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BENDRA DARBO CHARAKTERISTIKA
LaiSkai — kaip ir autobiografijos, atsiminimai (memuarai), dienoras¢iai ir uzrasy knygutés — yra
autobiografiniai tekstai, kuriy tyrimuose visada iskyla ,,poezijos ir tiesos®, t. y. fakto ir iSmonés,
santykio klausimas, sprendziamas pagal tam tikroje kultiiroje galiojancias literattirines
konvencijas. Disertacijoje tyrin¢jama literatiiriSkumo formy analizés autobiografiniuose
tekstuose problema, pavyzdziu imant epistolini Marinos Cvetajevos epistolinio palikima. [
analizuojamos korespondencijos korpusa itraukiami stambesni susirasinéjimo blokai: tyrimo
medziaga tampa Cvetajevos laiSkai Natalijai Gaidukevi¢, Saloméjai Andronikovai-Galpern,
Aleksandrui Bachrachui, Ariadnei Berg, Verai Buninai, Valentinui Bulgakovui, Abraomui
Visniakui (Helikonui), Nikolajui Gronskiui, Romanui Guliui, Olgai Kolbasinai-Cernovai, Raisai
Lomonosovai, Konstantinui Rodzevi¢iui, Vadimui Rudniovui, Vladimirui Sosinskiui, Petrui
Suvcinskiui, Annai Teskovai, Georgijui Fedotovui, Dmitrijui Sachovskui, Anatoliui Steigeriui. |
nagrinéjamy laiSky korpusa neijtraukiamas trisalis Cvetajevos, Boriso Pasternako ir Rainerio
Marija Rilke’s susiradin¢jimas, uzimantis ypatinga vieta raSytojos epistolikoje. Sis
susirainé¢jimas i§ karto konstruojamas kaip trialogas ir numano specifines susirasinéjimo
strategijas. Disertacijoje apsiribojama tradiciniy susirasinéjimo formy analize, be to, démesio
centre yra bitent Cvetajevos laiskai, o jos korespondenty tekstai daugeliu atvejy lieka uz tyrimo
riby.

Pagrindiniai Sio tyrimo tikslai — (I) pasitlyti analitini darbo su autobiografiniais
tekstais modelj, (II) remiantis Marinos Cvetajevos laiSky korpusu istirti epistolinio teksto
naratyvinés struktiiros ypatumus, (III) pasitlyti biidy literatiiriSkumo problemoms tokio
pobiidzio tekstuose spresti.

Analizés metodai. Siam tyrimui svarbus formalistinis-(post)struktiralistinis pozitiris i
teksta, susitelkiantis | vidinés teksto struktiiros iSrySkinima bei jos ypatumus ir santykius tarp
jvairiy Sios struktiiros elementy. Darbe aktualizuojami Jurijaus Tynianovo, nagrinéjusio
skirtingy Zanriniy sistemy santykius, darbai; Romano Jakobsono tyrimai, skirti lingvistikos ir
poetikos santykio problemai aptarti bei formaliosios mokyklos idéju plétojimas Jurijaus
Lotmano darbuose.

Cvetajevos epistolikos analiz¢ grindziantis naratologinis metodas leidzia apraSyti
autobiografinio teksto naratyvinés struktiiros ypatumus. Pirmiausia remiamasi Gérard’o

Genette’o pasakojimo lygmenu koncepcija, kuri tampa raktu | Zanring laiSku specifika.

Pagrindiné¢ Siame tyrime keliama problema — metodo, suteikianCio jrankiy laisky

literattriSkumui tirti, paieSkos. Pirmiausia sickiama nustatyti, kokiuose teksto lygmenyse ir



elementuose reikéty ieskoti literatliriSkumo bei peréjimo | literatlirini rezima apraisky. Vienu i
atspirties tasky tampa intertekstualumo samprata, kuri remiasi Genette’o apribrézimu ir
klasifikacija: intertekstualumas placiaja prasme (arba transtekstualumas) suvokiamas ne tik kaip
teksto santykis su kitu tekstu ar jo dalimi, bet ir, pavyzdziui, su Zanrinémis schemomis.

Kalbant apie laiSky literattriSkuma taip pat svarbi groziniy teksty ir ju autoriy hierarchija
konkrecioje istoringje-kultiirinéje situacijoje. Cia remiamasi sociologo Pierre’o  Bourdieu
darbais, kuriuose literatiiros pasaulis suvokiamas ne kaip vienariis¢é erdvé, susidedanti i
literattiros teksty, bet kaip literatiros laukas, t. y. socialinés erdvés dalis, kur veikia agentai
(autoriai, ju grupés, leidiniai ir t. t.), konkuruojantys dél dominuojanéiy pozicijy. Si
konkurenciné kova, kuri reiSkiasi definiciju konfliktu, ,,gamina“ literatiirines hierarchijas bei
lauko istorija.

Temai skirta moksliné literatiira susideda i§ keliy teminiy grupiy, salygojamy darbo
struktiiros. Viena grupé — tai monografijos ir straipsniai, sudarantys teoring ir metodologing
tyrimo bazeg. | Sia grupe¢ patenka darbai, skirti autobiografiniy teksty tyrimo problemoms (J.
Butler, E. H. Cook, P. J. Eakin, M. Evans, L. Ginzburg, E. Jelinek, G. Jelizavetina, K. Jensen, L.
S. Kauffman, P. Lejeune, J. Levkovi¢, L. Marcus, J. Olney, I. Paperno, V. Podoroga, I. Savkina,
S. Smith, K. D. Sok, D. C. Stanton, W. M. Todd Ill, L. Volpert, J. Watson ir t. t.), ir tyrimai,
sitilantys jvairius teksto analizés metodus (J. Apresian, J. Austin, P. Bourdieu, G. Genette,
R. Jakobson, J. Lotman, J. Tynianov ir t. t.). Kita grupg sudaro Cvetajevos poetikos tyrin¢jimui
skirti darbai (S. Akhmadejeva, K. Azadovskij, T. Gevorkian, O. Hasty, S. Jelnickaja, M.
Liapon, N. Osipova, O. Revzina, A. Smith, I. Sevelenko, R. Vojtechovi¢, L. Zubova, K. Zogina
irt. t).

Disertacijos naujumg lemia trys aplinkybés:

pirma: tyrimo medziaga (Cvetajevos epistolika) iki $iol yra mazai tyrinéta;

antra: teorinés nuostatos, pasiiilytos autobiografinés literatiros tyrinétojy ir patikslintos

naratologine prieiga, pirma karta pritaikomos visai vieno autoriaus epistolikai analizuoti;
B treCia: Siame darbe sitlomas laisky literatiiriSkumo tyrin¢jimo modelis gali buti

pritaikytas analizuojant ir kitokio pobtuidzio autobiografinius tekstus.

Taikomoji disertacijos verté: sitilomas analizés metodas, iSbandomas Cvetajevos laisky
naratyvinés struktiros tyrimu, gali buti pritaikytas ir kity autoriy, pirmiausia modernisty,

radiusiy jvairiy nacionaliniy tradicijy rémuose, epistolikai. Sio tyrimo rezultatai taip pat gali biiti



naudingi kuriant kursus, skirtus autobiografinio raSymo istorijai ir teorijai arba 1920-1930 mety
kultiirinei ir literatiirinei situacijai.

Atliktas tyrimas leidzia suformuluoti Siuos ginamuosius teiginius:

1. LaisSky naratyving struktiira sudaro du naratyviniai lygmenys: pasakojimas apie
ivykius (diegetinis) ir pats naracijos aktas (ekstradiegetinis), fiksuojantis naratoriy kaip ,,raSancia
plunksna“. Ekstradiegetinis lygmuo i§ dalies atitinka autobiografinio teksto autoriui priskiriamus
peritekstus.

2. Cvetajevos epistolika sudaro keturi susirasinéjimo tipai: buitinis (laiSkai moterims),
dalykinis (laiSkai redaktoriams), epistoliniai romanai (laiSkai vyrams) ir laiSkai iSimtys,
priartéjantys prie meilés laisky, taciau adresuoti moterims.

3. Visiems susiraSin¢jimo tipams biudingas literatiiriSkumas, bet literatlirinio registro
pajungimo pobidis priklauso nuo lytiSkai Zyméto adresato.

4. LiterattriSkumo pozymiy Cvetajevos epistolikai suteikia:

4.1 laisky dialogas su jvairiy laikotarpiy literatliriniais tekstais;
4.2. laisky santykis su pacios Cvetajevos literatiiriniais tekstais;
4.3. nuorodos i uztekstinés literatiirinés bendruomenés {vykius ir hierarchines literatiros lauko
kovas;
4.4. ypatingas pozitris | zodj, budingas literatiiriniam tekstui (aliteracijos, asonansai ir t. t.).
5. Cvetajevos epistolinio palikimo tyrin¢jimas gali biiti apibendrintas modeliu,

potencialiai pritaikomu ir kitokiems atvejams.

Disertacijos teiginiai aprobuoti konferencijose:

a) Tarptautiné moksliné konferencija Daugpilio universiteto filologijos fakultete ,,Pycckas
noa3ust: rox 1924 [Rusy poezija: 1924 metai], vykusi 2006 m. lapkri¢io 24-25 d.
Skaitytas praneSimas: ,,OcobenHocti aBTO/OMOrpaduyeckoro Tekcta MapuHBbI
LiBeracBoii: mucebma k bopucy Ilacrepnaky 1924 roma™ [Marinos Cvetajevos
auto/biografinio teksto ypatumai: 1924 mety laiSkai Borisui Pasternakui].

b) Moksliné konferencija Lietuviy iSeivijos institute (VDU) ,,Lietuvé moteris emigracijoje®,
vykusi 2007 m. lapkri¢io 16 d. Skaitytas praneSimas: ,,Autobiografinio teksto skaitymas:
Marinos Cvetajevos atvejis*“.

c) Tarptautiné moksliné konferencija Tampere universitete (Suomija) ,,Women‘s Writing.
Mapping Experience* [Motery raSymas. Patirties zemélapiavimas], vykusi 2008 m. kovo

14-15 d. Skaitytas praneSimas: ,,®urypa nosectBoBarens B muchMax M. I[BeraeBoii K.



d)

9)

h)

Pomzesuuy“ [Pasakotojo figlira Marinos Cvetajevos laiSkuose Konstantinui
Rodzeviciui].

Respublikiné doktoranty moksliné konferencija Vilniaus universiteto filologijos fakultete
»Naujausi humanitariniai tyrinéjimai — 2008, vykusi 2008 m. balandzio 24 d. Skaitytas
pranesimas: ,,Pasakotojas Marinos Cvetajevos laiSkuose Konstantinui Rodzeviciui®.
Tarptautiné moksliné konferencija Daugpilio universiteto filologijos fakultete ,,Pycckas
noa3usi: rog 1925 [Rusy poezija: 1925 metai], vykusi 2008 m. gruodzio 4-5 d.
Skaitytas praneSimas: ,I'epoii Tpyna Mapuna LlperaeBa“ [Marina Cvetajeva — darbo
didvyre].

Tarptautiné mokslin¢ konferencija Rusijos valstybiniame humanitariniame universitete
(Maskva) ,,®denomen 3arnaBus. OuHANBEHBIH KOMIUIEKC TekcTa™ [Antrastés fenomenas.
Galutinis teksto kompleksas], vykusi 2009 m. balandzio 10-11 d. Skaitytas praneSimas:
,JloBecTBOBaTenb Ha mopore Tekcra (mucbma Mapunbl [[BetacBoii)” [Pasakotojas ant
teksto slenkscio (Marinos Cvetajevos laiskai)].

Respublikiné doktoranty moksliné konferencija Lietuviy literatiros ir tautosakos
institute ,,Doktoranty agora: metodologiniai mainai®, vykusi 2009 m. rugs¢jo 24 d.
Skaitytas praneSimas: ,,Auto-bio-grafija: autobiografinio zanro tyrimo problema*.
Tarptautiné moksliné konferencija Gorkio pasaulinés literatiiros institute RMA (Rusija,
Maskva), ,,JIureparypa u TOKyMEHTBI: TEOPETHIECKOE OCMBICIICHUE TeMbI™* [Literatlira ir
dokumentai: teoriniai apmastymai], vykusi 2010 m. balandzio 23 d. Skaitytas
praneSimas: ,JlutepaTypHble NpUMEThI YAaCTHOW mepenucku (ciydaid MapuHbl
I[BeracBoit)“ [Privataus susiraSinéjimo ,literatlirinés zymés“ (Marinos Cvetajevos
atvejis)].

Respublikiné moksliné konferencija Lietuviy literatiiros ir tautosakos institute ,,Motery
raSymas: tradicija, interpretacijos, vizijos“, vykusi 2010 m. kovo 18-19 d. Skaitytas

pranesimas: ,,"Mielasis drauge...” Marinos Cvetajevos laiSkai Natalijai Gaidukevic*.

Su pagrindiniais disertacijos teiginiais supazindinta Vilniaus universiteto Ly¢iy studijy

centro seminare ,,Ka reiskia skaityti ir raSyti laiSkus* 2009 m. balandzio 14 d.

Disertacija svarstyta ir jos teiginiams pritarta Vilniaus universiteto Filologijos fakulteto

Rusy filologijos katedros posédyje 2010 m. gruodzio 12 d.

Disertacijos struktiira. Darbas susideda i$ jvado, keturiy daliy (,,Literatiiriné virtuvé:

moterims adresuoty laiSky naratyvinés struktliros ypatumai, , Literatiiriniai pastoliai: vyrams

adresuoty meilés laiSky naratyvinés struktiros ypatumai®, ,Literatiiros uzkulisiai: dalykiniy
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laisSky naratyvinés struktiiros ypatumai®, ,,Literatlirinis maskaradas: moterims adresuotuy meilés
laiSky naratyvinés struktiiros ypatumai (laiSkai iSimtys)*), iSvady ir literatiros saraso.

Vidiné skyriy struktira remiasi Sia schema: pradzioje nagrin¢jami kreipiniy,
atsisveikinimo, praSymu ir padéky ypatumai, tuomet analizuojama rasymo akto specifika
konkrecioje tekstu grupéje. Ne visuose skyriuose svarstomi visi penki minéti elementai — tai

nulemia paciy laisky vidiné organizacija, kuri aptariama atskirame skyriuje.

PAGRINDINIS DARBO TURINYS

Tyrimo teorinis kontekstas

Autobiografiniy teksty padétis literatiros tyrimuose ypatinga — jie apibiidinami kaip
grozinés literatiros paribys. Rusy formalistas Jurijus Tynianovas treciojo deSimtmecio darbuose
(,,Literatarinis faktas* (1924), , Literatiiriné evoliucija™ (1927)) iveda literatirinio fakto ir
literatirinés buities sampratas. Literatliriné buitis suvokiama kaip literattiros periferija, i§ kurios
pasipildo literatiiriniy fakty (reiskiniy, kurie tam tikru laikotarpiu atsiranda literatiiros centre,
tampa kanono dalimi) arsenalas. Literatiirinés buities ir literatiiros fakto sampratas Tynianovas
aiSkina, pateikdamas pavyzdziy i§ XVIII a. buitiniy (tai, pagal Tynianovo terminologija,

sinonimigka (auto)dokumentikai') teksty ir groZiniy Zanry santykiy.

Tynianovas pabrézia, kad ,,‘groziné buitis’ [...] meno funkcionavimo pozitriu yra
kazkas kita nei menas, taCiau reiskiniy forma jie susiliecia®, t. y. yra kokybiskai panasts. Kol
Tynianovas svarsté literatiiros istorijos problemas, Romanas Jakobsonas aptaré pacia literatiiros
sampratg. Jis sitilé kalbéti ne apie literatlira, bet apie literaturiskumq: tai tas ypatingas teksto
,»pozymis®, kuris leidzia teksta jtraukti i literatiiros teksty korpusa. Tuomet §is bendras, jvairius
tekstus jungiantis pozymis, apie kuri kalba Tynianovas, yra literatiriSkumas, Kkuris
koncentruojasi literatiiros centre ir sklaidosi periferijoje.

Isskirdamas literatiiroje centra ir periferija, Tynianovas { literatiiros apibrézima iveda
erdvini matmenyj ir tokiu biidu ,,primeta“ literatiirinés erdvés termina, kuris néra metodologiskai
neutralus. Literatliros mokslo tradicijoje erdvinés kategorijos itin svarbios aprasant teksto
reikimes. Siame darbe erdvés kategorija naudojama apradyti tam, kas vadinama ,,literatiira®.
Kaip pazymi Antoine’as Compagnonas, reziumuodamas literatliros apibrézimo paieskas nuo
Aristotelio iki Gérard’o Genette’o, klausimas, kas yra literatiira, neiSsprendziamas. Genette’as

sitilo kalbéti apie konstitutyvini (i§ esmés: formalieji kanonai) ir kondicionaly (pagal aplinkybes:

! Siame darbe, laikantis Vakary tradicijos, vartojamas terminas ,autobiografiniai tekstai“, kuris atitinka rusy
autobiografiniy teksty tyrinéjimo tradicijoje nusistovéjusia ,,autodokumentikos* savoka. Greta ,,autodokumentikos*
savokos rusy tradicijoje taip pat vartojami terminai ,,autoreferentiniai tekstai“, ,,egodokumentas*.
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istoriniai faktoriai) literattiriSkuma, kai pagal skaitymo aplinkybes keiciasi ir to, kas laikoma
Jliteratiira®, turinys. Si idéja turi saSauky su Tynianovo darbais apie literatiiros evoliucija bei
centra/periferija. Disertacijoje literattira laikomi visi tekstai, kuriems tam tikru laikotarpiu buvo
taikoma paslanki literatiros samprata. Literatirine erdve savo ruoztu vadinsime siuzety,
personazy, poetiky, literatiros mokykly, instanciju ir t. t. visuma. Samprotaudamas apie
mitopoeting erdve, Vladimiras Toporovas nurodo, kad erdvés sampratos vartojimas susijes su
tam tikru tasky santykiy bei atstumo tarp jy nustatymu. Literatiiros erdvé konkretizuojama
Pierre’o Bourdieu literatiiros lauko teorijoje, kur aktualus tampa nebe tekstas pats savaime, bet
teksty, autoriy, literatiiros mokykly hierarchija, t. y. uz juy slypinciy poziciju ir jy santykiy
klausimas.

Su literatiros samprata susijgs literatiiriSkumas Compagnono apibréziamas ,,ne kazko

buvimu ar nebuvimu, principu ‘viskas arba nieko’, bet principu ‘daugiau ar maziau’*. Remiantis
Siam tyrimui priimtinais literatiiros ir literatiirinés erdvés apibrézimais, literatiriSkumas
suvokiamas kaip (1) laiSky transtekstiniai santykiai; (2) laiSky strategiju santykis su literattiros
lauko jvykiais; (3) ,,groziné* zodziy jungimo logika (aliteracijos, asonansai).

Kadangi literatiiriSkumas — ne tik teksto pozymis, kurio gali buti daugiau ar maziau ir
kuris gali biiti i§reikstas ar potencialus, bet ir teksto funkcionavimo biidas, kai kada verta kalbéti
apie literatiirinj funkcionavimo modusa/registra/rezima.

Darbo su autobiografiniais tekstais sudétinguma nusako jau pati definicija: autos (pats) —
bios (gyvenimas) — graphein (rasSyti). Autos iveda subjekto/objekto, autentiskumo, atminties
problema; bios — referencijos, dokumentiskumo, patirties problema; graphein suproblemina
autos ir bios tekstine iSraiSka bei skatina kelti literatfiriSkumo klausima.

Siuolaikiniy autobiografiniy teksty tyrin¢jimy atspirties tagku galima laikyti 1980 metais
pasirodziusi Jameso Olney’aus sudaryta rinkini Autobiografija: teorinés ir kritinés esé
(Autobiography: Essays Theoretical and Critical) ir straipsniy rinkini Motery autobiografija:
kritinés esé (Women’s Autobiography: Essays in Criticism), sudaryta Estelle’os Jelinek.
Olney’aus rinkinys apibendrina darbus, kurie rodo autobiografiniy tyrin¢jimy poslinki nuo bios
kaip istoriniy fakty grandinés prie autos ir graphein, o Jelinek atveria nauja medZziaga
autobiografiniams tyrimams (motery autobiografijas) ir sykiu nauja (ly¢in) perspektyva.

Laisky padétis autoteksty analizés ,,rinkoje* idomi tuo, kad tam tikrais laikotarpiais
laisky forma tampa dominuojancia literatiirine (romano) forma, o romany laiSkuose autoriai
deklaruoja susiraSiné¢jimo autentiSkuma ir apsimeta esantys $iy teksty redaktoriai ir leidéjai.

Laiskuy kaip ,,literattiriniy fakty* analizei skirta nemazai darby (J. G. Altman, E. H. Cook, M. G.
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Fraanje, L. S. Kauffman, P. A. Rosenmeyer ir kiti), taciau laiSkai, kurie priskirtini ,,literattirinei
buic¢iai“, licka tyrinétoju démesio periferijoje.

Asmeniniy laisky tyrimuose galima isskirti tris prieigas. Pirmoji — biografiné. Sios
pakraipos rémuose laiSkai tampa ziniy apie autoriy, teksty sukiirimo ir publikavimo aplinkybiy
Saltiniu.

Antroji prieiga — istoriné-kulttirologiné. Dalies Siy tyrimy démesio centre — Puskino rato
draugy susirasinéjimai (L. Volpert, I. Paperno, N. Stepanov, W. M. Todd Il ir kt.). Kita Sios
prieigos kryptis tyrinéja laiskus (ir atitinkamai atrenka medziaga) kaip kiirybos laboratorija,
maksimaliai priartinta prie meniniy teksty (K. D. Sok, R. Hardack ir kt.).

Trediam pozitriui laisky autoriaus dalyvavimas literatiiringje veikloje néra biitinas. Cia
analizés objektu tampa motery tekstai, ir tokio pobtdzio darbai vykdomi ly¢iu studijuy tyrimy
rémuose (N. Armstrong, C. Brant, K. Cherewatuk, A. Gilroy, K. A. Jensen, D. Landry, I.
Savkina, W. M. Verhoeven, U. Wiethaus ir kt.).

