOM, KOTODBIH OCHOBBIBACTCSI HA YUHTHIBAHUH ,,JIPYTOCTH KAKIOM
KyJIBTYphI™.

Jernej Habjan

A 57010l a szovegig és tovdbb... [Dalla parola al testo e oltre..., Studi
sulla letteratura e sulla poetica russa], a cura di Arpad Kovécs e Istvdn
Nagy, Budapest, Argumentum, 1999, 529 pp.

Il volume, che raccoglie scritti di autori in parte gia ampiamente noti
al lettore specialista, sigla I’inizio di quella che puo essere a pieno titolo
riconosciuta come scuola ungherese di semiotica e di poetica della let-
teratura. Per affermazione degli autori stessi, la scuola inaugura un in-
dirizzo nuovo nel campo delle ricerche letterarie: quello della poetica
discorsiva.

La poetica discorsiva in quanto al contempo teoria della letteratura e
metodo di analisi dei testi poetici trova in massima parte il suo fonda-
mento teorico nella semiotica della letteratura. Rifiutando semplicistiche
spiegazioni empiriche — che riconoscano al lettore I’evidenza di saper
distinguere tra un testo come La critica della ragion pura e un romanzo
manzoniano — gli autori insistono sulla necessita di individuare rela-
tivamente al discorso letterario tratti di distinzione di carattere semiotico
e poetico. In un simile approccio, I’opera letteraria in quanto luogo di
analisi diviene non semplice illustrazione di tesi predefinite, ma labora-
torio sperimentale di una ricerca teorica in fieri.

Oggetto d’indagine sono qui opere di autori ed epoche le piu diverse,
da Puskin a Dostoevskij alla letteratura russa moderna. Sul piano teorico,
i punti di riferimento della scuola spaziano dalla filosofia del linguaggio
di Humboldt e Potebnja alla morfologia di Propp e alla poetica narrativa
di Bachtin per approdare, attraverso l’esperienza dei formalisti, alla
teoria del punto di vista narrativo di Uspenskij, alla mitopoetica di
Toporov, alla semiotica e poetica della cultura di Lotman, alla conce-
zione del testo di Smirnov e Faryno, fino alle teorie dell’ermeneutica
moderna (Heidegger, Gadamer, Ricoeur, Iser e Jauss) e alle concezioni
decostruzioniste della letteratura (Paul de Man, Aage Hansen-Love). Di
scuola, si diceva, si puod dunque parlare a pieno titolo: siamo infatti in
presenza di uno stile di pensiero comune e di un comune metodo di te-
stualizzazione. Esiste un fondo teorico condiviso da tutti gli autori, arti-
colato poi in diversi argomenti. Questo fondo si struttura in due parti

*  Cp.: Aleksander Skaza, Kulturologija in poucevanje ruske literature v svetu v
pogojih globalizacije, “Primerjalna knjiZevnost”, 2002: 25/1: 1-7.
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distinte: la semiotica della parola poetica e la teoria dell’ organizzazione
discorsiva del testo.

(La parola) L’ elemento fondante che la teoria di Kovacs individua in
seno alla parola ¢ il suo carattere semioticamente e storicamente compo-
sto, il suo carattere di “parola-opera”. La parola in quanto tale non si
configura come segno bipartito, unita bipolare di signficazione: essa &
piuttosto un segno tripolare. Suddivisa anche da un punto di vista semio-
tico, in essa una parte (la radice) ¢ il nome della parola intera: la radice
dunque (la quale conserva in sé anche [’etimo) & segno motivato della pa-
rola in quanto suo elemento; viceversa, motivata ¢ la parola stessa, giac-
ché la radice ne ¢ tratto distintivo. Si ritrova qui I’idea del tertium
comparationis, in cui il principio di analogia cancella la distinzione tra
parola in generale e parola onomatopeica (che pure si appoggia esclusi-
vamente alla materia fonica della lingua). Si tratta di una concezione
vicina alla teoria proposta da Foucault in Les mots et les choses, dove
veniva ipotizzato che la strutturazione in base alla somiglianza, viva
nell’epistemé prima della rivolta cartesiana, sopravvivesse nel testo let-
terario, non certo come principio di classificazione delle cose, essendo la
denotazione del tutto estranea alla semiotica.