Laikui bégant autobiografiniy teksty korpusas pasipildo nauja medziaga, pavyzdziui,
performansais, komiksais, teatro pastatymais, — visa tai plecia tyrimy lauka ir keicia skaitymo ir
analizés perspektyva. Nepaisant to, skirtingy pozidiriy ir prieigy bendraja vieta
autobiografiniuose tyrimuose tampa Philippe’o Lejeune’o vardas.

Autobiografiniy tyrimy projekta Lejeune’as plétojo 7-ajame XX amziaus deSimtmetyje.
Atspirties tasku jau buvo tapgs klasikiniu autobiografijos kaip ,,retrospektyvaus prozos teksto,
paraSyto realaus asmens ir susitelkusio | asmeninj rasan¢iojo gyvenima, ypac¢ jo asmenybés
tapsma™ apibrézimas. Lejeune’as jveda autobiografinio pakto ir autobiografinio akto sampratas.
Mokslininko démesys sutelkiamas | autoriaus varda, kuris paprastai yra virSelyje, vir§ ar po
knygos pavadinimu, antraStiniame lape. Ten pat nurodomas knygos zanras (,,autobiografija“,
,biografija®, ,dienorad¢iai® ir t. t.). Si pirmaji puslapi su autoriaus ,,para§u Lejeune’as siiilo
laikyti dokumentu — autobiografiniu susitarimu (sutartimi, paktu). Sis, be abejo, gali biiti
mistifikuotas vartojant juridinius terminus — falsifikuotas, bet ¢ia jau ,,teistinas* pasirasgs asmuo.

Prie$ autobiografini pakta dar turi ivykti autobiografinis aktas, t. y. teksto parasymas.
Lejeune’as sitlo skirti praeiti kaip autobiografiniame tekste atkurtus ivykius ir pati praeities
atkiirimo dabartyje procesa — autobiografini akta. Anot Lejeune’o, littérature intime tyrin¢jimy
démesio centre turi biiti biitent autobiografinis aktas.

Disertacijoje  Lejeune’o teorinés nuostatos tikslinamos Genette’o  pasitlyto
metodologinio aparato pagrindu, konkreciai veikaluose Pasakojimo diskursas (Discours du récit
(1972)) ir Paratekstai: interpretacijos slenksciai (Seuils (1987)).
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Autobiografinio teksto atveju, kaip mano Lejeune’as, ypac aktualiis yra teksto santykiai
su artimiausia tekstine apsuptimi. Tokius santykius Genette’as vadina paratekstiniais. Teksto
ry$i su jo ribiniais elementais, fiziSkai priklausanciais tekstui (autoriaus vardas, epigrafas,
dedikacija, jvadas ir t. t.), Genette’as pavadino peritekstais, o teksto rysi su jo apsuptimi, kuri
yra uz teksto, — epitekstais (laiskai, interviu, dienoras¢iai ir t. t.). Genette’as taip pat atskiria
autoriaus ir leidéjo paratekstus. Autoriniai peritekstai yra tas autobiografinio teksto elementas,
kurj Lejeune’as vadina autobiografiniu paktu.

LaisSky komunikacingje situacijoje paratekstais (peritekstais) laikomi adresanto ir
adresato vardai, adresas ir data. Jie egzistuoja teksto paribyje, budami slenksciu tarp tekstinés ir
uztekstinés erdves, o autoriaus vardas faktiSkai yra parasas.

Autobiografinis aktas — antroji autobiografinio teksto savybé¢, kuria nurodo Lejeune’as.
Autobiografinio akto analizés technika Siame tyrime aiSkéja per naratologini Genette’o metoda.
Nagrinédamas autoriaus problema — taip pat ir autobiografiniuose tekstuose — Genette’as siiilo
kalbéti ne apie pasakojimo autoriy (literatiring instancija), bet apie pasakotojo figlra
(narrateur), keldamas santykio tarp pasakotojo ir jo pasakojamos istorijos bei paties pasakotojo
konstravimo budy klausima.

Pasakojime iSskiriami trys lygmenys: istorijos lygmuo, diegetinis (pasakojimo) lygmuo ir
diskursyvinis (naracijos) lygmuo. Naracijoje savo ruoztu irgi aptinkami keli lygmenys, kuriuos
Genette’as sitilo vadinti ekstra-, intra- ir metadiegetiniais. Naracijos lygmenu kiekis priklauso
nuo pasakotojy skaiciaus. Ekstradiegetinis lygmuo — tai atspirties taskas, kur nustatomas laikas,
kurio atzvilgiu skai¢iuojami pasakojimo laiko poslinkiai. Laiko atzvilgiu ekstradiegetinis
pasakojimo lygmuo yra ribinis — i tai ir nurodo jo pavadinime esantis priesdélis ekstra-.

Autobiografiniai tekstai ypatingi tuo, kad juose pasakojimo herojus taip pat yra ir
pasakotojas. Taciau atsiranda laiko dualizmo problema: pasakojimo laikas nesutampa su
naracijos laiku. Genette’as pastebi, kad dienoras¢iuose ir laiSkuose ,,pasakotojas yra dar herojus
ir jau kazkas kitas“. Ir tas ,kazkas kitas“ — dabarties momento pasakotojas, rasantysis,
pasirasantis teksta. Parasas (kaip ir kreipinys, data, adresas laiSky atveju) ne tik erdviskai yra
teksto paribys, arba paratekstas, bet ir Zymi ribinj ekstradiegetini pasakojimo lygmeni su
ekstradiegetiniu pasakotoju.

Ekstradiegetinis pasakotojas — tai pasakotojas hic et nunc, t. y. su juo susijgs teksto
iforminimas, jo struktiiros bei raSymo akto refleksija, taip pat aiSkinimai, kodél parenkami
konkretiis Zodziai. Ekstradiegetiniam pasakojimo lygmeniui priklauso visi performatyvieji

posakiai, nes jie yra veiksmo ekvivalentai, poelgiai, sutampantys su raSymo aktu.
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Pirmajame skyriuje - ,Literatiiriné virtuvé: moterims adresuoty laisky
naratyvinés struktiiros ypatumai“ - analizuojami Cvetajevos laiSkai, adresuoti
S. Andronikovai-Galpern, A. Berg, V. Buninai, N. Gaidukevi¢, O. Kolbasinai-Cernovai, R.
Lomonosovai, A. Teskovai.

Prielaida susimastyti apie galimus skirtumus tarp laiSky bloky, skiriamy pagal adresaty
lyti, tapo egzistuojanti literatiiros zanro ,,laisky romanas* tradicija. SusiraSin¢jimas tarp motery
neturi tokiy literatliriniy ir elgesio modeliy. Pati ,,moteriskosios® epistolikos publikavimo istorija
néra tokia sena ir gausi kaip motery—vyry, kur gali uzsimegzti meilés santykiai, realizuotis laisky
romano siuzetas.

Cvetajevos laisky moterims analizé parodé, kad Sioje jos epistolikos dalyje
literattiriSkumas biidingas tokiems ekstradiegetinio pasakojimo lygmens elementams kaip
kreipinys, atsisveikinimas, padéka ir raSymo akto refleksija.

Kreipiniai linksta prie pastoviy formuliy, ir ¢ia literatiriSkumo pozymis yra Kreipinio
,mieloji [vardas (tévavardis)]“ vartojimas vietoj plaCiai vartojamos konstrukcijos ,,brangioji
[vardas (tévavardis)]“. Kreipinio ,,mieloji* pasirinkimas Buninos atveju sietinas su tuo, jog Sie
laiskai funkcionuoja kaip Cvetajevos esé ,,Senojo Pimeno namas* paratekstas, t. y. egzistuoja
tiesioginis rySys su grozine kiiryba, tuo tarpu Andronikovos-Galpern atveju ji nulemia adresatés
vardas Saloméja, t. y. aliteracijos galimybé.

LaiSkai moterims kupini prasymy ir padéky uz pagalba. Padékos zodziai linke tapti
formulémis, kurios kartojasi i§ laiSko | laiSka. Retkarciais padékos formulés atsisakoma ir
padéka jgauna literatiriSkumo bruozu, naudojant tas pacias priemones, kurios biidingos
Cvetajevos groziniy teksty poetikai, blitent — isichasty ,,protingos maldos* technika ir Dievo
vardo kaip Paties Dievo Slovinimo praktika, kai tyléjimas, sakralinio ZodZio netarimas jgauna
ypatingos vertés. Be to, literatiirinis rezimas jjungiamas ir reflektuojant patj laiSko raSymo akta.

Skirtingai nuo kitos Cvetajevos korespondencijos, laiSkuose moterims atsisveikinimas
yra nuolatinis strukttirinis elementas. Apie atsisveikinimo formulés parinkimo neatsitiktinuma
byloja iprastinés atsisveikinimo formulés laiSkuose moterims ,,buciuoju” pakeitimas i
~apkabinu®. Sis pasikeitimas susijes su jvykiais literatiiros lauke: autoré moteris (Sigrid Unset)
gavo Nobelio premija. Tai paskatina Cvetajeva perskaityti premijuota teksta, jis jtraukiamas {
teksty rinkinj, sudarantj Cvetajevos literatiiring erdve, kur jau egzistuoja moterys raSytojos,
taciau iki tol jos nepremijuotos, uzimancios marginalines pozicijas literatiros lauke. Moters
atsiradimas literatiiros Olimpe tampa Cvetajevos korespondenciu ,bilietu* | literatiira, kuri
rasytojos suvokiama kaip vidiné erdvé, — atitinkamai atsisveikinimo forma pasikeifia i

»apkabinu®“, nes zodis ,,apkabinu®“ turi tlirio sema. Pazymétina, kad i Cvetajevos viding
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literattiros erdve moterys adresatés patenka ne kaip premijuoto ir raSytojai aktualaus teksto

personazés, bet kaip bendraautorés.

Antrajame disertacijos skyriuje ,,Literatuiriniai pastoliai: vyrams adresuoty meilés
laiSky naratyvinés struktiiros ypatumai® nagrin¢jama toji Cvetajevos epistolikos dalis, kurig
galima pavadinti laiSky romanu (ar romanais). Tai laiSkai, adresuoti A. Bachrachui, N.
Gronskiui, K. Rodzeviciui, A. Steigeriui, A. VySniakui (Helikonui).

Epistoliniai Cvetajevos romanai, aptariami Siame skyriuje, vyksta tarp 1922 ir 1936 mety.
Laiko atkarpa tarp romano su VySniaku ir Bachrachu nezymi (vieni metai), o laiSkai Bahrachui
Lvirsta® laiSkais Rodzeviciui, tuo tarpu romanas su Gronsiu jvyksta po penkeriy mety pertraukos
epistoliniuose santykiuose, su Steigeriu — po astuoneriy. Nepaisant laiko skirtumu, visi
epistoliniai romanai turi bendry bruozy, sietiny su literatiirine meilés korespondencijos tradicija.

Bendras kreipinys visuose Cvetajevos meilés laiSkuose yra ,,[mano, mielas, brangus]
drauge®, ,drauguzi“ (druzocek). Kreipinys ,,drauge” yra meilés laisSky klisé, pradedant nuo
kurtuazinés kultiros, kur formuojasi europiné epistoliniy meilés santykiy tradicija, iki
Cvetajevos laikmecio asmeniniy laiSky. Cvetajevos atveju kreipinys ,,drauge” tampa
literattiriSkumo pozymiu ir nurodo { jvairiy epochy tekstus, interpretuojancius meilés santykiy
kurtuazini modelj. Rasytojai yra aktualtis tekstai, transformuojantys kurtuazing koncepcija amor
de lonh: Gabrielio de Guilleragues’o ,,Portugaliski laiskai*, Julie de Lespinasse laiskai grafui
Guibert’ui, Bettina’os von Arnim ,,Goethe’s susiradinéjimas su vaiku®. Siuos tekstus jungia
kreipimasis | mylimaji ,,drauge* bei juose iSreikSta meil¢ be atsako, kuri ver¢ia kentéti, taciau
sykiu tos kancios teikia dziaugsma.

Meilés nejmanomumg ,.garantuoja“ ir meilés santykiy trikampis, kuris kurtuazinéje
kultiiroje susideda i§ Damos, jos Vyro ir Dama jsimyléjusio Riterio. Si schema ,,patogi“ tuo, kad
atitinka biografines Cvetajevos aplinkybes: iStekéjusi Dama keiCiasi meilés laiSkais su Riteriu
(Bachrachu, Gronskiu, Rodzevi¢iumi, Steigeriu, Vysniaku). Vyras (Efronas) yra pasyvus §iy
santykiy dalyvis, laiskuose jis tik paminimas (Bachrachas, Steigeris) arba tampa bendros Damos
ir Riterio globos objektu (Gronskis, Rodzevicius).

LaiSkuose Rodzevi¢iui konstruojamas meilés trikampis patikslinamas kreipinio
,Arlekine“, kuris nurodo i triSaliu commedia dell'arte santykiy situacija, ir tada vaidmenys
laisSkuose pasiskirsto Sitaip: Arlekinas (Rodzevicius), Pjereté (Cvetajeva), Pjero (Efronas).

Susirasin¢jime su Gronskiu meilés trikampis patikslinamas per pacios Cvetajevos teksta.

Kreipinys ,,Kéliuska®“ nurodo | Cvetajevos poemos-pasakos ,,Mdlodec heroju Molodeca.
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Poemos siiilomas meilés trikampis Marusia—Mo&lodec—Ponas tampa Cvetajevos—Gronskio—
Efrono santykiy modeliu.

Dar kitoks triSaliy santykiy variantas iSkyla laiSkuose Bachrachui, bet Sis trikampis i$
esmés skiriasi nuo kurtuazinés kultiiros modeliy, commedia dell'arte bei Cvetajevos poemos.
Draugiski ,,postmeilés™ santykiai Bachrachui sitilomi per 1910-yju mety laikras¢iy kroniky
personazus: Marija Tarnovskaja, Donata Prilukova ir daugeli vyruy, figliravusiy Tarnovskos
byloje. Siame trikampyje pagrindiné figiira — Prilukovas, kuris turéty Bachrachui tapti istikimo
draugo pavyzdziu. Taciau kadangi Siame modelyje néra kam uzimti likusiy dvieju pozicijy,
triSaliai draugiski santykiai nesivysto.

Kurtuazinis meilés santykiu modelis | Cvetajevos laiSkus jvedamas per preciozine
literatiirq (Madeleine’os de Scudéry ,,Klelija®), kuri naudoja ,,Svelnios draugystés™ samprata ir
pasiiilo meilés-draugystés topografija ,,Svelnumo Salies Zemélapio“ pavidalu. Sia meilés
koncepcija palaiko kreipiniai ,,mano $velnusis“, o ,,.Svelnumo 3alies Zemélapis* tiesiogiai
minimas laiSke Gronskiui.

Kreipinys ,,Svelnusis“ (neznyj) pagal ,,poetinés sekos tankio* principa prijungiamas prie
apeliatyvo drauguzi (druzocek), kuris, anot Cvetajevos, kilgs i§ zodzio ,,gyventi (Zyt’), 0 jos
epistoliniai romanai — tai budas pilnai ,,isiklinyti“ | gyvenima.

Si uzgyvenimo per meilg idéja | Cvetajevos laiskus jveda undinés mitq, kurio Zinomiausi
variantai Friedricho de la Motto Fouqué ,,Undina“ ir Hanso Christiano Anderseno ,,Undinélé®. 1§
Siy dviejuy chrestomatiniy kiiriniy Cvetajevai svarbesné Fouqué pasaka, kuri imituoja kurtuazinés
epochos riteriy romana.

Undinés mite isik@inijimas { gyvenima per mylimaji siejasi su sielos ir nemirtingumo
igijimu. Cvetajevos atveju mylimojo atsiradimas skatina teksto parasyma (ne tik laiSko, bet ir
eiliy), o tai garantuoja jai ,,literatiirini” nemirtinguma.

Epistoliniy Cvetajevos romany adresatai kostruojami ne tik kaip mylimieji, bet ir
»ivaikinami“ — atitinkamai vartojamas kreipinys ,,vaike®, ,vaikeli“, ,stneli“. Adresato
ivaikinimui prireikia literatlirinio precedento, ,,legalizuojancio” tokj meilés santykiy model;.
Bachracho ir Gronskio atveju parenkamas Fedros ir Hipolito siuZetas, Steigerio — Kasparo
Hausero istorija, pasakojama Jakobo Wassermanno romane bei biografiniame Octave’o Aubry
tyri(néji)me.

Kreipinio ,,vaike* laiskuose Rodzeviciui néra. Jam adresuoti laiSkai kupini literattiriskai
zyméty kreipiniy, kurie koduoja Rodzeviciaus kaip literatiiros personazo figiira ir iSduoda jam
,bilieta i literatiira, aplenkiant epistolines Cvetajevos is¢ias. Si tekstiné strategija gali biti

aiSkinama tuo, kad RodzeviCius — vienintelis nepoetas tarp epistoliniy Cvetajevos mylimyjuy,
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todél jis negali buti jvaikintas ir jam reikia kitokio pobiidzio motyvo patekti i literatiira. Tokiu
motyvu tampa literatirinio personazo vardas.

RaSymo aktas epistoliniuose Cvetajevos romanuose pateikiamas kaip pasakojimas ir
klausymasis. Teksto orientacija i garsa artikuliuojama, pertekiama grafiskai (zodziai
pabraukiami, raSomi kursyvu, uzdedami kirc¢iai) ir per fonetini Zodziy formy zaisma. Cvetajeva
tikslina korespondenty bendravimo aplinkybes: apraso ,,pokalbio* dalyviy vieta/padéti, kitaip
tariant, konstruoja mizanscenq.

Cvetajevos praSymai Siuose laiSkuose tampa instrukcijomis, kreipianciomis skaityma,
kuris yra suvokiamas kaip skaitymas balsu. Adresanté prisiima reZisierés funkcijq, nurodydama
adresatui, kaip jis turéty tarti teksta. Prie tokiy rezisierés pastaby galima priskirti ir grafinj teksto
iforminima, nustatantj intonacija ir Zymintj pauzes.

Padékos néra biidingos Cvetajevos meilés laiskams — net priedingai: Steigerio iSsakyta
padéka judvieju santykius sugriauna. Dékojimas svarbus tik laiSkuose Bachrachui, kur tampa

savotiska apeiga, ritualu, i§ kuriy yra kilgs teatrinis pasirodymas.

Trefiajame disertacijos skyriuje — ,Literatiros uZkulisiai: dalykiniy laisky
naratyvinés struktiiros ypatumai* — analizuojami laiskai, adresuoti leid¢jams ir redaktoriams
V. Bulgakowui, R. Guliui, G. Fedotovui, J. Ivaskui, V. Rudnevui, P. Sosinskiui, P. Suv¢inskiui,
D. Sachovskui.

IS pirmojo ir antrojo skyriu matyti, kad Cvetajeva jveda vyriSkumo/moteriSkumo pozymj,
kuris gali baiti daugiau ar maziau buidingas adresatui. Epistoliniai mylimieji yra absoliuciai
vyriski. Nevyrisky vyry, arba nemotery (jei naudosime pacios Cvetajevos apibrézima —
nedamy), vaidmuo rasytojos epistolikoje atitenka visiems tiems vyrams, su kuriais jos nesieja
meilés korespondencija. Tokiomis nedamomis tampa jos leidéjai, redaktoriai, literatiiriniai
patikétiniai.

LaiSkuose nedamoms kalbama apie korektiiras ir literattirini darba, ir $i korespondencija
igauna literatiiriSkumo bruozy per parateksting funkcija — ji lydi Cvetajevos grozinius kiirinius
kaip autorinis epitekstas. LaiSkai literatiiros lauko ,,tarpininkams* orientuojami i metaliteratiirini
recenzijos zanra, bet juose aptinkama ir epistoliniy romany uzuomazgy. Si potencialiy meilés
santykiy perspektyva pastebima kreipiniy lygmenyje. SusiraSinéjima su redaktoriais ir leid¢jais
Cvetajeva dazniausiai pradeda kreipiniu ,,mielasis®, kuris yra nuolatinis jos epistoliniy romany
apeliatyvas. Véliau kreipinys ,,mielasis* gali biiti kaitaliojamas su ,,brangusis®, bet daugeliu
atveju dominuoja apeliatyvas ,,mielasis” arba konkre¢iy formy skirtumai néra reikSmingi.
Teikiant pirmenybe kreipiniui ,,mielasis* laiSkuose nedamoms, i Sia korespondencija ivedamas

laisky romano potencialas.
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Ketvirtasis disertacijos skyrius — ,Literatiros maskaradas: moterims adresuoty
meilés laiSky naratyvinés struktiiros ypatumai (laiskai i§imtys)“2 — skirtas laisky iSiméiy
analizei. Tai 1932 m. rugpjucio 12 d. laiskas, adresuotas S. Andronikovai-Galpern, laiSkai N.
Gaidukevi¢ (1934 m. kovo 17 d., geguzés 9 d., birzelio 1 d. ir birzelio 24 d.) bei 1940 m.
lapkric¢io 17 d. laiskas T. Kvaninai.

Tokie laiskai aptinkami tarp susiraSingjimy, analizuojamy pirmajame skyriuje. Jie
sugriauna jprasting Cvetajevos laisSky moterims logika, kur teksta sudaro praSymuy ir padéku
seka.

Laisky i$im¢iy analizé parodé¢, kad epistolinius meilés santykius Cvetajeva konstruoja
tiek su vyrais, tiek su moterimis. Bendras epistoliniy romany bruozas — butinai pervardijami
adresatai: jiems suteikiami intertekstiniai vardai, nurodantys | tam tikrus literatiiros siuzetus.
Taciau vaidmenys, sitilomi mylimiesiems-vyrams ir mylimosioms-moterims, skirtingi: su vyrais
aktualus licka kurtuazinis santykiy modelis, meilés trikampio konstravimas, parenkami siuzetai,
iteisinantys adresato jvaikinima. Tuo tarpu moterims sitilomas prarastos mylimosios vaidmuo,

apeliuojantis | Orféjo ir Euridikés siuzeta.

Tyrimo rezultatai

Atliekant tyrima sukonstruotas analitinis autobiografinio teksto analizés modelis. Jis
remiasi naratologiniu pozitriu { teksta ir yra toks:

1. IS pradziy apraSomi kiekvienos laisky grupés ,,autobiografinio pakto™ ypatumai,
siekiant iSanalizuoti konkretaus autobiografinio teksto autorinius peritekstus.

2. Kitas zingsnis — autobiografinio akto, t. y. ekstradiegetinio pasakojimo lygmens, kuris
fiksuoja pasakotoja, o ne herojy, analiz¢.

3. Toliau analizuojami ekstradiegetinio pasakojimo lygmens ir autoriniy periteksty
santykiai. Autoriniai peritekstai ne tik yra ribinis teksto elementas, bet ir saveikauja su
ekstradiegetiniu pasakojimo lygmeniu;

4. Baigiamasis analizés etapas — (4.1.) nustatoma, i kokius literatirinius modelius nurodo
(jei nurodo) ekstradiegetinis pasakojimo lygmuo; (4.2.) nustatyty literatlriniy modeliy

aprasymas.

2 Siuo atveju ,,maskaradas" suprantamas profaniskai — tam tikry vaidmeny vaidybai apibréZti, o ne kaip terminas,
kylantis i$ ly¢iy studijy (M. Doane, S. ZiZek, J. Butler, J. Riviere).
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Atliktas tyrimas leidzia apraSyti Cvetajevos epistolikos pasakojimo struktiiros ypatumus
bei rodo galimus laisky kaip autobiografiniy teksty literatiriSkumo problemos sprendimus.
Sitilomas literatiiriSkumo formy ir priemoniu analizés modelis tyrinéja laisky ,,etiketo*
elementus, kurie priskiriami ekstradiegetiniam pasakojimo lygmeniui: pasisveikinimas
(Cvetajevos atveju jis sutampa su kreipiniu), atsisveikinimas, prasymas, padéka. Taip pat
analizuojama autobiografinio akto refleksija, kuri fiksuoja laiSko dabarti ir taip pat yra
priskirtina ekstradiegetiniam pasakojimo lygmeniui.

Cvetajevos epistolika sudaro keturiy risiy korespondencija: epistoliniai romanai (meilés
laiSkai, adresuoti vyrams), buitinis susirasinéjimas (laiSkai, adresuoti moterims), dalykinis
susirasinéjimas (laiSkai, adresuoti vyrams — redaktoriams, leidéjams ir t. t.) ir laiSkai iSimtys,
priartéjantys prie epistolinio romano poetikos (meilés laiSkai, adresuoti moterims, su kuriomis
vyKsta ir buitinis susira$inéjimas).

Visoms susirasin¢jimo grupéms aktualiis tokie ekstradiegetinio pasakojimo lygmens
elementai kaip kreipinys ir raSymo akto refleksija; atsisveikinimas Cvetajevos epistolikai néra
biidingas ir nuolat aptinkamas tik buitiniame susiraSin¢jime; prasymuy ir padéky dazniau
pasitaiko butingje ir dalykinéje korespondencijoje, ju maziau meilés laiSkuose. Visos keturios
laisky grupés ne tik sietinos su skirtingais aktualiy ekstradiegetinio lygmens elementy rinkiniais,
bet ir su skirtingu literatriSkumo laipsniu.

Meilés laiSky adresatai pervardijami — jiems suteikiamas naujas, ,,literatiriskai
uzkoduotas®, vardas, ir tokie kreipiniai nurodo kelias laisky transtekstinio dialogo kryptis: (1)
vokieiy (neo)romantiné literatlira, (2) graiky mitologija, (3) precioziné literatira, (4)
commedia dell'arte, (5) literatriniai Cvetajevos tekstai, (6) ,,Portugaliski laiskai* ir Julie de
Lespinasse laiSkai grafui Guibert’ui. Minétasias kryptis sudaro tekstai, sitilantys nerealizuoty
meilés santykiy modelj, kuris kildinamas i§ amor de lonh — meilés koncepcijos, suformuotos
viduramzio kurtuazinés kulttiros, véliau perprasmintos ir aktualizuotos XIX a. pabaigoje—XX a.
pradzioje (1, 3, 5, 6). Sios koncepcijos atmaina — uzdrausta meilé ar meilé be atsako (2, 4).

Visy keturiy susirasingjimo grupiy kreipiniy analizé parod¢, kad apie literatiiros registro
pajungima byloja forma ,,mielasis/mieloji*. Sios dazniausiai vartojamos formos funkcija aiskéja
buitinés korespondencijos fone. Forma ,,mieloji“ daugelyje laiSky pasirodo epizodiskai, 0 jos
nuolatinio naudojimo atvejai remiasi adresatés vardo ir kreipinio konsonansu (laiskai
Andronikovai-Galpern) arba siejasi su laisky kaip Cvetajevos groziniy teksty parateksty
funkcionavimu (laiSkai Buninai tuo metu, kai raSomas ,,Senojo Pimeno namas*).

Dalykinio susirasin¢jimo adresatai néra pervardijami, taciau Siuose laiSkuose daznai

pasitaikanti forma ,,mielasis“, kuri Cvetajevos epistolio kontekste yra literatiiriSkai zymeta. Ji
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gali biti interpretuojama kaip epistolinio meilés romano potencialas, kuriam plétotis néra
salygu.

Isskirtoms grupéms taip pat svarbi raSymo akto refleksija: ji epistoliniuose romanuose
pasirodo pjesés, kurioje turéty vaidinti pervardyti adresatai, remarky pavidalu — konstruojamos
mizanscenos, nusakomos pauzés ir intonacijos.

Buitinis susirasiné¢jimas raSymo akto refleksijos lygmenyje Cvetajevos suvokiamas kaip
nevisavertis, tuo tarpu meilés laiSkai suvokiami kaip ,.tikrieji laiSkai“. Taip pat buitin¢je
korespondencijoje raSymo aktas apeliuoja i tylé¢jimo vert¢ (tai biidinga groziniams pacios
Cvetajevos kiiriniams), o prisitraukiant platesni konteksta — isichazmo religinei praktikai.

Dalykinis susiraSinéjimas uzima tarping padéti tarp epistoliniy romany ir buitinés
korespondencijos. Nors kreipiniy konstrukcija ¢ia primena epistolinius romanus, raSymo akto
refleksija, kurioje iSsakomas poziliris tiek | buitinius, tieck i dalykinius laiSkus kaip 1
nevisaver¢ius, dalykinius laiSkus suartina su buitiniais. Buitiniam susirasinéjimui prieSinami
meilés laisSkai, o dalykiniy laisky ,,luoSumui“ prieSinamas lyrinis straipsnis. Visgi apskritai
raSymo akto apmastymas néra budingas $ios riiies korespondencijai.

Visose analizuojamose laisky grupése rasymo akto refleksija taip pat susijusi su tam
tikro Zodzio parinkimo demonstracija ir aiSkinimu, apelivojanciu i garsing zodziy struktiira.

Tokiu ,etiketo” elementy kaip padéka ir praSymas meilés laiSkuose beveik néra. Ju
atsiradimas susijgs su epistolinio romano pabaiga ir meilés santykiy transformavimusi i
dalykinius. Buitinis susirasinéjimas, atvirksé¢iai, susideda i§ kasdieniy prasymy ir padéky sekos.
Keleta karty padékos formulés, pasirodancios adresatui ivykdzius praSyma, atsisakoma,
praSymams pasilikus buitiniame lygmenyje. Formuluojant praSymus ir padékas romantiniame ir
buitiniame susirasinéjime, aktualiis licka tie patys modeliai, kurie galioja Siose laisky grupése
reflektuojant raSymo akta: meilés korespondencijoje prasymai tampa laiSky skaitymo
instrukcijomis, kurios panas¢ja i pjesés remarkas, reguliuojancias aktoriy vaidyba, o padékos
art¢ja prie ritualo, susijusio su teatro praktiky iStakomis; savo ruoztu buitiniame susiraSin¢jime
padéka iS kasdienybinés iSvedama ,,nutylé¢jimu®, siejamu su isichasty ,,protinga malda“.

Dalykinio susiraSin¢jimo praSymai ir padékos igauna literatiiriSkumo bruozy per
intratekstinius santykius: dalykinis susirasinéjimas lydi literattrinius Cvetajevos tekstus kaip
epitekstai, praSymai ir padékos Cia fiksuoja literatiiros teksty kiirimo ir publikavimo istorija.

Atsisveikinimas néra biuidingas Cvetajevos epistolikos elementas — jis nuolat aptinkamas
tik buitiniame susirasinéjime. Literatiirinis rezimas epistoliniuose romanuose jjungiamas per
intertekstinius rySius, o dalykiniam susirasin¢jimui aktualus intratekstinis santykis tarp jvariy

pacios Cvetajevos teksty. Tuo tarpu buitiniy laisky literatiiriSkumui yra svarbi laisko raSymo
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laikotarpio literattiros lauko situacija. Atsisveikinimo formulé i§ neutralaus registro persijungia i
literatlirini tuo momentu, kai moterys, kurios yra buitinio susira§inéjimo adresatés, jZengia |
literatiiros panteona.

Tad visos Cvetajevos laiSky rasys turi literatiiriSkumo bruozu, o literatiirinio registro
jjungimo budas priklauso nuo adresato. Adresatas nulemia, kokio pobiidZio santykis su
literatiiros erdve bei literattiros lauku bus aktualizuotas. Cvetajevos epistolika literatiiriSkumo
bruozy igauna per (1) laiSky dialoga su ivairiy epochy literattiros tekstais, (2) santyki su pacios
Cvetajevos groziniais tekstais, (3) nuorodas i uztekstinius literatiirinés bendruomenés ivykius ir
hierarchines kovas literatiiros lauke, (4) vartojamy zodziy poetinés funkcijos iSrySkinima. Taip
meilés laisSkuose ,,jkiinijami* literatliriniai siuzetai, dalykinis susira§in¢jimas prijungiamas prie
Cvetajevos literattirinés kiirybos kaip jos paratekstas, o buitiniam susirasinéjimui svarbiis moters
raSytojos institucinio statuso pokyciai. Nereguliarus zaismas jungiamuy zodziy saskambiais

biuidingas visoms laisky grupéms.

DISERTACIJOJE GINAMI TEIGINIAI PLETOTI SIOSE PUBLIKACIJOSE:

1. ,,Tearpanbnoe mpoctpanctBo B «lloBectu o Coneuke» M. U. LlBeraesoii* [Teatro
erdvé M. Cvetajevos ,, Apysakoje apie Sonetka™], in: Zmogus kalbos erdvéje,
Kaunas: Vilniaus universiteto Kauno humanitarinis fakultetas, 2003 Ne3(1) [CD], p.
520-531.

2. ,‘Fedros ir Hipolito’ motyvas M. Cvetajevos laiSkuose A. Bachrachui“ in:
Literatira, 46(3), Vilnius: Vilniaus universiteto leidykla, 2004, p. 133-137 [MLA].

3. ,,Dnementsl TearpanbHOro koaa y M. U. IlBeraeBoii u Tearp A. Apro* [Teatro kodo
elementai M. Cvetajevos laiSkuose ir A. Artaud teatras], in: Cmuxus u pasym 6
acusnu u meopuecmee Mapunvt Llgemaesoui. XII MexayHnaponHas HayqHO-
Tematudeckas kKoHdpepeHnius (9—11 oxrta6ps 2004 roma), COOpHHK JIOKJIANOB,
Mocksa: [lom-my3eit Mapunsr L[geraesoit, 2005, p. 330-334.

4. ,,ABroOMO-peKOHCTpYKTHBHass Macka B mnmchMax M. W. llseraeoii” [Autobio-
rekonstruktyvi kauké M. Cvetajevos laiskuose], in: Literatiira. Rusistica Vilnensis
47(2), Vilnius: Vilniaus universiteto leidykla, 2005, p. 105-112 [MLA].

5. ,DneMentsl TeatpansHOro koaa B nmucbmax M.U. I{seraesoii k E.JI.Jlanny* [Teatro
kodo elementai M. Cvetajevos laiSkuose J. Lanui], in: Literatira. Rusistica
Vilnensis: Opus#l1-2. Pycckuii  memyap. Coasmopcmso, Vilnius:  Vilniaus
universiteto leidykla, 2005, p. 127-135 [MLA].
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,»OcobeHHocTH aBTo/OMorpadumyeckoro Tekcra Mapuubl [[BeraeBoil: muchMa K
bopucy Ilacrepnaky 1924 roga“ [M. Cvetajevos auto/biografinio teksto ypatumai:
1924 mety laiskai B. Pasternakui], in: Pycckas nossusa: 1923-1924, Daugavpils:
Saule, 2008, p. 232-242.

»Auto/biografiniy teksty skaitytoja/s: Marinos Cvetajevos atvejis”, in: Oikos Nr. 2,
Kaunas: Lietuviy iSeivijos institutas, 2008, p. 169-176 [EBSCO].
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GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE DISSERTATION

Like autobiographies, memoirs, diaries and notebooks, letters are autobiographical texts which
problematize, in one way or another, the relationship between “poetry” and “truth”, i.e. fact and
fiction, an issue that is examined by means of the literary conventions available to a given
culture. This dissertation explores the issue of forms of literariness in autobiographical texts as
based on Marina Tsvetajeva’s epistolary legacy. The corpus of correspondence includes larger
blocks of writings, consisting of Tsvetajeva’s letters to Natalia Gaidukevitch, Salome
Andronikova-Galpern, Aleksandre Bachrach, Ariadne Berg, Vera Bunin, Valentin Bulgakov,
Abraham Vishniak (Gelikon), Nikolaj Gronskij, Roman Gul, Olga Kolbasina-Tchernova, Raisa
Lomonosova, Konstantin Rodzevitch, Vadim Rudniov, Vladimir Sosinskij, Peter Suvtchinskij,
Anna Teskova, Georgij Fedotov, Dmitrij Shachovsk, and Anatolij Shteiger. The corpus under
analysis excludes the tripartite correspondence between Tsvetajeva, Boris Pasternak and Rainer
Maria Rilke, which holds a special place within the context of Tsvetajeva’s epistles. This
correspondence is purposefully constructed as a trialog and thus anticipates certain narrative
strategies. The present dissertation limits its research scope to the analysis of traditional
epistolary forms and focuses first and foremost on Tsvetajeva’s letters, leaving her

correspondents’ texts largely aside.

Aims of the dissertation. 1) to suggest an anlytical model for the research of autobiographical
texts; 2) to investigate the narrative peculiarities of epistolary texts on the basis of the corpus of
Tsvetajeva’s letters; 3) to suggest ways in which the issue of literariness may be approached in

the texts of this nature.

Methods of analysis. The present research makes use of the Formalist and (post)structuralist
approach to texts, by way of centering on the text’s internal structure, its peculiarities and
relations between its different elements. This dissertation follows in the steps of the works of
Jurij Tynianov, who investigated relations between different genre systems, Roman Jakobson,
who explored the relationship between linguistics and poetics and Jurij Lotman, who contributed
greatly to the development of the ideas of the Formalist school.

The narratological method applied to the analysis of Tsvetajeva’s epistles has been used
as an instrument enabling the scrutiny of the peculiarities of the narrative structures of the
autobiographical texts. Of primary significance here is Gérard Genette’s conception of narrative

levels, which gives a key to the deciphering of the genre characteristics of the letters.
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The central problem this thesis formulates is the attempt to define a method that would
provide instruments for the analysis of the literariness of letters. First, an attempt is made to
determine which textual levels and elements are characterised by literariness and where the shift
to the literary regime takes place. One of the starting points here is Genette’s conceptualization
and classification of intertextuality: in broad terms, intertextuality (or transtextuality) is
conceived not only as a text’s relation to another text, or a textual part, but also, for example, to
genre schemes.

In considering the literariness of epistles, the hierarchy of fictional texts and their authors
in a given historical-cultural situation is also of considerable importance. Thus the dissertation
makes use of the works of sociologist Pierre Bourdieu, who demonstrates that literature is not a
homogeneous space comprised of literary works, but a literary field, in other words, a part of the
social space, where different agents (authors, their groups, publications etc.) compete with one
another for domination. This type of competing activity manifested in the conflict of definitions,
is what “produces” literary hierarchies and the field’s history.

The scholarly texts on the subject comprise several thematic groups as conditioned by
the structure of the dissertation. One groups consists of monographs and articles which
constitute the theoretical and methodological basis of the research. This group includes texts that
deal with the issues related to autobiographical texts (J. Butler, E. H. Cook, P. J. Eakin, M.
Evans, L. Ginzburg, E. Jelinek, G. Jelizavetina, K. Jensen, L. S. Kauffman, P. Lejeune, J.
Levkovitch, L. Marcus, J. Olney, I. Paperno, V. Podoroga, I. Savkina, S. Smith, K. D. Sok, D. C.
Stanton, W. M. Todd IlI, L. Volpert, J. Watson etc.) and texts that suggest diverse methods of
textual analysis (J. Apresian, J. Austin, P. Bourdieu, G. Genette, R. Jakobson, J. Lotman, J.
Tynianov, etc.). The other group consists of works concerned with the research of Tsvetajeva’s
poetics (S. Akhmadejeva, K. Azadovskij, T. Gevorkian, O. Hasty, S. Jelnickaja, M. Liapon, N.
Osipova, O. Revzina, A. Smith, I. Shevelenko, R. Vojtechovitch, L. Zubova, K. Zhogina, etc.).

The innovativeness of the dissertation stems from three circumstances: 1) Firstly, the
object of research (Tsvetajeva’s epistolary corpus) has not yet been extensively researched; 2)
Secondly, the theoretical concepts suggested by the researchers of autobiographical texts and
specified through the narratological approach have never before been applied to the analysis of a
whole epistolary corpus of a single author; 3) Thirdly, the model suggested for the analysis of
literariness in letters may also be applied to the analysis of other types of autobiographocal texts.

This dissertation has an applied value because the analytical method employed in

examining the narrative structures of Tsvetajeva’s letters may be applied in the research of the

25



epistles of other writers, first of all modernists, who worked in different national traditions. The
findings suggested by the current research may also be used in creating courses on the history
and theory of autobiographical writing or the literature and culture of the period between the
1920s and 1930s.

The dissertation advances the following theses for defense:

1. The narrative structure of letters is composed of two narrative levels: the narrative which
presents the events (diegetic level) and the narrative act itself (extradiegetic level), which
presents the narrator as “the quill” that writes. The extradiegetic level corresponds, to an
extent, to the peritext attributed to the author of the autobiographical text.

2. Tsvetajeva’s epistles are made up of four types of correspondence: household
correspondence (letters to women), business correspondence (letters to publishers), love
letters (letters to epistolary male lovers), and letters-exceptions, which come close to
being love letters, but are addressed to women.

3. All types of correspondence are characterised by literariness, but the nature of the
literary register depends on the gender of the addressee.

4. Tsvetajeva’s epistles gain literariness from:

4.1. the dialog her letters develop with the literary texts from various epochs;

4.2. the relationship her letters establish with Tsvetajeva’s own literary texts;

4.3. references to the events in the extratextual literary community and the hierarchical
battles in the literary field;

4.4. a particular approach to words, which is characteristic to literary texts (alliterations,
assonances, etc.)

5. The analysis of Tsvetajeva’s epistolary legacy offers a model, which can be potentially

applied to the analysis of other case studies.

The findings of the research were made public at the conferences:

1. 2006.11.24-25. International science conference “Pycckas moas3usi: rom 19247,
Daugavpils  University, Faculty of Humanities. Paper “Ocobennocru
aBTo/Onorpaduueckoro Tekcra Mapunsl L[BeraeBoii: mucema k bopucy Ilacrepraky
1924 roga”.

2. 2007.11.16. Science conference “Lietuvé moteris emigracijoje”, Vytautas Magnus
University, Lithuanian Emigration Institute. Paper “Autobiografinio teksto

skaitymas: Marinos Cvetajevos atvejis”.
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2008.03.14-15. International science conference “Women‘s Writing. Mapping
Experience”, University of Tampere universitete (Finland). Paper “®wurypa
moBecTBoBarens B muckMax M. [[BeraeBoit K. PomzeBrnay®.

2008.04.24. Young scientists’ conference “Naujausi humanitariniai tyrin¢jimai —
2008”, Vilnius University, Philology Faculty. Paper “Pasakotojas Marinos
Cvetajevos laiSkuose Konstantinui Rodzevi¢iui”.

2008.05.4-5. International science conference ‘“Pycckas moa3ms: rom 19257,
Daugavpils University, Faculty of Humanities. Paper “T'epoii Tpyna Mapuna
LlBeTaeBa”.

2009.04.10-11. International science conference “®denomen 3arnaBus. OUHATBHEINA
koMmIieke TekcTa”, Russian State University for the Humanities (Moscow) Paper
“IloBecTBOBaTeNb Ha mopore Tekcra (micbMa Mapunsbl LiBeTaeBoit)”.

2009.09.24. Young scientists’ conference ,,Doktoranty agora: metodologiniai
mainai“, Institute of Lithuanian Literature and Folklore. Paper “Auto-bio-grafija:
autobiografinio zanro tyrimo problema”.

2010.04.23. International science conference “Jlureparypa W JOKYMEHTHI:
Teopernieckoe ocMbiciieHre TeMbl”, A.M.Gorky Institute of World Literature, RAS
(Moscow) Paper “JlutepaTypHble MPUMEThI YaCTHOM mepenucku (ciaydail MapuHb
LlBeTaeBoii)”.

2010.03.18-19. Science conference “Motery raSymas: tradicija, interpretacijos,
vizijos”, Institute of Lithuanian Literature and Folklore. Paper “Mielasis drauge...

Marinos Cvetajevos laiskai Natalijai Gaidukevic”.

The main defense theses have been presented in the seminar “The Meaning of Writing and
Reading Letters” at the Gender Studies Centre, Vilnius University, April 14, 2009. The theses of

this dissertation were discussed and approved of at the Department of Russian Philology,

Faculty of Philology, Vilnius University, December 12, 2010.