La scuola di Arpad Kovécs si distingue dunque in questo punto dalle
teorie strutturalistiche e poststrutturalistiche fondate in ultima analisi sul
concetto saussuriano del segno bipartito, esibendo un punto di vista teo-
rico fortemente influenzato dalla concezione della lingua di Humboldt e
dalla teoria della parola di Potebnja. Se gli strutturalisti individuavano il
significato di una parola e di un qualsiasi elemento del sistema in base
alla posizione nel sistema e alla rete di opposizioni all’interno di esso,
secondo Kovécs la forma della parola ¢ motivata “dal basso”, diacro-
nicamente. La parola, attraversando la serie dei suoi significati preceden-
ti, conserva in sé la sua propria storia all’interno della lingua.

(1l testo) Secondo il punto di vista qui elaborato, la differenza tra te-
sto letterario e testo non-letterario ¢ da individuare nel fatto che il testo
letterario si struttura, in funzione di determinati scopi socio-culturali,
secondo un ordine non solo semantico ma anche poetico. Il senso di un
testo letterario non puo essere inteso come uguale al senso di un testo
non-letterario con il solo riconoscimento della diversita degli universi se-
mantici di riferimento: il testo poetico ha carattere di parola.

Cio significa che il testo poetico ¢ in se stesso un testo, per cosi dire,
a motivazione e referenza autonoma: il processo semiosico che ne sta alla
base € lo stesso che si osserva nella costituzione della parola, ripetuto
perd in una forma sviluppata all’estremo. Il punto di partenza di questo
processo ¢ la “parolatesto”, che funziona nel testo come I’etimo nella pa-
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rola. In questo senso, la “parolatesto” & come I’etimo che si attiva (e si ri-
genera) nel testo, costituendone la base poetica. La “parolatesto” si pre-
senta (si “dispone”) a tutti i piani di analisi del testo: dal piano fonetico
(in cui ¢ rappresentata dalle riprese anagrammatiche) alle unita della
fabula (come nelle varianti tematiche di certi significati).

Dunque, la “parolatesto” struttura semioticamente il testo letterario, e
proprio questa strutturazione semiotica costituisce il tratto distintivo del
testo. Nel contempo, il testo letterario ¢ luogo in cui si manifesta il fun-
zionamento par excellence della lingua, il suo costituirsi cio¢ in quanto
“parola-opera”. La semiosi nella sua forma base trova continuazione — a
un livello superiore — nel testo letterario. In questo senso, il testo puo es-
sere visto come storia dell’essere-nel-testo della parola. In altri termini, 1
testi letterari modificano, con ci0 stesso rigenerandole, segmentazioni
verbali gia storicamente contestualizzate (per quanto la parola sia unita
semantica del linguaggio comune, la sua contestualizzazione pubblica
non costituisce unita della lingua della letteratura). Quanto detto puo
avere due interpretazioni: come modificazione del limite della discorsi-
vita (ed ¢ questa le tesi sostenuta dagli autori qui presentati), o come di-
stinzione tra sfera interpretabile e sfera discorsiva.

(E oltre...) Ma la semiosi operante nel testo non va analizzata dalla
parte del testo. Nella semiotica di Arpad Kovacs viene inserito come fon-
dante il momento della ricezione: il lettore stesso € analizzato in quanto
fenomeno semiotico. In realta, il termine ‘“semiosi” qui non viene
nemmeno utilizzato: si parla di “costituzione del senso” nel testo. Questo
processo di “costituizione” & doppiamente soggettivo: la formazione del
senso del testo riguarda infatti sia il soggetto della narrazione, nel suo
processo di disposizione della “parolatesto”, che il soggetto della ri-
cezione, nella sua concatenazione di idee sulla base delle intenzioni del
testo. Si tratta in entrambi i casi di un processo analogo al processo psi-
cologico della formazione del soggetto, in cui si attua un’interazione tra
la costituzione del senso del testo, del soggetto narrante e del ricettore. 11
parallelismo tra testo e parola continua nel parallelismo tra narratore e
lettore: al narratore si riconosce tuttavia un ruolo preminente, in quanto
prefigurazione del lettore, in quanto “interprete-nel-testo”.

Si tratta di un momento importante. Qui si realizza infatti I’incontro
tra il costituirsi del senso del testo in quanto sviluppo dell’autoconoscen-
za del narratore e il suo profilo discorsivo tradizionalmente inteso in
quanto testualizzazione di questa stessa autoconoscenza (i modi della
testualizzazione dipendono dal tipo di narrazione, rappresentando forse
un fattore formante dei generi letterari stessi). Inoltre, i fenomeni del co-
dice vengono interpretati dal lettore in relazione a una concreta situazio-
ne esistenziale, come gia prima di lui aveva fatto il narratore, esibendo in
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cid una specifica “responsabilita”: nel narratore come nel lettore, I’esito
dell’interpretazione nel testo si manifesta nel testo della vita.