The structure of the dissertation. The work consists of the Introduction, four parts: The

Kitchen Of Literature: The Narrative Peculiarities of The Letters Addressed to Women, The

Scaffold of Literature: The Narrative Peculiarities of The Letters Addressed to Men, The

Backstage of Literature: The Narrative Peculiarities of Work-Related Letters, The Masquerade

! The word “masquerade” is used here not as a term employed in gender studies, but as a notion that describes a
profane performance of certain roles.
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of Literature: The Narrative Peculiarities of The Love Letters Addressed to Women (Letters-
Exceptions), Conclusions and the List of References.

The internal structure of the Chapters is based on the following scheme: the analysis
begins with the peculiarities of forms of address, farewells, requests and thanks and proceeds to
the characteristics of the writing act in a specific group of texts. Not all chapters deal with all the
five elements, but this is conditioned by the internal composition of the letters themselves,

which is discussed in a separate chapter.

THE CONTENTS OF THE DISSERTATION
The Theoretical Context of the Research

Autobiographical texts have a special place in literary research; they are usually located on the
margin of fiction. In his works of the 1920s (The Literary Fact, (1924), On Literary Evolution,
(1927)), Russian Formalist Jurij Tynianov introduces the concepts of the literary fact and literary
humdrum. The literary humdrum is conceived of as a literary periphery, which supplies literary
facts (phenomena that occupy the centre of literature at a certain time, become part of the
canon). Tynianov explains the concepts of literary fact and literary humdrum by giving
examples of the relations between 18th-century documentary? narratives and genres of fictions.

Tynianov emphasizes that “from the point of view of how art functions, literary
humdrum is something other than art, but in terms of their forms, these phenomena are
contiguous”, i.e. they are qualitatively alike. While Tynianov was researching the issues of
literary history, Roman Jakobson was studying the notion of literature itself. He suggested we
talk about literariness rather than literature: it is that particular trait the text has that allows it to
be included into the corpus of literary texts. This common trait, literariness, which unites various
texts, is mustered in the centre and fades in the periphery.

In distinguishing between centre and periphery in literature, Tynianov adds a spatial
dimension to the definition of literature and thus “imposes” on us the notion of literary space,
which has a methodological bias of its own. For the tradition of literary scholarhsip, spatial
categories are especially significant in explaining the text’s meanings. This dissertation makes
use of the term to expound that which we call “literature”. As Antoine Compagnon observes in

commenting on the quest for the definition of literature from Aristotle to Gérard Genette, the

2 This dissertation follows the Western tradition in using the term “autobiographical texts”, which corresponds to
the notion of “autodocumentary” as used in the Russian tradition of scholarship that deals with autobiographical
texts. Alongside the notion of “autodocumentary” the Russian tradition also employs the terms “autoreferential
texts” and “egodocument”.
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question of what is literature has no answer. Genette suggests that we distinguish between the
constitutive (formal canon) and conditional (historical factors) literariness, whereby depending
on the changing circumstances of reading the nature of what we consider to be “literature” also
changes. This idea partakes of Tynianov’s approach in his works on literary evolution and
centre/periphery. This dissertation considers literature to be all texts to which at some point has
been applied the dynamic notion of literature. Literary space, on the othe rhand, is seen as the
totality of plots, characters, poetics, literary schools, instances, etc. In explaining the nature of
the mythopoetic space, Vladimir Toporov demonstrates that the use of the notion of space is
linked to the relationship between certain points and the establishing of the distances between
them. Pierre Bourdieu specifies the literary space in his theory of the literary field, where what is
significant is not the text itself, but the hierarchy of texts, authors and literary schools, in other
words, the issue of positions behind and their relations.

Compagnon defines literariness not as the presence or absence of something, the
principle of “all or nothing’, but the principle of “more or less”. On the basis of the definitions of
literature and literary space, this dissertation understands literariness as 1) transtextual relations
between letters; 2) the relation between epistolary strategies and the events of the literary field;
3) the poetical logic of word-connecting (alliterations, assonances);

Because literariness is not only a textual trait, which may be more or less distinct, may
be well-expressed or potential, but is also the way the text functions, sometimes it is more
accurate to talk about the literary mode/register/regime of textual functioning.

The complexity of the research of autobiographical texts springs from the very term we
use: autos — self, bios — life, graphein — to write. Autos introduces the issue of subject/object,
identity, and memory; bios — the issue of reference, documentariness and experience; graphein
problematizes the textual expression of autos and bios and raises the problem of literariness.

At the roots of modern studies of autobiographies we find a collection of essays edited
by James Olney titled Autobiography: Essays Theoretical and Critical (1980) and Women’s
Autobiography: Essays in Criticism, a collection of essays edited by Estelle Jelinek. While
Olney’s collection comments on the works that show the shift in autobiographical research from
bios as a chain of historical facts to auto and graphein, Jelinek’s study opens up new resources —
women’s autobiographies — to autobiographical research and brings in a new, that is, gender
perspective into this scholarly realm.

With time the corpus of autobiographical texts is replenished by new material, such as
performances, comic books, and theatrical productions, all of which broaden our field of

research and modify the perspective of reading and analysis. However, all the different
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viewpoints and approaches towards autobiographical research converge in the work of Philip
Lejeune.

Lejeune’s work on autobiographical texts dates back to the 1960s. He expanded on the
traditional definition of autobiography as “a retrospective prose narrative written by a historical
figure and focusing on the author’s lifestory, especially his/her coming of age.” Lejeune
introduces the concepts of autobiographical pact and autobiographical act. He concentrates on
the author’s name, which is usually placed on the book cover, either above or below the book’s
title, on the title page. The book’s genre (autobiography, biography, memoirs, etc.) is indicated
here as well. Lejeune considers this first page with the author’s “signature” to be a document, an
autobiographical pact or contract, which may be mystified, in juridical terms, falsified, but the
signee here takes responsibility.

Before the autobiographical pact is signed, the autobiographical act has to take place, i.e.
the text has to be written. Lejeune distinguishes between the past as the events reconstructed in
the autobiographical narrative and the very process of reconstructing the past in the present, the
autobiographical act. In Lejeune’s view, the researchers of littérature intime should concentrate
on the autobiographical act itself. This dissertation makes use of Lejeune’s ideas, but specifies
them by means of Genette’s methodological apparatus as developed in the works Narrative
Discourse (1972) and Paratexts: thresholds of interpretation (1987).

For Lejeune, autobiographical texts are in a significant relation with their immediate
textual environment. Genette calls these relations paratextual relations. The text’s relation to its
boundary elements, which are still part of the text’s body (the author’s name, epigraph,
dedication, introduction, etc.) is called a peritext, while the text’s relation to its surrounding texts
which are not part of the text’s body as such (interviews, letter, diaries, etc.) is called an epitext.
Genette also distinguishes between the author’s and the publisher’s paratexts. The authorial
peritext is that element of the autobiographical text which Lejeune calls the autobiographical
pact.

In the epistolary communication, paratexts (peritexts) are the names of the addresser and
the addressee, the address and date. They exist on the boundary of the text, constituting a
threshold between textual space and beyond, whereby the author’s name is virtually a signature.

The autobiographical act is another property of the autobiographical text Lejeune points
out. The analytical approach to the autobiographical act in this research becomes clearer when
looked at through Genette’s theory of narratology. In commenting on the issue of the author in
the autobiographical text as in any other, Genette suggests that rather than talking about the

story’s author (literary instance), we talk about the figure of the narrator (narrateur), the
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relationship between the narrator and his/her story, as well as the way in which the figure of the
narrator is constructed in the narrative.

The narrative falls into three levels: level of the story, diegetic level (narrative) and level
of discourse (narration). Narration, too, consists of several levels, which Genette calls
extradiegetic, intradiegetic and metadiegetic. The number of narrative levels consists of the
number of narrators. The extradiegetic plane is the starting point defining the time in relation to
which all the shifts in narrative time are measured. As regards time, the extradiegetic narrative
plane constitutes a boundary, which is suggested already in its prefix “extra”.

Autobiographical texts have a distinct identity because their protagonist is also the
narrator. However, this creates the problem of dualism: the time of narration and the narrative
time do not coincide. Genette observes that in diaries and letters, “the narrator is the hero and
already someone else.” That “someone else” is the narrator of the present, the scribe, who signs
the text. The signature, like the form of address, date and mailing address in letters, constitutes
not only the text’s margin in spatial terms, a paratext, but also the extradiegetic narrative level
with the extradiegetic narrator.

The extradiegetic narrator is the narrator hic et nunc, who is responsible for the text’s
design, structure and the reflection on the act of writing, i.e. the explanation of why certain
words have been chosen. The extradiegetic plane includes all performative enunciations because

they are equivalent to actions, acts coinciding with the act of writing.

Findings of the research.

In the course of the research, this dissertation has constructed an analytical model for the
examination of autobiographical texts. This model is based on the narratological approach to the
text and follows these steps:

1) First, the peculiarities of the *“autobiographical pact” in each group of letters are
described in order to analyze the authorial peritext in each given autobiographical text;

2) Second, the analysis of the autobiographical act, the extradiegetic narrative level that
locates the narrator rather than the hero, is developed,;

3) Afterwards, the relations of the extradiegetic level and the authorial peritext are
analyzed. The authorial peritext is not only a boundary element, but is also in relation to
the extradiegetic narrative level,

4) The final stage in the analysis involves (4.1.) determining what literary models the
extradiegetic level refers to (if, indeed, it does); (4.2.) interpreting the determined literary

models.
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The research conducted interprets the peculiarities of the narrative structures of Tsvetajeva’s
epistles and demonstrates how we may approach the issue of literariness in autobiographical
texts. The analytical model in question investigates the narrative elements which are linked to
the extradiegetic level: greetings (in Tsvetajeva’s case, it coincides with the form of address),
farewells, requests and thanks. It also analyzes the reflection of the autobiographical act, which
captures the present of the letter and is linked to the extradiegetic narrative level as well.

Tsvetajeva’s epistolary corpus consists of epistolary affairs (love letters addressed to
men), household letters (letters to women), business correspondence (letters to male publishers)
and letters-exceptions partaking of the poetics of the epistolary affairs (love letters addressed to
women, who are also addressees in the household correspondence).

All of these groups of correspondence are concerned with such elements of the
extradiegetic narrative level as the form of address and the reflection on the act of writing;
farewell is not characteristic to Tsvetajeva’s epistles and is recurrent only in her houselhold
letters; requests and thanks are more peculiar to her household and business correspondence,
rather than love letters. The four groups of letters are not only associated with different
ensembles of extradiegetic elements, but also different degrees of literariness.

Love letter addressees are renamed, they are give a new, “literarily coded” name and
these forms of address project several directions of transtextual dialog with: 1) German
Neo/Romantic poetry; 2) Grecian mythology; 3) 17th-century French salon literature (littérature
de la préciosité); 4) commedia dell'arte, 5) Tsvetajeva’s literary texts; 6) The Letters of a
Portuguese Nun and Julie de Lespinasse’s letters to count Guilbert. The texts that fall within
these categories offer the models of unrealized love which originates from amor de lonh, the
conception of love formulated by the medieval cultural tradition of courtoisie later reconsidered
and reinterpreted at the end of the 19th and the beginning of the 20th century (1, 3,5, 6 ). A
variety of this conception is forbidden love and unrequited love (2, 4).

The analysis of the forms of address in the four groups of letters has demonstrated that
the shift into the literary register is indicated by the form “dear”. The function of this most
recurrent form of address becomes clearer in the context of the household correspondence. Here,
the address form “dear” appears only episodically and the cases of its consistent use are based
on the consonance between the female addressee’s name and the form of address or they are
associated with the functioning of the paratext of Tsvetajeva’s literary texts.

The addressees in the bussiness correspondence are not renamed, but “dear”, as a form of
address, which is “literarily marked” in Tsvetajeva’s epistolary corpus, may be interpreted as a

potential of the love affair through letters which has no conditions to be realized.
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These groups of letters are also concerned with the reflection on the act of writing itself,
which, in epistolary affairs, perfoms the function of stage directions not unlike those in a drama,
where the renamed addressees would play their roles: mise-en-scénes are constructuted, pauses
and intonations indicated.

With regard to the reflection on the act of writing, Tsvetajeva perceives her household
correspondence as inferior to the love letters. In the household correspondence, the act of
writing appeals to the value of silence, which is characteristic to Tsvetajeva’s own literary works
and within a broader context, the religious practice of isichism.

The business correspondence lies between the epistolary affairs and the household
correspondence. Although the forms of address are reminiscent of the epistolary affairs, the self-
reflective act of writing, which comments on the household and business correspondence as
inadequate, links the former with the latter. While the household correspondence is juxtaposed
to the superiority of the love letters, the feebleness of the business letters is juxtaposed to the
lyrical essay. Broadly speaking, though, the reflection on the act of writing is not characteristic
to this type of correspondence.

In all the groups of letters under analysis the self-reflection of the writing act is
associated with the demonstration and explanation of how the choice of the words is conditioned
by their acoustic structure.

Elements like thanks and requests are barely present in the love letters. They appear with
the end of the love affair and the transformation of the love relationship into a business one.
Conversely, the household correspondence consists of daily requests and a sequence of thanks.
In many letters, the thanks formula, which appears after the addressee has fulfilled the request, is
abandoned a few times and the requests remain within the household boundaries. The same
models that apply to the reflection on the act of writing are relevant to the request and thanks
formulas in the romantic and household correspondence: in the love letters, requests turn into
instructions of reading, which become reminiscent of stage directions that regulate the actors’
performance. The thanks come close to becoming a ritual linked to the roots of the theatrical
practices; in the household correspondence, in turn, the thanks are performed through

“reticence” associated with the isichasts’ “wise prayer”.

The requests and thanks of the business correspondence gain traits of literariness through
intratextual relations: the business correspondence follows Tsvetajeva’s literary texts as an
epitext, requests and thanks here are recording the history of the creation and publication of her

literary texts.
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Farewell is not characteristic to Tsvetajeva’s epistles and consistently appears only in the
houselhold correspondence. If the shift to the literary regime in the epistolary affairs takes place
through intertextual relations and the business correspondence is more concerned with the
intratextual relations among Tsvetajeva’s texts, the literariness of the household letters deals
with the state of the literary field at the time of the writing of the letter. The farewell formula
shifts from the neutral to the literary register at the moment when the women, who are the
addressees of the household letters, enter the literary pantheon.

Thus all the categories of Tsvetajeva’s letters have literary traits and the shift to the
literary register depends on the addressee. The addressee determines what kind of relation to the
literary space and the literary field will be actualized. Tsvetajeva’s epistles gain literary traits
through 1) the letters’ dialog with the literary texts of various epochs; 2) their relation to
Tsvetajeva’s literary texts themselves; 3) references to the extratextual events in the literary
community and the hierarchical battles in the literary field; 4) the emphasis on the poetic
function of the words used. The love letters “embody” literary plots, the business
correspondence is linked to Tsvetajeva’s literary writing as its paratext and the household
correspondence is concerned with the changes in the institutional status of the female writer. The
emphasis on the consonances and assonances of the linking words emerges, though irregularly,

in all the groups of letters.
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OBLIASA XAPAKTEPUCTUKA PABOTbBI

[Mpu wuccnenoBaHumM aBTOOMOTpAPHUECKUX TEKCTOB BCerJa B TOW Wi WHOW (opme
BO3HHUKAET BOIPOC O COOTHOUICHWH B HUX «IIO33WU M MPABIbD», TO €CTh (DAKTOB W BBIMBICIA, B
CBSI3M C 4YEM, BaKHBIMHA OKa3bIBAIOTCSl NEHCTBYIOIIME B JAHHOW KYJIbTYypEe JMTEpaTypHbIE
KOHBeHIWHU. [IrcbMa, KOTOpble Hapsmy C aBToOWorpaduei, BOCIOMUHAHHUIMHU (MeMyapamm),
JTHEBHUKAMH U 3alTUCHBIMU KHIDKKAMH BXOJAT B KOPIYC aBTOOHOTpapUUECKIX TEKCTOB, B CHITY
CBOEH KaHPOBOW CIEHU(HUKHN TO3BOJITIOT B3IJIHYTH Ha 3TY HPOOJEMYy 1OJ OCOOBIM YIJIOM.
JlaHHOE JHMCCepTAllMOHHOE WCCIENOBAHME paccMaTpuBaeT mpodjaemy aHamm3a (opm
JUTEPATYPHOCTH aBTOOMOTpAaUUECKUX TEKCTOB, B UYAaCTHOCTH IHMCEM, Ha MaTepualie
SMUCTOJSIPHOTO Hacneauss Mapunbsl [[BeraeBoii. [l aHanm3a BBHIOUpAIOTCS OONBIIHE OJIOKU
Mepenucky, a UMeHHo: nuckMa Kk Canomee AHaponukoBoi-I'amsnepH, Anekcanapy baxpaxy,
Apuanne bepr, Bepe bynunoii, Bamentuny BynrakoBy, AGpamy Bummsky (I'emmkomny),
Haranee TaiinykeBuu, Hukomao I'ponckomy, Pomany [ymo, IOpuito MHsacky, Omnbre
Konbacunoii-Hepnosoii, Pauce JlomonocoBoii, Koncrantuny Poxzesuuy, Banumy Pynneny,
Bmagumupy Cocunckomy, Ilerpy CyBumnckomy, AnHe TeckoBoii, ['eopruro DegoToBy,
Jumutputo [llaxosckomy, Araromuto Llreirepy.

N3 ananmsa wuckmogaercs TpoWcTBeHHas mnepenncka Mapuna IlsetaeBa — bopuc
[Macreprak — Paitnep Mapusi Puibke, Tak Kak JaHHas MEperMcKa 3aHUMAEeT 0co00e MECTO B
snuctossipun L{BeraeBoii. Dta mepenucka cpa3zy CTPOMTCA KaK TPUAJIOT, YTO IMOAPA3yMEBAET
ocoOble cTpareru nuchbMa. A HacTosmas paboTa OTPAHUYMBACTCS AHAIN30M «TPATULMOHHON»
(OpMBI TTEPETTUCKU MEKIY IBYMS SIUCTOISIPHBIMU COOSCeTHUKAMH, TIPHYEM aKICHT B aHAJIN3E
CTaBUTCS HA 0COOEHHOCTSX mrceM LIBeTaeBoii, a OTBETHBIE MHChMa, KaK MPABUJIO, OCTAIOTCS BHE
MOJISL 3pEHUSL.

OcHoBHbIE Leu JAHHOTO uccaenoBaHus — (I) mpemsiokuTh aHATUTHYECKYIO MOJIENb
s pabotel ¢ aBroOmorpapmueckumMu TekcTamu, (II) BBIABUTE OCOOEHHOCTH CTPYKTYpPHI
MMOBECTBOBAHMUS SMHUCTOJIIPHOTO TEKCTa Ha mpuMmepe koprmyca nucem Mapunsl LBeraesoit, (111)
MIPOIEMOHCTPUPOBATH CIIOCOOBI PEHICHHUS TIPOOIIEMBI JINTEPATYPHOCTH B TAKOTO TUITA TEKCTAX.

Metoabl anajau3a. /11 JaHHOTO WCCIIENOBAHUS BAKHBIM SIBIACTCS (POPMAIUCCKO-
(nocm)cmpykmypanucmcKuti OAX0J K TEKCTY, COCPEIOTOUCHHBIN Ha BBISIBICHUM BHYTpEHHEH
CTPYKTYPBI TEKCTa, €€ OCOOCHHOCTEH M COOTHOIICHUH PAa3HBIX DJIEMEHTOB JAHHOW CTPYKTYPHI.
AKTyanpHBIMH JUI1  Hacrosimeil paloTel siBisitoTcss  mcciepoBanus Opus  TeiasHOBA,

pa3pabaTbIBaoNIe CHCTEMY OTHOLICHWI pa3HbIX (popm Tekcra, padorel Pomana SkobOcona,
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o0cyXnarommue npo0dieMy OTHOICHU N JTMHTBUCTUKY M TIOTHKH, U Pa3BUTHE UIEH HOpMaTbHON
ukoJisl FOpuem Jlotmanom.

OcHOBHOWl MeTOJ aHaiuW3a B ITAaHHOM HCCIEIOBAHWUU — Happamoaocudeckui. C ero
MOMOTIIBIO0 MOXET OBITh ONUCaHa crenu(uKa CTPYKTYpPHI MOBECTBOBAHUS aBTOOHOTPApIIECKOTO
Tekcta. OCHOBOM It HApPaTOJOTHYECKOTO TOAXOJa K TEKCTy B JaHHOW paboTe SBISIETCS
KOHIICTIIINST ypOBHEHW TIMOBECTBOBAaHMSA, NpemiokeHHas JKepapom JKenerrowm, sBIsroImasics
KITFOYOM K JKaHPOBOH CIIEIIU(HKE MTHUCEM.

[Mpob6rema, monHMMaemMasi B JaHHOM HCCJIEIOBAaHHH, — 3TO MOUCK BO3MOXKHOCTEH
MoJX0Ja K TEKCTY MHUCEM Kak K JUTEpaTypHOMY MPOM3BEICHUIO, MM MHA4Ye — MOUCK TeX
JJIEMEHTOB TEKCTa, TJ€ NPOSBISACTCS JHUTEPATYPHBIA PEKUM HX (YHKIHOHHPOBAHHUS,
KOTOPBIA B TIEPBYIO OYepeldb CBA3aH C JHAIOTOM TEKCTa MHCeM C COOCTBEHHO
TUTEPATyPHBIMU/XYIOKECTBEHHBIMU TIpOM3BeeHUsAMH. WM 31ech OTHpaBHOM TOYKOM
SABIISICTCSL UHMepMmeKcmyaivHoe dTeHne nuceM. [loHATHe MHTePTEKCTYyalbHOCTH B JaHHOM
HCCIIe0BaHUU omupaeTcs Ha paboTel JKeHeTra, B KOTOPBIX OH MpeJiaraeT paccMaTpuBaTh
B3aMMO/ICHCTBHE TEKCTA KaK ¢ parMeHTaMu JAPYTUX TEKCTOB, TaK U C UEJIBIMH TEKCTAMH U
XKaHPaAMH.

Takxe s BBIABICHHUS JUTEPATYpPHOTO MOJYyCa MHUCEM Ba)KHOU SBIACTCS HEpapXus
JTUTEPATYPHBIX TEKCTOB, aBTOPOB M T.JI. CYIMIECTBYIOIIAs B TOT MJIM WHOMW TEPHUOJ BPEMCHH.
M 3pmeck akTyaneH HaMmedeHHBIH conuosioroM lIsepom bypase moaxon, mpu KOTOPOM
IUTEpaTypa paccMaTpUBAETCS HE KaK OJHOPOJHOE IPOCTPAHCTBO, COCTOSIIEEe M3 psna
JTUTEPATYPHBIX TEKCTOB, a KaK JIMTEpATypHOE I0JIe, YaCTh COMAIHHOTO MPOCTPAHCTBA, T
areHTsl (aBTOPBI, WM3MAaHHUS W T.0.) 3aHUMAIOT OIPECICHHBIC MO3HUINH, (HOPMHPYIOTCS
TUTEpATypHBIE PEIyTAlH M BRICTPANBAIOTCS HEPAPXUH.

HayuHnasi iuTepaTypa 1Mo TeMe COCTOUT W3 HECKOJBKHX TEeMAaTHYECKUX OJOKOB, YTO
OOYCIIOBJICHO CTPYKTYypo# paboTbl. OawH OJIOK — 3TO HAaydyHbIe MOHOTpadUU M CTaThH,
o0ecreunBaOIIUe TCOPETHYSCKYIO M METO0JOTHUYECKYI0 0a3y uccienoBanus. JlaHHBIA OJIOK
JUTEpaTyphl JEIUTCS Ha PaOdOTHI, TOCBSIIEHHBIE WCCICAOBHUIO TIpo0IeM COOCTBEHHO
aBroomorpaduyeckux tekctoB (JI. Bomsmepr, JI. T'un30ypr, I'. EnuzaBetuna, E. JleBkosuy, U.
[Mantepuo, B. ITomopora, . Caskuna, K.JI. Cox, W.M. Todd Ill, J. Butler, E H. Cook, P. J.
Eakin, M. Evans, E. Jelinek, K. Jensen,, L. S. Kauffman, P. Lejeune, L. Marcus, J. Olney, S.
Smith, J. Watson, D. C. Stanton u T.1.), ¥ Ha WCCIEIOBaHHUs, MPEUIATAOIIME TC HIIA HHBIC
MmeTozbl aHanu3a Tekcra (FO. Anpecsn, 0. Jlorman, 0. Teiasuos, P. SIko6con, P. Bourdieu, G.
Genette, J. Austin, u T.1.). JIpyroit 010k — paOOThI, MOCBSIICHHBIC H3YYCHHIO IMOITHUKU

seraeroit (K. Azanosckuii, C. AxmaneeBa, P. Boiirexouu, T. I'eBopksn, C. Enpanrkas, K.
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YKoruna, JI. 3yooBa, M. Jlsmon, H. Ocumora, O. Pes3una, U. IlleBencuko, O. Hasty, A. Smith u

T.L.).

HoBu3Ha [JaHHOr0 /JAMCCEPTALMOHHOIO HCCJIEJOBAHMA 3aKJIIOYACTCI B  TPeEX
00CTOATENbCTBAX:

— BO-TIEPBBIX, MaTepual ucciegoBanus (3nucroyisipuil L{BeraeBoii) 10 cux mop ocraercs
MaJIOU3Y4€HHBIM;

—  BO-BTOpPBIX, IPHUMEHEHHE TEOPETHYECKHX  MPEANOCHUIOK,  IMPEAJIOKEHHBIX
WCCIIEIOBATEISIMUA  aBTOOMOTPAPUUECKON JIUTEPaTypbl M YTOYHEHHBIX HAppaTOJIOTUIECKUM
MO/IXOJIOM, BIIEPBBIE OCYILECTBIISIETCA HA IPUMEPE aHaIM3a LeJbHOTO KOPIyca TEKCTOB;

— B-TpPEThUX, B JaHHOW paboTe OyaeT NpeaIoKeHa MOJelb aHalu3a IPUEMOB
JUTEPATYPHOCTH B MUChMAaX, KOTOPAs MOKET OBITh MPUMEHEHA W JJIsl aHajn3a JAPYIHX THUIIOB
aBTOOMOTPAPHIECKIX TEKCTOB.

Hay4yHo-mpakTHueckass 3HAYMMOCTH JHCCEPTANMH 3aKII0YaeTCs B TOM, YTO
pa3paboTaHHBII B IUCCEPTAlMM METOJA aHajlHM3a IMOBECTBOBATEIHLHOW CTPYKTYPHI IIHCEM
[[BeTaeBoil MOXeT OBITH NPUMEHEH B HCCICJOBAHUSAX SIUCTOSIPHOTO HACIEAUS IPYTUX
aBTOPOB, TMPEXKAE BCETO MOJEPHHUCTOB, PAaOOTAIONMX B Pa3HBIX HAMOHAIBHBIX TPaTUIHIX.
Kpome ToTrO0, pe3ynbraThl JaHHOW AMCCEPTAIIMA MOTYT OBITH HCIIOJIB30BAHBI MPH pa3padoTKe
y4eOHBIX KYPCOB 10 HCTOPHH W TEOPHUH aBTOOMOTPAQHYECKOTO MUChMA, a TaKKe KYPCOB,
MPEACTaBIAIONINX JIUTEPATYPHYIO U KyIbTypHYI0 cutyaruio 1920-1930 rr.

[MpoBeneHHOE WCCIIEIOBAaHUE TIO3BOJISIET COHOPMYIUPOBATH CIEAYIOIINE OCHOBHBIE
M0JI0KeHNUsl, BBIHOCMMbIE HA 3AIIUTY:

1. OcoOeHHOCTBIO TOBECTBOBATEIBHOW CTPYKTYPBI MHUCEM SBISACTCS HaJM4Hhe JBYX
YPOBHEH TOBECTBOBaHHMS: MTOBECTBOBAHUE O COOBITHSIX — MUETETHYECKHH ypOBEHB, U CaM aKT
MOBECTBOBAaHUS,  (DUKCHPYIOIIMH  TOBECTBOBATENS  KaK  «IHIIyIMIee  Tepo»,  —
JKCTPAOUETETHUECKUI ypOBEHb. YacTUYHO DJKCTPANMETETHUYECKUN YPOBEHb IIEPECEKAETCS C
aBTOPCKHM MEPUTEKCTOM aBTOOMOTPAPHIECKOTO TEKCTa;

2. Dnucromsapuii L[BeTaeBoil COCTOMT W3 YeTHIpeX THIIOB MEPENHUCKH: OBITOBas
(mepemnmcka ¢ KCHIIMHAMH), JeoBas (mepemnucka ¢ pelaakropamu), J000BHas (Mepernucka ¢
AMUCTOJISIPHBIMU  BO3JIFOOJICHHBIMU-MY)KUMHAMU) H THChMAa-HCKIFOUCHHUS, TATOTCIONINE K
MO3THKE JIFOOOBHBIX NTHCEM (ITMChMA, aJPECOBAHHbIC KEHILIMHAM);

3. Bce tumbl nepenucku [[BeTaeBoi 001a7al0T YepTaMH JIMTEPATYPHOCTH, a CIOCOO
MOAKJIIOYEHHS JIMTEPATYPHOTO PErucTpa 3aBUCUT OT F'eHJIEPHO MapKHUPOBAHHOTO aJpecara.

4. TlpusHaku auTepaTypHOCTH 3nucTossipuil L{BeTaeBoii npuodperaeT yepes

4.1 nuanor nuceM C JIMTEPATYPHBIMH TEKCTAMHU aBTOPOB Pa3HBIX 310X,
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4.2. COOTHOIIEHUE IICEM C JIUTEPaTYpPHBIMH TeKCTaMu camoi L{BeTaeBoi,

4.3. OTCBIIKY K BHETEKCTOBBIM COOBITHSIM JIUTEPATYpHOTO COOOINECTBA M HEPAPXHICCKUM

OWTBaM BHYTPH JIUTEPATYPHOTO TOJI,

4.4. 0co0Oblil MOAXO[ K CIOBY, KOTOPBIH CBOMCTBEHEH XY 0KECTBEHHOMY TEKCTY (aJUIMTEpaLnH,

ACCOHAHCHI U T.JI.).

5. AHanu3 JUTEpaTypHOCTH IMHCEM Ha MIPUMEPE SMHUCTOJSIPHOTO Hacienus MapuHb

[lBeTacBOM MOXHO NPEICTABUTH B BUAE MOJICIU, MOTCHUUAIBHO HPUMEHHUMOW M B APYrUX

CITy4asiX.

Anpo6anusi padoThl IPOBONIIACH B XO/1€ BHICTYIUICHHI HA HAYYHBIX KOH(PEPEHIHAX:

1.

24-25.11.2006. MexnynapoaHas HaydHas KoH(pepeHuus «Pycckas moasus: rox 1924y,
JlayraBnuiackuii yHHBEpcUTeT, ¢utonormdeckuii paxynasrer. Jokman «OcobeHHoCTH
aBro/O0morpaduyeckoro tekcta Mapunsl LlBeraeBoii: mucema k bopucy Ilacrepraky
1924 roga».

16.11.2007. Hayuynas xoHdepennus «Lietuvé moteris emigracijoje» [«JIuToBckue
KCHILUHBI B SMUTpaln»], yauBepcuteT Burayraca Benukoro, UHcTUTyT MUTOBCKOM
smurpanuu. [okmnan «Autobiografinio teksto skaitymas: Marinos Cvetajevos atvejis»
[«Yrenune aBTOOMOTpadmIecKoro Tekcra: ciydaid Mapunsl L{BeTaeBoii»).
14-15.03.2008. Mexaynapoanas HaydHas koHpepenmus «Women‘s Writing. Mapping
Experience» [«KeHckoe mmchMo: kapTorpadus ombiTa»|, yHHUBepcuTeT Tammepe,
¢umonormueckuit ¢akynprer. [oxmax «Purypa moBecTBOBaTeds B MHCBbMax M.
Lseraesoii K. PogzeBuuy».

24.04.2008. PecybmkaHcKkas ToKTopaHTckas koHdpepenist «Naujausi humanitariniai
tyringjimai — 2008» [«Hogeiiumne rymanuTapHbie wuccienoBanus — 2008»],
BunbHtocckuit  yHuBepcuteT, ¢unonornueckuii ¢pakynprer. Jlokman «Pasakotojas
Marinos Cvetajevos laiskuose Konstantinui Rodzevi¢iui» [«®urypa mosectBoBaress B
nucemax M. LlseraeBoit K. Ponzesuuyy].

4-5.12.2008. MexnaynapoaHas HaydHas KoH(pepenuus «Pycckas moasms: rox 1925»
JlayraBnuiackuii yHUBepcHTeT, ¢uonormdeckuit dakymsrer. dokman «['epoit tpyna
Mapuna L{BeraeBa».

10-11.04.2009. MexnynapogHas HaydHas KoH(pepeHus «DeHOMEH 3ariaBusl.
@UHANBHBI KOMIUIEKC TEKCTa», POCCHICKHI TOCYNapCTBEHHBIH T'yMaHUTapHBIN
yHuBepcutet, punonorndeckuii axymprer (MockBa) Jlokman «IloBectBoBarenr Ha

nopore Tekcta (nmuceMa Mapunsl L{BeTaeBoii)».
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7. 24.09.2009. PecmyOmmkanckasi moktopaHrckas koHpepenmus «Doktoranty agora:
metodologiniai mainai» [«/lokTOpaHTCKasi agora: METOJOJIOTHICCKUN OOMEH»],
Wucturyr nurToBcko#t sutepatrypel U donbkiopa. Jlokman «Auto-bio-grafija:
autobiografinio  zanro  tyrimo  problema» [«ABro-Oumo-rpadus:  1pPOOIEMBI
HCCIICIOBAHNUS KAHPa»].

8. 23.04.2010. Mexnynaponnas Hay4dHas KoH(pepeHIms «JIuteparypa M JTOKYMEHTHI:
TEOPETUYECKOE OCMBICIICHHE TEMbI», VHCTHUTYT MHPOBOW JMTEpaTypbl HM.
A MJTIopskoro, PAH (Mocksa). [oxman «JlurepaTypHble NpPHUMETHl YaCcTHOM
nepenucku (ciydail Mapunsl L{BeTaeBoit)».

9. 18-19.03.2010. Pecmybnmkanckas HaydHas koH(pepenmus «Motery raSymas: tradicija,
interpretacijos, vizijos» [«KeHckoe mUCBMO: Tpaaullvsi, HHTEPIPETALUS, BUACHHEY)],
Wuctutyr nuTOBCKOW JmTeparypbl u  Qonbkiopa. [okman «Mielasis drauge...’
Marinos Cvetajevos laisSkai Natalijai Gaidukevic». [«,Mubrii npyr...” mucbkma MapuHb
IIBeraeBoit Haramuu ["aiimykeBua].

OCHOBHBIE TE€3HCHI AUCCEPTAMU OBLIN MPEICTABICHBI HA ceMUHApe «UTO 3HAYMT YHUTATH U

nucaTh muckMa?» (14.04.2009), BunbHiocckuii yHUBEpCeUTeT, LIeHTp reHAepHBIX UCCIEI0BAaHHN.

CtpykTypa auccepramuu. Pabora cocToMT W3 BBEICHHS, YETHIpEX OCHOBHBIX dYacTeit
(«/TumepamypHas Kyxus: 0coOeHHOCMU CMPYKNYPbl NOBECME0BAHUS NUCEM, AOPeCOBAHHbIX
oHrceHuyuHamy, «JIumepamyprvle nOOMOCMKU: OCODEHHOCMU CMPYKMYPbl NOBECMB08aAHUs
JII0DOBHBIX NUCEM, AOPECOBAHHBIX MYAHCUUHAMY», «J/lumepamypHoe 3axymucve: 0cobOeHHOCmU
CMPYKMYpbl NOBECMB0BAHUSL O€L0BbIX NUCEM, AOPECOBAHHBIX MYNCUUHAMY, «JTumepamypHbiil
Mackapao: 0cobeHHOCmU CMPYKMypbl HOBECMB08AHUA  TODOBHBIX NUCEM, AOPeCOBAHHBIX
HCEHWUHAM (NUCOMA-UCKTIIOYEHUS)»), 3aKTFOUCHUS U CITUCKA JIUTEPATYPHI.

BHyTpeHHsisT CTPYKTypa IJIaB BBITVIANT  CICAYIOIIMM  0o0pasoM: CHadaia
paccMaTpuBarOTCS 0COOEHHOCTH OOpaImeHui, MpOIIaHui, Mpockd M OJIaroJapHOCTEH, a 3aTeM
aHaIM3UpyeTcs crnenupuKa aKkTa MHCbMa Ui JaHHOW TpyNmbl TeKcToB. He BO Bcex riaBax
paccMaTpuBalOTCA BCe ISTh OOO3HAYEHHBIX DJIEMEHTOB. OJTO CBS3aHO C BHYTPEHHEH

opraHnsauHeﬁ KopIryCca InuceM, BbIACICHHOTO B OTACJIbHYIO I'JIaBY.

OCHOBHOE COIAEPKXAHUE PABOTbI
Teoperudecknii KOHTEKCT UCCIEIOBAHNS.
ABToOHOTrpaMuecKkue TEKCTHI B JIUTEPAType MMEIOT OCOOBIA CTaTyC: MX IIOJIOKEHHE

OTIpeeNsieTcsl Kak IMmorpaHndHas 00JIacTh XyI0KeCTBEHHOH ymTepaTypbl. Pycckuii hopmamuct
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HOpwuit TemsHOB B pabdorax 1920-x rr. («Jlureparypusiii dakr» (1924), «O nureparypHOi
sBomonn» (1927)) BBOOWT TOHATHE JUTEPATypHOro aKra | JIMTEPaTypHOTO ObITa.
JluteparypHblii OBIT TIOHUMAeETCs Kak Tepudepus TUTEepaTypbl, U3 KOTOPOW MOIOJIHSICTCS
apceHal JMTepaTypHbIX (PaKTOB, T€X SBICHHUN, KOTOPHIC B TOT WM MHOM IEPHON HAXOMATCS B
HEHTPE JIMTEPATyphl, ABISIOTCA KaHOHOM. [loHsATHE NMUTEepaTypHOro OBITA M JUTEPATYPHOTO
¢axra TeIHAHOB 00BSCHSCT Ha MpUMepe B3auMoaeicTBus B nureparype X VIII B. ObITOBBIX (4TO
B TEPMHHOIOTHH THIHSHOBA CHHOHHMIYHO (4BTO)IOKYMCHTAIBHOMY ) TEKCTOB C COOCTBEHHO
XY/I0KECTBCHHBIMU JKaHpPaMH.

THIHSHOB TMOJYEPKUBAET TOT MOMEHT, YTO <« XYHIOXKXECTBEHHBIH OBIT® <...> 10
(YHKIIMOHATBHON pPOJMM B HEM HCKYCCTBA, HEYTO OTIMYHOE OT MCKYCCTBa, HO 1Mo (opme
SBIICHUH OHU COTIPUKACAIOTCS», T.€. 00JaJaroT cXxokuMu kadecrBamu. Ecim TeiHsHOB paboTtan
HaJI IpobIeMaMu HCTOPHUH JUTEpaTypsl, To Poman SIkoO6coH mpobiemMaTn3npoBall caMo TOHTHE
muteparypsl. Kak xopomo m3BecTHO, SIKOOCOH mperyiarajd TOBOPUTH HE O JIUTEpaType, a o
JIUTEPATYPHOCTH, KOTOpask U JOJDKHA OBITh MPEAMETOM TEOPHUH JIMTEPATYypPhl, 3TO TOT OCOOBIHA
MPHU3HAK TEKCTa, M0 KOTOPOMY OH BKIIFOYAETCS B JUTEpaTypy. Torma oOmmii mpusHak, oOmee
KadyeCcTBO TEKCTOB, O KOTOPOM TOBOPHUT TBIHAHOB, 3TO .JumepamypHocms, KOTOPAs
CKOHIICHTPUPOBAHA B IICHTPE M PACCEMBACTCS K TEPUPEPHIL.

THIHSHOB, BBINENAS B JUTEpaType LEHTP W mepudeprro, BBOAUT B OIpPEICICHHE
JUTEpaTypbl NPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIM MPHU3HAK M TEM CaMblM  «HABA3BIBACT» TEPMHH
«npocmparcmeo aumepamypoly. TEPMHUH «TIPOCTPAHCTBO» METOAOJIOTHYECKH HE HEUTpaneH. B
TPaJANULINKU JUTEPATYPOBEACHHS B IPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIX TEPMUHAX OINMCHIBACTCS 3HAUECHUE TEKCTA.
B nannoit pabore TEpMHUH MPOCTPAHCTBO TPUMEHSETCS U1 ONHCAHHS CTPYKTYPHI TOTO, YTO
HasbIBaeTcs «inreparypoir». Kak ormeuaer Anryan KommaHbOoH, MOABITOXHBAsT IOWCKH
OnpeAeNieHHs] OHATHA «JIMTepaTypa» oT Apuctotens a0 KeHerrta, BOIPOC O TOM, YTO TaKoe
nuTepatypa, HepaspemwnM. JKeHeTT mpeiaraeT rOBOPUTh O KOHCTUTYTHBHOM (IO CYIIHOCTH:
¢dopmanbHbIE KaHOHBI, (hopMa) M KOHIWIHOHAIBHON (IO OOCTOSATENHCTBAM: HCTOPUYECKUE
(baxTopbl) TUTEPATYPHOCTH, TEM CaMbIM NOAYEPKHBAs TOBIKHOCTH MOHITHS «IUTEPATypay,
IZle B 3aBUCHMOCTH OT OOCTOSITEJIBCTB UTEHHS MEHSCTCS COJEpKAaHHUE TOTO, YTO CUUTAETCS
TMTEpaTypor. JTa ues mepeKIuKaeTcs ¢ pa3padoTkamMu THIHSHOBA O TMUTEPATYPHON IBOIIOLUU
U LeHTpe/mepudepun JIuTepaTypbl. B 1aHHOM HCCIEIOBaHUM TOJ Jiumepamypol TOHUMAETCs

BCCh Ha60p TCKCTOB, KOTOpBIP'I B TOT WIA HHOH nepuo BpEMCHH BKIIHOYAJICA B IMOJABUIKHOC

! HaHHaﬂ pa60Ta MIPUACPIKNUBACTCA 3ar1az[H0171 Tpaguuuu, B HeH HCHOJIB3YCTCS TECPMUH <<aBT06I/IOFpa(1)I/I‘{eCKI/Ie
TCKCTbI», HYTO CHHOHUMHYHO TCPMHUHY «aBTOI[OKyMeHTaIIBHBIﬁ», YCTOSABIIEMYCS B pyCCKOﬁ Tpaaununu
I/ICCJ'IGZ[OBaHI/Iﬁ aBTO6PIOFpa(bPI‘leCKOI71 JIMTCPAaTypBhI. Hapsmy C omnpeacieHueM <<aBTOﬂ0KyMeHTaHBHBIﬁ>> TAKXKC
HCIIOJIB3YCTCA TEPMUH «aBTope(bepeHunanLHHﬁ», «OroAOKYMCEHT.
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HNOHATHE JIUTEPATYPbl. A TOA NPOCMPAHCMBEOM JuUmMepamypvl — COBOKYIHOCTb CIOXKETOB,
MEPCOHAXKEH, MOITHUK, JUTEPATYPHBIX IIKOJI, JIUTEPATYpHBIX WHCTAHIMI u T.. Paccyxkmas o
MHU(OTIOITUIECKOM TIpOCTpaHCcTBe, Bnamgumup TomopoB yka3eiBaeT Ha TO, YTO BOOOIIE
NPUMEHEHNE UCH TPOCTPAHCTBA CBA3AHO C ONPENEICHHEM COOTHOIICHHUS TE€X WM MHBIX TOUYEK
W TUCTAaHIIMA MEXIy HUMH. [IpoCTpaHCTBO JHMTEpaTyphl YTOUHSETCS TEOPHEH JTUTEepaTypHOTO
noJisi Bypawe, rae akTyalbHBIM SIBISIETCS HE TEKCT KaK TAaKOBOM, a MEPapXHsl TEKCTOB, aBTOPOB,
JUTEPATYPHBIX KO H T.J., T.€. BBISIBICHHUE MMO3UIHHA, KOTOPHIEC 3aHUMAIOT PAa3IMYHbIC areHTHI,
¥ COOTHOIIEHHUE 3THX MO3ULUN.