Si tratta di una sorta di teoria pseudocatartica, secondo cui un testo
che si strutturi semioticamente si strutturerebbe di conseguenza anche in
senso etico: 1 passi effettuati lungo la semiosi sono cio¢ al contempo pas-
si nello sviluppo dell’autocoscienza del lettore. La correlazione tra questi
due tipi di strutturazione presuppone un’ipotesi di fondo antropologico-
linguistica, secondo cui 1’autoconoscenza del soggetto sarebbe
conseguenza del riconoscimento del senso proprio delle sue parole e dei
fatti linguisticamente motivati, legati cio¢ al riconoscimento della sua
“origine”. La tesi dell’identita tra senso (significato) della parola e sua
origine diviene cosi premessa portante della teoria di Arpad Kovécs.

Questo il fondo teorico comune agli autori del volume. In esso sono
raccolti anche studi che si sviluppano a margine di questa teorizzazione.
E’ il caso del pregevole saggio di Istvan Nagy su Tynjanov, la cui teoria
letteraria funge qui da stimolo per un ripensamento di letture storicamen-
te determinate e unilaterali, e la cui interpretazione della storia letteraria
¢ vista come modello possibile per ridisegnare una mappa su vasta scala
della poesia russa di inizio secolo accessibile anche ad un lettore non
specialista. E’ il caso dell’articolo di Péter 1. Racz in cui, sulla base della
riflessione teorica di Lotman, viene respinto il razionalismo meccani-
cistico di certe interpretazioni biografiche. La maggior parte dei contri-
buti qui presentati consiste pero di interpretazioni di testi: interpretazioni
che hanno il loro punto massimo di divergenza nell’individuazione del
livello fondante di formazione del senso del testo stesso. In questo senso
le indagini si collocano tra due estremi, oscillando dall’individuazione
del centro di strutturazione del significato nelle ripetizioni ana-
grammatiche, tradizionalmente trattate come non-discorsive, a una rifles-
sione a livello delle strutture della favola quali gia analizzate da Propp in
quanto dotate in sé di significato e quali indagate invece da Frejdenberg
in quanto fenomeno di linguaggio. Si tratta di estremi destinati a non
realizzarsi nella loro purezza, stante anche 1’ambiguita stessa del
concetto di “motivo” che ne & alla base, nella sua duplice natura di
evento strutturale e semantico. Al primo estremo tende qui, ad esempio,
I’analisi di Zoltdn Hermann, con il suo tentativo implicito di elaborare un
concetto di “memoria fonetica” e di definire su questa base i generi
letterari. All’altro estremo guarda invece lo studio di Katalin Krod, che
riconosce il primato metodologico all’analisi della struttura della favola
piuttosto che alla sua lingua: come si vede da un lato nell’insistere sul
concetto di significato relazionale, saussurianamente motivato dal siste-
ma, dall’altro nell’approccio al testo come struttura che si costituisce nel
processo parallello della lettura, articolata dunque sul ritmo della rice-
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zione, della sua sequenzialita: “il formarsi del senso si realizza in un
processo di mutua trascrizione di anafore e catafore”. Si tratta di un ap-
proccio poststrutturalistico in senso lato che ha il vantaggio di far rien-
trare una sequenzialita e con ci0 stesso una sorta di individualita
nell’universo semantico atemporale che la scuola pare ampiamente prefe-
rire. La scuola di Kovacs, realmente, non dedica eccessiva attenzione alla
pura superficie del segno, e lo studio di Kro6 individua in tal senso un
momento di possibile problematizzazione nell’ambito della teoria. Ma
che la riduzione dei livelli di analisi e il concetto di senso adottati in seno
alla scuola possano essere realmente arricchiti dall’introduzione della
sequenzialita ¢ tuttavia punto da dimostrare.

Nel complesso, le interpretazioni piu approfondite, articolate e com-
plete in seno alla teoria qui presentata restano indubbiamente quelle di
Arpad Kovécs (nella brillante analisi di Gogol’ e della sua ridefinizione
del concetto di skaz) e di Katalin Szitdr su Turgenev: interpretazioni che
appunto si originano nel testo per andare “oltre”: accostando all’universo
semantico la dimensione di un universo etico, rendendo visibile 1’orien-
tamento etico che in ogni testo ¢ implicito.

Doboldn Katalin