C moHATHEM JUTEPaTyphl CBA3aHO TMOHITHE JIMTEPATYpHOCTH, KOTOpPOE Kak 0000Imaer
KommanboH, «ompenensercsi He HAJIMYUEeM M OTCYTCTBHEM Yero-Jioo, Mo MPHHIHITY ‘BCE M
HUYETO’, a 10 MPUHIMITY ‘O0JbIIe I MeHbIIE ». VIcXoas 13 MpUHIMAaeMOoTo B TaHHOU paboTte
OTIPENICNICHHS JINTEPAaTypbl M MPOCTPAHCTBA JIMUTEPATYPHI, TOJA JHUTEPATYPHOCTBIO OYymyT
nornMmarbesi (1) TpaHCTEKCTyalbHBIE CBS3M MHCEM, TJ€ TEPMHUH «TPAHCTEKCTYaJbHOCTH)»
BOCXOJWT K TEOpeTHYECKUM paszpaboTkam JKeHeTra O jamajgore Tekcra ¢ Tekcramu. (2)
JlutrepatypHOCTH OyeT TOHUMATHCSA U KaK BIMSHUAE TEX WM MHBIX COOBITHI IOJIS JTUTEPATYPHI
Ha cTparerud nuceMa. (3) A Takke B MOHATHE JIUTEPATYPHOCTH OyIEeT BXOIUTH 0COO0 TECHOE
B3aUMO/ICHCTBHE MKy OObETMHEHHBIMU B BBICKA3bIBAHUN CIIOBAaMH, HAIIpUMep, aJUTMTEPAIIiH,
ACCOHAHCHI.

[TockombKy TUTEPAaTypHOCTh — 3TO KAaYECTBO TEKCTa, KOTOPOE MOKET MPHUCYTCTBOBATH B
OoypIIeli WM MEHBIIEH CTENeHHW, OBITh NPOSIBICHHBIM WM TOTCHIHAIBHBIM, CIOCO0
OBITOBAaHMS TEKCTa, TO B HEKOTOPHIX CIydasX MMEET CMBICI TOBOPUTH HE CTOJBKO O KadeCTBE
TEKCTa, CKOJIBKO O JIUTEPATYPHOM MOIYCE/peKuMe/perucTpe ero GyHKIMOHUPOBAHUS.

CnoxxHoctn B paboTe ¢ aBTOOMOTPAPHISCKHMMH TEKCTAMH OMNPEACISIOTCS CaMOM
nedununmeii: autos (cam) — bios (xu3up) — graphein (mmcarp). AUtOS aKTyaqM3HPYIOT
npobiieMy cyObekTa/00beKTa, HICHTHYHOCTH, MaMsTH; DI0S -- mpobiemMy pedepeHInaTIbHOCTH,
JOKYMEHTAIIbHOCTH, OTIbITa; graphein -- mpobieMaTu3upyeT TeKCTyalbHOE BBIpakeHHE autos u
bios, a Taroke moaKIIOYACT MPOOIEMY JIUTEPATYPHOCTH TEKCTA.

Toukoii oTcueTa COBPEMEHHBIX HCCIICTOBAHHMIA aBTOOHOTPA(PUIECKHX TEKCTOB MOYKHO
cuuTath ormyonmkoBanHbie B 1980 1. cOopHHUK «ABTOOHOTpadHs: TEOPETHIECKUE U KPUTUIECKUE
acce» (Autobiography: Essays Theoretical and Critical) nox penakumeit [xeiimca OnHes u
coopuuk crateit «Kenckas aBroOuorpadus: kputuueckue scce» (Women’s Autobiography:
Essays in Criticism) mox penakuueii Dcrenp Enunek. Eciu coopauk Onueid 00001maer paboThl,
JEMOHCTPHUPYIOIIUE CABHI B aBTOOMOTpaMUECKHX HCCIENIOBaHUAX OT DIOS Kak menovku

ucropuueckux (aktoB kK autos u graphein, to EmuHexk OTKpbpIBaeT HOBBI MaTepHan JUis
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aBTOOHMOTpAPUIECKUX UCCIECTOBAHUN — XKCHCKHE aBTOOMOrpadMy — M BMECTE C TEM HOBYIO —
2eHOepHYI0 — TIEPCIEKTUBY Pa3MBILUICHUH.

[lonoxxenrne mnmceM Ha «pPBIHKE» aHalM3a aBTOTEKCTOB HWHTEPECHO TEM, 4YTO B
OTIpeJIeNICHHbIE TIepUOoABl (popMa THCEM CTAaHOBHTCS BEAYIICH JHUTEpaTypHOW (pPOMaHHON)
¢dopMoOii, a aBTOPHI pOMAHOB B MHChMax HEPEIKO HACTAMBAIOT HA IOJJMHHOCTU TEPEIHCKH H
BBIIAIOT ce0s 3a M3JaTeNnell U peJaKTOPOB ATUX TEKCTOB. AHAIM3Y MUCEM KaK <«JIUTEPATYPHOMY
(akTy» mocesiieHo 60bIinoe KomrmuectBo padot (J. Altman, E. Cook, M. Fraanje, L. Kauffman,
P. Rosenmeyer u T.XI.), Ipy 3TOM THChMA «IUTEPATYPHOTO OBITA» OCTAIOTCA HAa TEepUEpUH
BHHMAaHMS UCCIIEIOBATENEH.

B nccnenoBaHusX 4acTHBIX MHCEM MOXHO BBIACTUTH TpW moaxoja. [lepBoiil moaxon —
ounorpaduyeckuii. B pamkax 3TOro HampaBlICHHS MUChbMa PAcCMATPUBAIOTCA KaK MCTOYHHK
CBelIeHHI 00 aBTOpE, HICTOPUH CO3MAHUS U MTYOJHKAINY TIPOU3BEICHHH.

Bropoit mogxog — MCTOPUKO-KYIBTYPOJIOTHUECKUI. 37eCh OCHOBHBIE WCCIIECAOBAHUS
COCpPEIOTOYCHBI Ha JIPY)KECKHX muchbMax mymkuHckoro kpyra (JI. Boxenept, U. Tlanepuo, H.
Crenanos, W. M. Todd Il u T.1.).

Hpyroe HampaBieHHE B  paMKaX HMCTOPHKO-KYIbTYPOJOTHUECKOTO  IMOAXO0Ia
paccmarpuBaeT mnHMcbMa (M COOTBETCTBEHHO OTOMpaeT MaTepuan) Kak TBOPYECKYIO
7abopaTopHio, MaKCHMAIbHO MPHOMIKeHHYI0 K xymokectBeHHbIM TekctaM (K. JI. Cok, R.
Hardack u T.1.).

Jnst Tpetbero monmxoaa (pakTop BKIFOUEHHOCTH AaBTOpa IMHCEM B JIMTEPATYPHYIO
JeSITeIEHOCT HE SBIISETCS BaKHBIM. 3716Ch 00OBEKTOM aHaJM3a CTAHOBSTCS JKEHCKHE TEKCTHI, U
paboThl B 3TOM HANpaBICHUH BXOIAT B paMKH reHjepHbiXx uccienoBanuii (M. CaBkuna, N.
Armstrong, C. Brant, K. Cherewatuk, K.A Jensen, A.Gilroy, D. Landry, W. M. Verhoeven, U
Wiethaus u T.1.).

C TtedyeHmeM BpeMEeHH HA0Op aBTOOMOTpapUUECKHX TEKCTOB MOTOJHSACTCS HOBBIM
MaTepuajioM, Hampumep, mneppopMaHCaMH, KOMHKCAMH, TEaTPAIbHBIMH TOCTAHOBKAMH, YTO
pacmmpsieT MoJie MCCIEAOBAHUNA M MEHsIeT NMEPCIEKTUBY uYTeHUs W aHainu3a. Ho mpu sTom
O0ImMM JUI pa3sNMYHBIX TOAXOJOB M CIIOCOOOB TOBOPHTH 00 aBTOOMOTpaPUUIECKHX TEKCTaxX
cranoButTcs umst Pumunna Jlexena: «kak roBopui Jlexen» obliiee MECTO B PacCyKICHHUSIX
HCCIIEN0BATENCH.

[MpoexT JlexxeHa mo u3ydeHno aBToOnorpauaIecKux TeKCToB paspadarsiBaics B 1970-x
rr. OTmpaBHas TOYKAa NMPOEKTa — CTaBIIee KIACCHYECKHM OMpeAeNieHHe aBTOOHOrpaduu Kak
«PETPOCHEKTUBHOTO  MPO3aMYECKOTO  TEKCTa,  HAMUCAHHOTO  pEabHBIM  JIMLIOM U

c(OKYCHPOBAHHOTO HAa YaCTHOW >KH3HH IMHINYIIETO, OCOOCHHO HAa WUCTOPUHU CTAHOBIICHUS €T
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JUIHOCTHY. JIe)KEH BBOJTUT MOHATHE a6mooduospaguueckoco nakma u asmoouocpapuieckozo
akma.

Buumanme JlexxeHa cocpeloTauyuMBaeTcs Ha HMEHH aBTOpa, KOTOpOe OOBIYHO
pacrionaraetcss Ha OOJIOKKE, HaJ WIM TOJ Ha3BaHWEM KHHTH, Ha TUTYIFHOM JuCTe. TaMm xe
pacroyiaraercsi onpeeneHne xanpa KHUTu («aBroduorpadusy», «Ouorpadus», «ITHEBHUKH» U
T.1.). DTy IEPBYIO CTPAHUILY C IIOANKCHIO» aBTOpa JIexeH u mpeuiaraeT CYuTaTh JOKYMEHTOM
— aBTOOMOTpa)UIEecKuM COTJamieHneM (JOTOBOPOM, MAKTOM), KOTOpOE, KOHEYHO, MOXKET OBITH
MUCTH(HUIIUPOBAHO, T.€. B IOPUAMYECKUX TEPMHUHAX, (DaTbCUPUIMPOBAHO, HO TYT IOICYACH»
THOIHCABIINHACS.

ABTOOHOTpaMUECKOMY OTOBOPY/TIAKTY TPEAIISCTBYET HETMOCPEIACTBEHHO  CaMm
aBTOOHMOTpaPUIECKHIA aKT, T.€. HanucaHue TeKcta. JIeKeH mpeiaraeT pa3IeNisiTh MPOIIIoe Kak
BOCCO3/IaHHBIE B aBTOOHOTPaPUIECKOM TEKCTE COOBITHS M CaM MPOIIECC BOCCO3IaHHS MPOIILIIOTO
B HacTosmieM — aBroOuorpadmdueckuit akt. [lo muenuwro Jlexxena, Qokyc wucciaemoBaHUsS
littérature intime mo/okeH cocpenoTaunBaTHCS KIMEHHO Ha aBTOOMOTpapHIECKOM aKTe.

B nmamHOM wWccienoBaHWM — TeOpeTHUECKHEe pa3paboTku  JIexeHa  yTOYHSIOTCS
METOAOJIOTUIECKUM araparoM, KOTOpBIH npeyiaraioT padotsl JXKenerra «[loBecTBoBaTeIbHBII
nuckype» (Discours du récit (1972)) u «Ilaparekct: moporu uateprnperanum» (Seuils (1987)).

B curyamum aBTOOMOTpaMUEcKOro TEKCTa aKTyaJdbHBIMH, Kak HameTrwn Jlexew,
SBIISIFOTCS.  OTHOLICHUS TEKCTa C €ro OJIKAaHIIUM OKOJOTEKCTOBBIM OKpykeHueMm. Takue
oTHOmeHHUs JKEHeTT Ha3bIBaCT napamexkcmyanvHoimMu ceazamu. OTHOIIEHHE TEKCTa C €ro
MOTPAaHUYHBIMU DJIEMEHTaMH, (DU3WYECKH TPUHAJICKANIMMH TEKCTY (MMs aBTOpa, snurpad,
MOCBAIICHUE, BCTYIUIGHUE U T.1.), JKEHETT Ha3bIBaeT MEPUTEKCTOM, @ OTHOIICHHS TEKCTa C €ro
OKpY)XCHHEM, HaXOISIIMMCS BHE TEKCTa — MHUTEKCTOM (ITMChbMa, HHTEPBHIO, THEBHUKHU U T.1.).
[Ipu stom XKenert paszzgenser aBTOPCKUN M U3IAaTENbCKUI maparekct. IlapatekcT (aBTOpckmii
MIEPUTEKCT) SBISIETCA TEM JIEMEHTOM aBTOOHOTPa(hUIECKOTO TEKCTa, KOTOPHIi JIeskeH Ha3bIBaeT
aBTOOHMOTpAPUIECKUM TAKTOM.

B KoMMyHUKAaTHBHOHM CUTyallMd, XapaKTEPHOH AJI MHCEM, MAPATEKCTOM (IIEPUTEKCTOM )
SBIISIFOTCS. IMEHA OTIIPABHUTEISA, MTOJTydaTessl, aqpec U Jara Hamucanus nucbMa. OHU HAXOASTCS
Ha TPaHMIIEC TEKCTa, SBISIFOTCS IIOPOTOM MEXKIY TEKCTOBBIM M BHETEKCTOBBIM MPOCTPAHCTBOM, a
UM aBTOpa (PaKTUIECKH SBISCTCS TOAMHUCHIO.

ABroOunorpaguuecknii akT — BTOpas OCOOCHHOCTh aBTOOMOTpaHUECcKOro TEKCTa,
KOTOpyro ykaspiBaeT JleskeH. Texnumka aHanm3a aBTOOMOTpaUUECKOTO aKTa B JaHHOM
WCCIICIOBAHNN TPOSICHSICTCS uepe3 HappaToiorniyeckue paspaborku JKenerra. PaccmartpuBas

npoOieMy aBTopa, B TOM YHCIIE B aBTOOMOTpapHUECKUX TeKCTax, JKEHEeTT mpearaet roBOpUTh
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HEe 00 aBTOpe TOBECTBOBaHMA (JIMTEpAaTyYpHON HMHCTAaHIHHU), a O (HUTYype IMTOBECTBOBATEIS
(narrateur), o mpoGyieMe COOTHOLICHUS TOBECTBOBATEIIS U M3JIATaéMO# UM UCTOPUU M CIIOCO0ax
KOHCTPYMPOBAHUS IOBECTBOBATEIS B TEKCTAX.

B moBecTBOBaHUM BBIIEISIOTCA TPH YPOBHS: YPOBEHb UCTOPUU, JUETETHUECKUN YPOBEHb
(YpoBeHb IOBECTBOBAHMS) U AUCKYPCUBHBIN ypOBEHb (YpOBEHb Happauuu). B Happauuu B cBo10
ouepenb TaKKe 0OHAPY)KUBACTCS HECKOJIBKO YpOBHEH, KoTophle JKeHeTT mpensaraer Ha3bIBaTh
JKCTpa-, MHTpa- W Meraauerernyeckumu. KommuecTBo ypoBHEHl Happauuu OIpenesisercs
KOJIMYECTBOM MOBECTBOBATENEH. OKCTPaJUEreTUYECKUil YPOBEHb — 3TO OTIpPaBHas TOYKa
Happamuy, T/e OTpPENeNseTcs BpeMs, OTHOCHTEIFHO KOTOPOTO OyAyT OTCUMTHIBATHCS BCE
BpEMEHHBIE  CIBUTH  JajbHEHIIEr0  IOBECTBOBaHMS. Bo  BpEeMEHHOM  CMbICIE
IKCTPANETETUIECKUH YPOBEHb MOBECTBOBAHUS SIBIISICTCS NOSPAHUYHBIM, 9TO (PUKCUPYET U €ro
OTIPEAETICHUE KAK IKCMPATUETETUYECKOTO.

OcoOeHHOCTh aBTOOMOTpaPHUUECKIX TEKCTOB 3aKIIOYAeTCS B TOM, YTO 31€Ch TepOi
MOBECTBOBAHUS SBJCTCS TaKKe M IOBECTBOBaTeneM. Ho BO3HMKaeT mpoOiieMa BPEMEHHOTO
Ioyajau3Ma: BpeMsl MOBECTBOBAaHMS HE COBIAJaeT co BpeMeHeM Happauuu. Kak ormeuaer
JKenert, B JTHEBHUKaX M MHCbMAaxX «IIOBECTBOBATEINb €IIE T'ePOH U YK€ KTO-TO APYrou». ITOT
«KTO-TO JPYroi» — TIOBECTBOBATElb B JaHHBIK MOMEHT, MOBECTBYIOUIMM (MUIIYIINNA),
noonucwviearowjuti Texct. Iloanuce (kak obOpamieHue, gara, aapec B Cllydae MHCEM) HE TOJBKO
MPOCTPAHCTBEHHO PACIOJIOXKEHA Ha TPAHULE TEKCTa, SIBISIETCS MApATEKCTOM (IIEPUTEKCTOM)
MMChbMa, HO TaKXX€ OTMEUAET «TIOTPAHUYHBIN» 9KCHIPATNETeTUIECKUIl YPOBEHb ITOBECTBOBAHUS
C BKCTPAAUETETHYECKUM MTOBECTBOBATEIIEM.

DKCTpaIuereTHUeCKuii MOBECTBOBATENIL — 3TO MOBecTBOBaTelNb hiC et nunc, mumrymmii,
T.€. C HIM CBSI3aHO BCE, YTO KacaeTcs O(popMIEHHUS TEKCTa, pedeKCHH HaJ ero CTPYKTYpO,
00BsICHEHHEM BbIOOpA TE€X MJIM MHBIX CJOB, CAMHM akTOM nucbMa. K skcTpanmererndeckomy
YPOBHIO TTOBECTBOBAHHS OTHOCATCS BCE MEp(OpMaTHBHBIC BBICKA3bIBAHUS HA TOM OCHOBaHHH,
YTO SIBJISIFOTCS SKBUBAJICHTHBIMH JEHCTBUIO, TOCTYIKY, T.€. COBINAAAIOT C aKTOM MHCHMA.

Cnennduaeckoit 0COOEHHOCTBIO aBTOOHMOTpaduIecKoro TEeKcTa SIBJISIETCS
aBTOOMOTpaPUIECKHil TAKT U aBTOOMOTpaduyecknid akT. ABTOOHMOTpaUUECKUI MAKT B TEKCTE
MpENCTaBlIeH  MapaTeKCTOM  (aBTOPCKMM  MEPUTEKCTOM) M SIBIAETCS  YacTbiO
aBTOOMOTPAHUIECKOTO  aKTa, KOTOPBIH  (PUKCHpYeTCs OAKCTPAIHETeTUYSCKHM  yYpOBHEM
noBecTBOBaHUs. Kak mokaseiBaeT maHHast pabora, mpodieMy creupuIecKor TMTepaTypHOCTH
littérature intime, kotopas u sBiseTcss (OKYCOM pacCyXaeHuil 00 aBTOOHOTpadUIECKUX

TEKCTaX, CTOUT p€liaTb UMEHHO Ha YPOBHE SKCTPAAUCTCTUICCKOT'O ITOBECTBOBAHUA.
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IlepBasi rnaBa — «/Iumepamypunas Kyxusa: 0coOeHHOCHU CHPYKMYPbl HOEECHEOBANHUA
nucem, aopecoanHHbIX HeeHWUHAM) — TIOCBSIILIEHA aHAIM3Y nuceM L{BeTaeBoH, anpecOBaHHBIX
A. Teckosoi#t, A. bepr, B. byaunoii, P. JlomonocoBo#i, H. laiinykesnd, C. AHIpOHHUKOBA-
lanenepn, O. Konbacunoit-YepHoBOIA.

[MpenmoceKOi  3agymMaTbesi O BO3MOXKHOM pa3HHIE MEXIy OJOKaMH TIHCeM B
3aBHCHMOCTH OT IOJIa ajapecaTa sIBJSIeTCS CYLIECTBYIOLIAs TPAAMLHMA JIMTEPATypHOro KaHpa
pomana B mnuchMmax. OnOHaKO Uil <OKEHCKOW» TMEPENUCKH TaKuX JIUTEPaTypHBIX U
MOBEICHYECKNX Mozeneil He cymecTByeT. Cama uCTOpHS MyONUKAIUH  «OKEHCKOTOY
SMHUCTONSPUS HE CTOJNb OOIIMpHA, KaK >KEHCKO-MYXCKOTO, TA€ NOTEHIHAIFHO MOTYT
BBICTPANBAThCS JTFOOOBHBIEC OTHOIICHH S, Pa3bITPHIBATHCS CIOKET POMaHa B MMACHMaXx.

AHanmu3 «KeHCKux» muceM LlBeTaeBod moOKa3aj, 4YTO B JTOM TIpYIIE NEPENUCKH
JUTEPaTypHOCTh  CBOWCTBEHHAa  TaKUM  JJIEMEHTaM  3KCTPAJAHETETHYECKOTO  YPOBHA
MOBECTBOBAHUS KaK 0OpalieHus, npoIianue, 0J1arogapHoCTh U pediaekcus akTa michMa.

OOpateHust TATOTEIOT K YyCTOWYHMBBIM (popMyriaM, U 3/1eCh MIPU3HAKOM JIMTEPATYPHOCTH
SIBJIIETCSI MCIOJIb30BAaHUE OOpAILCHUS «MuUIas umsi (0Omuecmeo)» BMECTO PaCHpPOCTPaHEHHOU
KOHCTPYKITUU «dopoeas ums (omuecmeo)y. Beibop oOpameHus «muiasy B ciydae ¢ byHuHOH
00yCIIOBJIEH MPHUYACTHOCTHIO NHCEM K COOCTBEHHO XYHOXXECTBEHHOMY TeKcTy LlBeraeBoit
(maHHBIC THCbMa (YHKIIMOHUPYIOT Kak maparekct ouepka «Jlom y craporo Ilumena»), a B
ciydae ¢ AHIPOHUKOBOM-I anbliepH CO3BYYHOCTBIO, KOTOPAs MPOSABISIETCA Yepe3 aJUTUTepPalnio,
(bOpMBI «MUAA» T IMEHH A/IPECATKH.

«KeHckne» mmchMa HAMONHEHBI MPOCKOAMH W, KaK CIIEACTBUE, OJarogapHOCTBHIO 3a
OKa3aHHYIO TMOMOIIb. BeIpakeHHe OJarogapHOCTH TATOTEET K YCTOWYHMBBIM KOHCTPYKIHSM,
KOTOpBIE TOBTOPSAIOTCS OT MNHChMa K NHUCBMY. HeperymsipHo ¢opmyna OnarogapHOCTH
paspymaercsi, ¥ OJIaroJapHOCTh MPHOOPETAaET YePThl JIUTEPATYPHOCTH HYepe3 HCIIOJIB30BAHNE
TeX € TPUEMOB, KOTOpbIE CBOICTBEHHBI NOATHKE COOCTBEHHO JHUTEPATYPHBIX TEKCTOB
LlBeTaeBoil, a MMEHHO TEXHHMKA «yYMHOH MOJMTBBI» HCHXaCTOB M MPAKTHKA HMSCIAaBHUA C
BBICOKOW LIEHHOCTBIO MOJYaHUs, HEMPOU3HECEHHOTO CAKPAIBHOTO CJI0BA. AHAIOTUYHO PEXUM
JUTEPATYPHOCTH TOIKIFOYACTCSA U B PEPIICKCHH CaMOTO aKTa HaNMCaHUs TUChMA.

B oTimume oT ocTaneHOM nepenucky L{BeTaeBoil B MHCbMaX, apeCOBAaHHBIX KEHITMHAM,
MPOIIAaHUE SIBISIETCS PETYISPHBIM JIEMEHTOM moBecTBoBaHUSA. O ToM, 4TO BBIOOpP (hOpMyIIBI
NPOIIAaHUs HE CIydaeH, CBHIETEIBCTBYET M3MEHEHHE YCTONYMBOW (PMHANBGHOW KOHCTPYKIIUU
(OKCHCKHX» TIHCEM: TIPOLIAHWE «yYenyio» MEHsAeTCs Ha «obOnumaroy. Takas mepemeHa
KOHCTPYKIIMH CBsI3aHA C COOBITUSMH TOJS JUTEPATyphl — MOJYyYCHHUEM aBTOPOM-)KEHIIWHOU

HoOGenerckoit npemun. 310 nposonupyet LBeTaeBy Ha mpoUYTEeHNE MPEMUPOBAHHOTO TEKCTA, OH
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BKJIFOYAETCS B HA0Op TEKCTOB COCTABIIOLIMX JIMTEPATYpHOE NpOCTpaHcTBO LIBeraeBoii, rae
YK€ CYILIECTBYIOT TEKCThl aBTOPOB-KCHIIUH, HO HEOTMEYEHHbIE IPEMHEH, 3aHHMAIOIINe
cra0yro/MaprHHANBHYIO TIO3HMIUIO B JHTEpaTypHOM moJie. Jlomyck aBTOpa-)KeHIIWHBI Ha
nutepaTypHblii OnuMII JaeT «IIpormyck» aapecatkam lLlBeraeBoil B juTepaTypy, KOTOpas B
ciyyae lLlBeraeBoil mMOHMMAaeTcss Kak BHYTPEHHE NPOCTPAHCTBO, a B MPOLIAHUH BBIPAXKEHO
3aMEHON KOHCTPYKIIMH «yenyio» Ha «oOHumaroy. DopMyna TPOIMWAHHIL «OOHUMAIOY
noJpazymeBaeT moustue odowvema. [Ipu 3TOM BO BHYTpEHHEE NMPOCTPAHCTBO, CHHOHMMHYHOE
JUTEPAaTypHOMY MPOCTPAHCTBY, JKCHIIMHBI-aApecaTbl [OMAJal0T HE Kak IEePCOHAXH

MIPEMUPOBAHHOTO M aKTyaJbHOTO L[BeTaeBOl TEKCTa, a KAK COABTOPHI.

Bropasi runaBa paGotel — «/lumepamypnvie nOOMOCmMKU: OCOOEHHOCMU CHPYKMYDbL
n06eCcmeosaHus 110008HHIX NUCEM, AOPECOCAHHBIX MYMHCUUHAM) — TIOCBAILICHA aHAIU3Yy TOU
Y4acTH 3MUCTOIpHs L{BeTaeBol, KOTOPYI0O MOKHO Ha3BaTb pPOMAHOM B IMHUCbMax. JTO MHUCHMA,
aapecoBannblie A. Bumnsky (Iemmkxony), A. baxpaxy, K. PomzeBuuy, H. I'ponckomy, A.
[Teiirepy.

OnucrosnsipHbie poManbl L{BeTaeBoii, paccMarpuBaeMble B JaHHOW TJIaBe, MPOUCXOJAT B
nepuog ¢ 1922 mo 1936 rr. U ecnu BpeMeHHas pasHHIA MEXIy POMaHOM ¢ BuiHskoM u
Bbaxpaxom He3HauumrtenbHa (OOUH roj), a MuUchMa K baxpaxy «mpeBpamaroTcs» B MHCbMa K
PonzeBuuy, To poMaH ¢ ['pOHCKHUM NPOMCXOAUT MOCTE MATUIIETHETO MEPEPhIBA B SMUCTOISIPHBIX
NM0OOBHBIX OTHOMICHUSX, a co LlItelirepom — mocne BocbMuserHero. HecMoTpst Ha BpeMeHHYIO
pasHHIly, BCE OHHUCTOJISIPHBIE POMAHBI O00JANAIOT OONMMH dYepTaMmH, BOCXOISIIIUMH K
TUTEPATyPHOU TPAIUINH JFOOOBHOI MEpernucKy.

OOmum oOparieHreM JUIs BceX JIFOOOBHBIX muceM l[BeTaeBoil SABISICTCS amelIsTHB
« (Mo, mMuavlil, 00po2oil) opyey, «opyxcouexy. OOpalleHUe «Opyey SBISETCS KIUIIE JTFOOOBHBIX
mUceM, HauuHas OT 00pa3oB KypTya3HOU KYIBTYPHL, TAe (popMHpyeTcst eBponeicKast Tpaauius
JFOOOBHBIX SMUCTOJISIPHBIX OTHOIICHUH, 10 COBpeMEHHBIX LIBeTaeBoii yacTHeIX nuceM. B ciyuae
L{BeTaeBoil oOpaieHne «dpye» CTAHOBHUTCS MPU3HAKOM JUTEPATYPHOCTH TEKCTAa M OTCHUIAET K
TEKCTaM Pa3HbIX D3M0X, HHTEPHPETUPYIOLIUM KYpmyasHylo Mooenb THO00BHBIX OTHOILIEHH.
AxryanpHBIME Ui LlBeTaeBO#l SABISIOTCS TEKCTHI, TaK WJIM HHAa4Y€ TPaHCPOPMHUPYIOIINE
KypTyasHyo kouuemniuio amor de lonh: «llopryranbckue mucema» ['abpuanst [wiiepara,
muceMa JKiomm ne Jlecmuuac rpady I'mbepy, «Ilepemmcka I'ere ¢ pebenxkom» berrunsl ¢on
ApuarM. O0BeIMHSCT 3TH TIEPENHUCKU 00paIeHne K BO3MIO0ICHHOMY «APYr» U MpeCTaBICHHAS

B HUX 0e30TBETHAS J'IIO6OBB, MpUIUHAIOIIad CTpadaHus, KOTOPBIC IMIEPEHOCATCA C padOCThIO.
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be30oTBeTHYI0O «HEBO3MOXKHYIO JIOOOBB» OOECIEUHBACT U JHOO0GHLIUL MPEY2ONbHUK,
KOTOPBI B KYpTya3HOUW KyJbType NMPEACTABIECH CIEAYIOIMMHU no3unusMu: lama, ee Myx u
BItoOJIeHHBIN B Jlamy Primaps. [laHHas cxema «yqoOHa» TeM, 4TO BMeNlaeT Ouorpaduueckue
obcrositenbcTBa L[BeraeBoii: L[BeTaeBa — 3amyxHss [lama cocTouT B MHO00BHOH IEpenucKe ¢
Permapem  (Bummsikom, baxpaxom, Pomsesnuem, I'ponckmM, Ilreitrepom). Myx (Ddpon)
SIBJISIETCSI TIACCUBHBIM yJaCTHUKOM OTHX OTHOIIEHHWH, O HEM B NHCBMax WA TOJBKO
yrnomuHaetcs (baxpax, llIteiirep), niam ke OH CTAHOBUTCS 00bEKTOM COBMECTHOM 3a00ThI JlaMbl
u Peiuaps (Poazesuy, ['ponckmii).

BricTpanBaemsbiii B mrcbMax K PonmzeBndy qr000BHBIN TPEYrOJIbHHUK YTOUYHSETCS 4Yepes
obOpallieHue «Apiekuty», KOTOpOe OTChUIACT K CUTYallud TPOMCTBEHHBIX OTHOIIEHHH commedia
dell'arte, u Torna posu B nuceMax LIBeraeBoit Pon3eBuuy pacrnpenenstoTcs Cleayruum
o6paszom: Apnekun (Pomzeuu) — [Teeperta (IBetacra) — [Thepo (Ddpon).

B nepenucke ¢ I'poHCKMM mMOOOBHBIM TPEYrOJBHUK YTOUHSIETCA 4Yepe3 TEKCT caMou
LIBeraeBoii. OOparmienue K aapecary «KOnrouka» BOCXOIMT K TepOrO OAMBI-CKa3ku [[BeTacBoit
«Mobmoger»y Momoany. Ilpemnaraemslii m03MOM JIFOOOBHBIM TpeyroJbHHUK Mapycs —
Momogenr — GapuH HCHOJNB3YyeTCA KaK MOJeNb OoTHomeHui IlBeraeBa — I'poHCKHit
Ddpon.

Eme oauH BapuaHT TPOUCTBECHHBIX OTHOLICHUN IMpEiaracTcsi B MUCbMax K

Baxpaxy, HO 3TOT TpeyYroJbHUK NPUHUUIHUAIBHO OTJIWYAETCS OT MOJEJEH, BOCXOAAIMNX K
KypTyasHoil kymbrype, commedia dell'arte u mosme «MOnomem». IlBeracBa mpoOyer
BBICTpaWBaTh NOCTIIOO0BHBIE/ApYXKECKHEe OTHOIIEHHS ¢ baxpaxom depe3 ¢uryps
nepcoHaxer razeTHbIXx XpoHWK 1910-x rr. Mapuio Tapnosckyro, Honata IIpmiykoBa u
MHOTOYHCIICHHBIX MY>KYHH, KOTOPBIE (PUTYPHPOBAIHN B YTOJIOBHOM Jiesie TapHOBCKO. B naHHOM
TPEYroJIbHUKE KIIFOUeBOH sBisiercss ¢urypa [IpmiykoBa, KoTopas mpenjaraercs B KadecTBE
oOpasua npeaanHoro apyra baxpaxy.

KypTya3znas mozmenb J0OOBHBIX OTHOIIEHWI BBOAWTCSA B muchMa L[BeraeBoil m uepes
npeyuosnyio aumepamypy (Mamten ne Ckroaepu, «Kienus»), KoTopas yTOYHSCT MOHSITHE
IpyKObl Kak HEKHOW W TpeiaraeT Tomnorpadurio JToO0BU-IpYXKOsl B BHIe «KapTel cTpaHbI
HexHocT». KoHuemnuuio J00BH, MPEASIOKEHHYIO «HEKHOI» MPEenuo3HOW JIMTEpaTypow,
MOAJEPKUBAIOT OOPAILICHUS «MOU HENHCHbIIL», BCTPEUAOLIrecs B MucbMax K Bumnsaky, baxpaxy,
PonzeBuuy, a «Kapra crpaHbl HEXHOCTH» MNpPSIMO YIOMHUHAETCsl B NMuUcbME K [poHCKOMYy.
OOpamenne <«HEXHBIH» 1O TNPUHLUIY «TECHOTHI CTHUXOBOTO psAa» MPUCOEIUHSETCS K
aneJUITUBY «IPYXKOUEK», KOTOPBIN, N0 Bepcuu LIBeTaeBoii, MPOUCXOIAUT OT CIIOBA GKUTHY, a €€

SIMUCTOJIIPHBIE pOMAaHBI — 3TO croco0 JOBOIINIOTUTHCA B JKH3HB.
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Wnes moBorutomieHus depe3 Jr000Bh (BO3MIOOICHHOTO) BBOAUT B MuChMa l[[BeTaeBoit
pycanouuii mug, camble M3BECTHBIE BapUAHTHI KOTOPOTO — 3T0 «YHauHa» Dpuapuxa jae na
Motr ®yke u «Pycanouka» ['anca Xpuctuana AngepceHa. M3 sTux nByx XpecTOMaTHHHBIX
MIpOU3BEICHNH I 1[BeTacBOM BaXKHOW CTAHOBUTCS MMEHHO CKa3zka Dyke, KOTOpas HMUTHPYET
PBILAPCKUI pOMaH KypTya3HOU JMOXH.

B pycanouseM Mmmue MOBOIUIONMIEHWE B JKM3HB Yepe3 BO3IIOOJICHHOTO CBS3aHO C
obpereHneM nymu W Oeccmeptus. B cimyuae I[BeTacBoif, TOSBICHHWE BO3OOJICHHOTO
MPOBOLIMPYET HANMCAaHHWE TEKCTa (HE TOJNBKO NMHChMA, HO M CTUXOB), KOTOPBIA OOECIIEYHBACT
L{BeTaeBoii «wmurepaTypHOE» OeccMepTHe.

Anpecatbl 3MHUCTOJISIPHBIX POMaHOB lIlBeTaeBol KOHCTPYHPYIOTCSI HE TOJIBKO Kak
BO3JIOOJICHHBIE, HO W «YCBHIHOBILSIIOTCS», 4YTO TOAJEPKHUBACTCA OOpamIeHueM «oumsmy,
«0emoukay, «cblHoueky. [ «yCHIHOBIEGHMS» ajpecara IOIbICKMBAIOTCS JMTEPATYPHbIE
MPELEICHTHI, «IeTANIN3YIOINE» TaHHOE MOAETHPOBaHue T000BHBIX oTHOmeHnH. s baxpaxa
u ['poHckoro BeIOupaercs croxer @edpur u Unnoruma, a ais Lreiirepa — ucropust Kacnapa
Xaysepa, npencraBnenHas B pomane Slko6a Baccepmana u GuorpaduaeckoM uc/paccie1oBaHuN
Oxrasa O6pwu.

OO0parenne «IuTs» HU pa3y HE BcTpedaercs B mucbMax K Ponzesuuy. Ilucema k Hemy
HACBHIIIEHBI JIUTEPATYPHO OTMEYCHHBIMH 00paIIeHUsIMH, KOTOpbIe KOAUPYIOT purypy Poazesnua
KaK JIUTEPATYpHOTO NMEPCOHAXKa M JAIOT EMY «IIPONYCK» B JIMTEPATYpPy, MUHYS SIUCTOJIIPHOE
nono llBeraeBoii. Takass TekcTyanbHas cTpaTerusi OOBsCHsAeTCS TeM, 4TO PomazeBud —
€AMHCTBEHHBIM HE-MO3T CPEeIM SHUCTOJSIPHBIX BO3MIOONEHHBIX LlBeTaeBoii, MOATOMY OH HeE
MOXET OBITh €H0 «YCHIHOBICH», a JJISI €ro «IPOMyCKa» B JIMTEPATYPy HYKHBI BECKHE
apTyMEHTBI, KOTOPHIE JAET UM JINTEPATypHOTO MEPCOHAXKA.

AKT nucbMa B 3MIKMCTOJSIPHBIX poMaHax L{BeTaeBoi mpencTaBieH Kak paccKa3blBaHHE U
ciymaane. OpUeHTUPOBAHHOCTD TEKCTA HA 3BydaHHE apTUKYIUPYETCs, IepeaaeTcs TpaguaecKu
(coBa MOOYEPKUBAIOTCS, MUIIYTCS MPOMHUCHIO, B HUX PACCTABIIIIOTCS YAAPEHUs), a TaKKe
nmpencraBieHo (GoHeTnueckod wurpo (opmamm cioB. [[BeTacBa yTOUHSET OOCTOSTENHCTBA
«Oecenpl» aApecaToB: PACIUCHIBAET MECTOIOJIOKEHNE YIaCTHUKOB Pa3roBOpa, MHbBIMU CJIOBaMU,
BBICTPauBAET MUZAHCYEH) .

[Ipockbbl  snmcTONSIpHBIX  poMaHoB  llBeTaeBoil  cBOASITCA K  MHCTPYKLUSM,
HaIIpaBISAIOIIUM TPACKTOPHUIO YTEHHS, KOTOPOE OMPENEIAETCS KaK MPON3HECEHUE TEKCTA BCIYX.
LIBeraeBa Geper Ha cebs pedcuccepckyo @yukyuio, ykaspiBas aapecary, Kak IMEHHO JIOJDKEH
MPOM3HOCUTHCA TEKCT. K TakuM pPEeXHCCEPCKHM IMOMETaM MOXHO OTHECTH U Tpaduyeckoe

Oq)OpMJ'IeHI/Ie TEKCTAa, 3a4a01eC HHTOHAIUIO U OTMEYAIOIIEC 11aYy3hl.
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Bripaxkenue 01arogapHOCTH HEaKTYyaJIbHO IS JIFOOOBHOI nepenucku L{BeTaeBoii n gaxe
BpakaeOHO: OarogapHOCTh, Beicka3anHas Llteirepom L[BeTaeBoif, pa3pymaer nxX OTHOIICHHS.
bilaromapHOCTh OKa3bIBaeTCs BAXKHOM TOJIBKO B MHCBbMAax K baxpaxy, rae mpespamaercs B
o0psii, YTO OTCHUIAET K PUTYaJIbHBIM AEHCTBUSIM, K KOTOPBIM BOCXOIUT MeampaibHoe

npedcmasnenue.

B Tperneii rnaBe guccepramuu — «/JIumepamypuoe 3aKyiucve: 0cobeHHOCmU
CMPYKHYpbl NOBECHIBO6AHUA 0€/106bIX NUCEM, AOPECOBAHHBIX MYMHCUUHAM) — TPEICTABICH
aHaJIM3 MIUCEM, aJpECOBAaHHBIX M3AATesiM U peaakropam B. Bymrakosy, P. I'ymo, 0. UBacky,
B. PynueBy, B. Cocunckomy, I1. CyBunnckomy, I'. @enoroBy, M. lllaxoBckomy.

Kak Obputo mokazano B TiaBax «JlureparypHas KyxHA: OCOOEHHOCTH CTPYKTYPHI
[IOBECTBOBAHMSI IHCEM, aJPECOBAaHHBIX JKEHIMMHaM» W «JluTepaTypHble TOIMOCTKH:
0COOGHHOCTH CTPYKTYpHl TOBECTBOBAaHHS JIOOOBHBIX IIHCEM, aIPECOBAHHBIX MYXYHHAM,
[[BeTaeBa BBOOUT NMPU3HAK MYKCKOE/)KEHCKOE, KOTOPBIA MOKET OBITH CBOMCTBEHEH a/ipecary B
TOM WM WHOM CTENeHH. OIUCTOJSIPHBIE BO3IIOOJICHHBIE O0JIAAIOT MYKECTBEHHOCTHIO B
MIOJHOW  MEpe, IKECHIUMHBI-QPECaThl HANEISAIOTCS  TOJBKO  OINPEAEIEHHON  CTENEHbBIO
MYKECTBEHHOCTU (MY>KECTBEHHBIC KEHILIMHBI), UX MOXKHO ONPENENIUTh KaKk He-MYX4uH. Poib
KEHCTBEHHBIX MY>KYMH WJIM He-)KCHUIUH (ECIIH MCIIO0Ib30BaTh OnpeeieHue camoi LigeraeBoii —
He-/aM) B snucTossipud L{BeTaeBoil 0TBOAMTCA BCEM TEM MYKYMHaM, C KOTOpbIMH LIBeTaeBy He
CBSI3BIBAIOT JIIOOOBHBIE AMHUCTOJSIPHBIC OTHOLICHUS. TaKUMH He-IaMaMu SIBIISIIOTCS €€ U3/1aTelu,
PEIAKTOPBL, TATEPATypPHBIE IOBEPECHHBIE.

B mepenucke ¢ He-mamaMu pedb HIET O KOPPEKTypax W JMTepaTypHOU paboTe, M ITH
MUChbMa TPUOOPETAIOT YEePTHl JIMTEPATYPHOCTH 4epe3 MX (YHKIHUIO KaK COMPOBOKIAIOIICIO
CcOOCTBEHHO XyHO0KECTBEHHBIE Mpou3BeAcHMs L[BeTaeBoil TekcTa, Kak maparekcT (aBTOPCKUN
3nUTeKCT), B noHnMaHuu JKeHerra. Takxe TEKCTHI MHUCEM K «JIMTEPATYPHBIM IOBEPEHHBIMY
OPHMEHTHPYIOTCS HAa METAJIMTEPATYPHBIN )KaHp — pereH3nro. 1 BMecTe ¢ TeM UckMa K He-laMaM
HAJIEJSIFOTCS 3a4aTOYHBIMU MTPU3HAKAMU JIHCTOJIAPHBIX POMaHOB, KOTOPBIE 311€Ch HE TIOJTy4aroT
pa3BUTHAL.

[epcriekTrBa BO3MOKHBIX JTIOOOBHBIX OTHOIICHUI MPOSCHIETCS HA YPOBHE OOparieHuii.
CBou 3MHCTONAPHBIE OTHOILEHUS C PEAAKTOpaMH M u3AareisiMu LlBeraeBa B OOJNBIIMHCTBE
CllydaeB HaYMHAET OOpaIleHHEM «MHJIBIH», KOTOPOE SBISIETCS PEryISPHBIM areuIITHBOM
3MUCTOJSIPHBIX pomaHoB llBeraeBoil. [lanmee oOpallieHuMe «MHIIBII» MOXKET UYepemoBaThCS C
«I0pOroi», HO B OOJIBIIMHCTBE CIy4aeB MPEOOJIaaeT amneuiTHB «MUJIbI» WIA pa3HUIA B

WCTIOJIb30BaHUH OHOM WM Jpyroil opmel HesHaunTenpHa. [Ipennodrenne oOpamieHus K He-
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JaMaM «MHAJIBII 3aKJIaAbIBa€T B OTH OHNHUCTOJLIPHBIC OTHOIICHHUA IIOTCHIHAT JIF000BHOM

MEPETTHCKL.

YerpepTasi raaBa JaHHOTO wHccuegoBanus —  «/lumepamypnuiii  mackapad’:
0CcoDeHHOCMU CMPYKIMYPbl NO6ECMBEO6AHUA 1H0006HBIX NUCEM, AOPECOBAHHBIX IHCEHUUHAM
(nucoma-uckniouenus)» — TOCBAILICHA aHAJN3Y MHUCEM, KOTOPbIE HAPYLIAIOT MPUBBIYHBIN X0
nepenuckd. 1o nuceMo K C. AnaponukoBoi-I'anenepH ot 12 asrycra 1932 r., mucema H.
laiimykesua ot 17 mapta, 9 mas, 1 urons, 24 wroHs 1934 r. u mucemo k T. KBaaunoii ot 17
HOs10ps 1940 .

Takue mucbMa-UCKIIIOUEHHUsI BCTPEYAIOTCS B TPYINIE NMHCEM, aHAIM3UPYEMBIX B TJaBe
«JlureparypHas KyxHS: OCOOCHHOCTH CTPYKTYPHl TIOBECTBOBAaHHUSI MHCEM, aapeCOBaHHBIX
xeHiuHamMy. OHU HapyLaloT NPUBBIYHYIO AJIS «KEHCKOW» nepenucku LiBeraeBoii T0Tuky, rae
TEKCT MHAChMa MPECTABISIET IETIOYKY MPOChO 1 0JaroJapHOCTEH 3a BBITIOJHEHHBIEC TIOPydeHUS.

Kak mnokazan anammu3 nucem [aiimykeBud, AnponukoBoi-I'amprnepH u KaHuHOI,
[[BeTaeBa BBICTpAaMBaET SMUCTOJIPHBIC JTIOOOBHBIE OTHOIICHHUS KaK C MYXKYHWHAMH, TaK U C
xeHmmHamu.  OOmei  4YepToil  AMHCTONSAPHBIX ~ POMAHOB  SBISIETCS  00s3aTeNbHOE
MEePEeMMEHOBAHNE aJpecara: aapecaThl HaIEeNMIOTCS OCOOBIMH HMEHAaMH, OTCHUIAIOIIUMH K
nuTepaTypHbIM  ciokeram. Ho  ponm, mpemnaraeMble  BO3MIOOJEHHBIM-MYXKYHMHAM |
BO3JIIOOJICHHBIM-)KCHIUHAM pa3HbIe: ISl MY)KUYUH aKTyaJbHOM SBIISIETCS KypTya3Has MOJEINb
OTHOIICHHWH, KOHCTPYMPOBAaHHE JIOOOBHOTO  TPEYrOJbHUKA, TIOAOUPAIOTCS  CIOXKETHI,
«JIeTaIu3yolIue» YyChIHOBICHHE aapecara. B cBoio ouepenp >KEHIIMHAM OTBOIUTCS POJIb

MOTEPSIHHOW BO3JIOOJICHHOW, KOTOpasi BOCXOAUT K CloxkeTy 00 Opdee u IBpUaMKE.

Pe3ynbTaThl Hecae10BaHUS.

B pesynprate mcciemoBaHus Obuta BeIpaOOTaHA aHATMTHYECKAss MOJAETb JJIS aHaIn3a
aBTOOHMOTpaduIecKoTro TeKcTa. JJaHHas MOJIENb OCHOBBIBACTCS HA HAPPATOJIOTHUIECKOM TOAX0/Ie
K TEKCTY U BBITJSIANT CIEAYIOIIUM 00pa3oMm:

(1) Anamu3 HaYMHAETCSI C OMMUCAHUS OCOOCHHOCTEH «aBTOOHMOTpapUIECKOTO IMakTa» B
KXAOW TpyIIe IMHCEM, CYTb KOTOPOTrO COCTOMT B aHajM3€ aBTOPCKOTO IEPHUTEKCTa

KOHKPETHOTO aBTOOMOTPa(hUIecKOTo TEKCTa;

? B IaHHOM ClTydae «MacKapaj» He ABJISCTCSA TePMHHOM, Ipe/UIaraeMbiM renaepHoii reopueii (M. Doane, S. ZiZek,
J. Butler, J. Riviere), a ucrons3yercs B mnpohaHHOM CMbICIE Al O00O3HAYCHHs CHTYalMH pasbIlPbIBAHUS
OIPEJENICHHBIX POJIEH.
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(2) CnenmyrommM mIaroM SBISIeTCS aHaNM3 aBTOOMOTpadUuecKkoro akra — YpPOBHS
MOBECTBOBAHUS, (PUKCHPYIOIIETO MOBECTBOBATENS KaK MOBECTBYIOMIETO, a HE KaK repos (aHamm3
JKCTPAIUEreTUYECKOTO YPOBHS);

(3) Hanee aHamm3upyrOTCS OTHOIICHUS KCTPAIUETETHIECKOTO YPOBHS MIOBECTBOBAHUS U
aBTOPCKOTO MEPUTEKCTa. ABTOPCKHI MEPUTEKCT SABISIETCA HE TOJBKO MOTPAHUIHBIM 3JIEMEHTOM
TEKCTa, HO ¥ B3aUMOJIEHCTBYET C 3KCTPAJAUETETHYECKUM YPOBHEM ITOBECTBOBAHUS;

(4) 3axmounTenpHBIA dTan aHamm3a — (4.1.) ompeneneHHe K KakUM JMTEPaTypHBIM
MOJEJSIM OTChUIAeT (M OTCBUIAET JIM) DKCTPaJUETreTHUYECKUH YpOBEHb MoOBecTBOBaHUS (4.2.)
ONMCAHUE BBISIBICHHBIX JINTEPATYPHBIX MOJEIICH.

[IpencraBneHHplld B JaHHON padoTe aHaNMM3 TOKa3bIBAeT OCOOCHHOCTH CTPYKTYPHI
MOBECTBOBAHUS 3MUCTOSIpUs L[BeTaeBoi, a Takke AEMOHCTPUPYET, KAKUM UMEHHO CIIOCOOOM
pemaercs mpoOiiemMa JUTEPAaTypHOCTH aBTOOMOTpaUuecKux TEKCTOB, B YACTHOCTU IIHCEM.
[Mpemmaraemas momens aHamu3a (HOpPM H TPHEMOB JHUTEPATYPHOCTH HCCIEAYET JTHUKETHBIC
3JIEMEHTHI MMHCEM, OTHOCSIINECS K SKCTPaIUEreTUIEeCKOMY YPOBHIO OBECTBOBAHUS, @ UMEHHO
npueemcmesue (B ciydae L[BeraeBoii OHO coBmajgaeT C OOpamIeHHEM), NpowaHue, nPocvHY,
onacooapuocms.  Takke  aHAIMBUpYETCS  pedhaexcus — asmobduospaguueckoeo  akma,
¢uKCcHpyomas HACTOSAIIEe BpeMsl NMHCbMa M Paclojarammascs Ha SKCTPATHETETHIECKOM
YpOBHE TIOBECTBOBAHUSI.

Omucronsapuii  [[BetacBoil JenmuTCs Ha CICHYIONIME THIBI TEPENHUCKH: JI0O06HAS
nepenucka (TOOOBHBIE THCHMa, aIPECOBAHHBIC MYKYHHAM), Oblmoeas nepenucka (IMHACHMA,
aJIpECOBAHHBIC KEHILUHAM), 0el108as nepenucka (JeJI0BbIe TUChbMa, aIPECOBaHHBIC MYXUHHAM)
U NUCLMA-UCKIIOYEHUs, TATOTEIOMUE K MOJTUKE SMHCTOJIIPHOTO poMaHa (J00OBHBIE MUCHMA,
aJIpeCoOBaHHbBIC JKCHIIMHAM, C KOTOPBIMH BeJeTcs ObIToBas mepemmcka). s Bcex rpymm
MEPENHUCKH aKTyaJbHBIM 3JIEMEHTOM JKCTPaJUETeTHUYECKOTO YPOBHS MOBECTBOBAHUS SIBJISIETCS
oOpameHne W pedrekcus akra NUChbMa; TPOUIAHWE HE SBISACTCS XapakTepHOW dYepToi
snucTosipus L{BeTaeBOi M PETyIsIpHO BCTpeUaeTCs TOJBKO B OBITOBOM MEPENUCKe; MPOCKOBI U
OmaromapHocTH Hambosiee YacThl B OBITOBOM M JIEJIOBOM TEPENHCKE, MX «YyHCIBHBIA BEC»
CHIDKAETCS B IIOOOBHOM MEPENMCKe U MIChMaX-UCKITIOUEHISIX. Bee deThipe Tpymnisl mepenucKu
HE TOJIbKO paclojaraloT pa3HbIM HAO0OpOM  aKTyaJbHbIX JUIsI HHUX  3JEMEHTOB
JKCTPAJUEreTUYECKOTO0 YPOBHS TIOBECTBOBAaHMWS, HO M OO0JagalOT pa3HOM CTENEHBIO
JUTEPaTypHOCTH.

Anpecatbl 11000BHBIX MMHCEM IEPEUMEHOBBIBAIOTCS, HANCISIOTCSI HOBBIM, OTCBHLIAIOIINM
K JUTEPaTypHBIM KOJaM, WUMEHEM, M 3TH oOpaujeHus yKa3bIBAIOT HECKOJBKO HANpaBICHUI

unmepmexcmyanvHo2o ouanoza nmceM: (1) Hemernkas (Heo)poMmMaHTHUECKas juTeparypa, (2)
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rpeueckas Mudosorus, (3) npenno3nas iureparypa, (4) commedia dell'arte, (5) nmurepatypHbie
tekcTol L[BeraeBoii, (6) «Ilopryranbckue nucbMa» u nuchMa Julie de Lespinasse rpagy Guibert.
VYkazaHHble HaNpaBiICHHUS COCTaBIAIOT TEKCTHI, MPEAJararollie MOJEib Hepeatn30BaHHBIX
MF000BHBIX OTHOIIICHHUH, KOTOpask BOCXoAuT k amor de lonh, koHmeniuu Jr00BHU, TP EII0KESHHOM
KypTya3HOH KYJIBTYpOH CpEIHEBEKOBBS, IEPEOCMBICIEHHOW B OoJiee MO3JHUE TEPHOIBI U
SIBJISTFOTIIEHCS. BavkHOM 17151 KoHIa XIX — Hagana XX BB (1, 3, 5, 6). BapuanT 3T0i1 KOHIIENIINN —
0e30TBeTHAs W/UiM 3anpeTHas To00Bb (2, 4). JIF00OBHYIO HEeyHauy «rapaHTHPYeT» JEOOOBHBII
TPEYroJbHHUK, KOTOPBI MpeanarailoT TEKCThl, AaKTyalbHble I SHUCTOJSIPHBIX POMAaHOB
IIBeTaeBoii.

Kak mokasan ananms o6paweHuti BceX 4eThIpeX KOPIYCOB MEPEMUCKH, O «BKIIOYEHHOM)
JUTEPATYPHOM MOJYCE CBUACTENBCTBYET (opMa «MuUJblit/asg». DyHKIus 3T0i Hanbosee 4acTo
yrotpebisieMoi popMbl 0OpalleHusT B SMUCTOSIPHBIX POMaHaX MPosiCHsIeTCS Ha (JOHE OBITOBBIX
nmuceM. @opma «muIas» B OOJBIIMHCTBE 3TUX MUCEM MOSIBISETCS AMH30MYECKH, a CIIydan ee
peryisapHoro ymotpeOJeHHsT OCHOBaHbI Ha KOHCOHAHCE OOpalleHuss M HMEHU aJpecaTKu
(mucemMa K AHIpPOHWKOBOW-I anmbriepH) WM CBS3aHBI C (YHKIMOHUPOBAHHEM IIHCEM Kak
napaTrekcra XyI0KeCTBEHHOTO Tekcra llseraeBoil (muceMa K byHuHOI mepuona co3gaHus
ouepka «Jlom y craporo Ilumena»). OOpamieHue «MUIAs/MUIBIA» CTAaHOBHTCS TMPHU3HAKOM
JMTEPATYPHOCTH SMUCTOISIpUA L{BEeTaeBoil.

AnpecaTbl IeTOBOH MEPENUCKN HE TIEPEUMEHOBBIBAIOTCS, HO PaclpocTpaHeHHas Gopma
oOpaIIeHus ATUX MUCEM «MHIIBII SBISAETCS OOMIMM MPU3HAKOM JIUTEPATYPHOCTH ITHACTOISPHS
I{BeTacBoii, a Takke OCHOBHOU (PopMOii 0OpaIlieHuH B SMUCTOJISIPHBIX pOMaHax, MO3TOMY 3]1eCh
OHO 3aKJIa/IBIBACT TOTEHIINA JFOOOBHBIX OTHOLICHUH, KOTOPHIH HE TIOJTy4aeT Pa3BUTH.

Taroke akTyaJbHBIM JJIS1 BBIICIICHHBIX TPYII MTUCEM SIBISICTCS peqhiieKcusi akma nucbMa.
Pedmexcusi akra muchbMa B AMHCTOJIIPHBIX POMaHAaX MOBTOPSIET CTPYKTYPY PEMapoK IbECHI,
KOTOPYI0O  HMHCLHEHUPYIOT TE€pPEHMEHOBAaHHBIE ajpecaTbl: KOHCTPYHPYET  MHU3aHCLEHBI,
pa3bIrpbIBa€Mble KOPPECIOHIEHTAMHU, 33Ja€T CUCTEMY Iay3 U PETUCTP MHTOHALIUH.

B cBoio ouepenr ObiTOBas mepenHucka Ha YpOBHE pedrekcHd akTta MuchMma
NpeACTaBiIsAeTCsl ymepOHOW, a Kak Ha IOJHOLEHHBIE MUChMA YKa3bIBAeTCS HA JIOOOBHBIE
nocianus. Taxxe B OBITOBOM TMEPENMUCKE aKT MUChMa IPEACTABISICTCS KaK MOJMAHHE, YTO
OTCBUIAET K PEJIMTMO3HBIM NPAaKTHKaM HCHXAcTOB, KOTOPBIE SBISIIOTCS AKTYaJIbHBIMH JJIst
MO3TUKH COOCTBEHHO XyA0>KECTBEHHBIX MTpou3BeaeHui L[BeTaeBoii.

JlenoBasi mepenucka 3aHUMAET CPEOUHHOE [OJIOKEHHE MEXIY SIUCTOJIIPHBIMU
poMaHaMH ® OBITOBOM TMepenuckod. Eciu KOHCTpYKIMS oOpalieHWid 3/eCh CXOJHAa C

SIMUCTOJIIPHBIMU pOMaHaMH, TO peq)nelccm[ aKTa NrucbMa, r€ MMporoBapuBacTCsad OTHOUICHUE KaK
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K OBITOBBIM, TaKk M K JEJOBBIM NHCbMaM KaK K HETIOJHOLIEHHBIM ITOCIAHUSAM, MPHOIMKACT
JICJIOBYIO TEPENUCKy K ObiToBOM. M eciii OBITOBOM TEpENUCKE MPOTHBOMOCTABIISICTCS
MOJIHOIICHHOCTH JFOOOBHBIX MTUCEM, TO B IIPOTUBOBEC YHIEPOHOCTH JAENOBBIX IHCEM MPHUBOIUTCS
mupudeckass crarbsi. Ho BooOme oOaympIBaHME akTa NHCbMa HEXapaKTepHO U JaHHOM
MIEPEMUCKH.

Bo Bcex aHamm3MpyembIX TpyNIax MHCeM peQIeKCHsl akTa MHUChMa TaKKe CBsA3aHa C
JIeMOHCTpanueil u OOBSICHEHHEM BBIOOpa TOTO WJIM MHOTO CJIOBAa COTJIACHO €r0 3BYYaHHIO,
CO3BYYHOCTH CJIOB.

Takue OSTUKETHBIE DIIEMEHTHI, KaK 0.1a200apHOCMb W NpPOCbObl, TPAKTHUCCKH HE
BCTPEYAIOTCS B JFOOOBHBIX MUChMax. WX MOsBIEHNE CBA3aHO C MPEKPAIICHUEM IIHCTOISIPHOTO
pomMaHa u Tpancdopmaruei TF000BHBIX OTHOLICHUH B J1eoBbIe. HanpoTuB, ObITOBas Mepenucka
COCTOMT W3 Yepedbl MOBCEAHEBHBIX NpOCk0 H OmaromapHocTeil. B moctarouyHo oObeMHOM
Koprmyce TmmceM QopMmyna 0JarofapHOCTH, CIEAYIOMEH 3a HWCHOJHEHHEM MPOCHOBI,
paspymaercss TOJIBKO HECKOJBKO pa3, MPU ATOM NPOCHOBI OCTAIOTCS B pamkax Obita. [lims
MOCTPOCHUS TPOCHKO M OJaroJapHOCTel B JIIOOOBHOW W OBITOBOIM TEpENUCKE aKTyalbHBIMU
SBIISIFOTCSA TE JK€ MOJENH, 4TO W U pedUieKCHH aKTa MUCbMa B JTUX TpyNnax IHCEM: B
M000BHOM TepenucKe MPOCHOBI MPEICTABISIOT CO00I HHCTPYKIMU K YTEHHIO ITHCEM, UTO CXOXKe
C peMapKaMy MbEeChl, PETYIMPYIOIIUMH HUTPYy aKTepa, a OJlaroJapHOCTh IMPEICTaBICHA Kak
pUTYyall, 9TO OTCBHUIAET K HMCTOKAaM TeaTpajbHBIX MNPAKTHK,; B CBOIO OuYepeab B OBITOBOMA
nepenucke 01aroqapHOCTh BBIBOJIUTCS W3 MOBCEIHEBHOCTH «3aMaTYMBAaHHEM», YTO CBSI3BIBACT
€€ C «KyMHOU MOJIMTBOI) UCUXACTOB.

[MpockObI w  OmarogapHOCTH  JENOBOM  TEPENHCKH  NPHOOPETAIoT  MPHU3HAKH
JUTEPATypHOCTU 34 CHUET UHPAMEKCMYANbHbIX C6s3eli: JIeJoBas Iepenucka COMYTCTBYET
JUTEPAaTypHBIM TeKcTaM L[BeTaeBOil Kak OJMHUTEKCT, TNPOCHOBI W OJAarogapHOCTh 37eCh
(UKCHPYIOT UCTOPHUIO CO3MIAHMS U ITYOIMKALUH JIUTEPATyPHBIX TEKCTOB.

Ilpowanue He SABIAETCA XapaKTEpHOM 4epTON smucTossApus lIBeTaeBol M peEryisipHO
BCTpEYAeTCs TOJBKO B OBITOBOM mepenucke. Eciam nuTEpaTypHBIH PEXUM B AIHCTOISIPHBIX
pOMaHax TOJKIIIOYAETCS 4Yepe3 HWHTEPTEKCTyalbHBIE CBSA3M, a s JEJOBOM NEPENHMCKU
CTaHOBHUTCS aKTyaJlbHa MHTPATEKCTyallbHas CBA3b MEXIY Pa3HbIMU TUIIAMU TeKCTOB L{BeTaeBoit,
TO IUIA JUATEPATypHOTO MOJyca TPOUIAHWS OBITOBBIX ITHCEM SBISICTCS Ba)KHOW CHUTYalUs
JUMEPamypHo20 noJis, COBpEMEHHAas: HaMCaHUIo nuceM. PopMyna npoujaHus ¢ HEUTPaIbHON
MIEPEKIIIOYAETC Ha JIMTEPaTypHO OTMEUEHHYID C MOMEHTA, KOTAA >KCHIIMHBI, KOTOpPHIE W

SBIISIFOTCS a/IpecaTaMy OBITOBOH MEpENuCKH, HAYMHAIOT BKITIOYATHCS B IUTEPATYPHBIH TAHTEOH.
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Taxum 00Opa3zom, Bce THIBI Niepenucku L[BeTaeBoii 00maaloT YepTaMu JINTePaTypHOCTH,
a cnocod TOAKIIOUEHUs JUTEPaTypHOTO pEerucrpa 3aBUCUT OT ajpecara. Agpecar
00ycaBIMBaeT, KaKOW THIT CBSA3M IHMCEM C JMTEPATYpHBIM MPOCTPAHCTBOM/TIONEM Oyaer
3ajeiicTBoBaH. DnucTomsipuid L[BeraeBoii mpuoOperaeT mpu3Haku jymteparypHocTtd depe3 (1)
JUAJIOT MUCEM C JIMTEPAaTYPHBIMU TEKCTaMU aBTOPOB Pa3HBIX 3I0X, (2) COOTHOIIEHHE MUCEM C
JIUTEpaTypHBIMU TeKcTamu camoii L[BeraeBoil, (3) OTCBUIKY K BHETEKCTOBBIM COOBITHSIM
JUTEPATYPHOTO COOOIIECTBA M HMEpPapXWUYECKUM OWTBAM BHYTPH JHTEpaTypHOro moisi, (4)
COYETaHHE CIIOB, OOYCIOBIEHHOE «TECHOTOH CTHXOBOTO psina». Tak, B JI0OOOBHOH IEperucKe
Pa3bITPBIBAIOTCS JTUTEPATYPHBIE CIOKETHI, JEJI0Bas MEPEUCKa MOAKIIOYACTCS K JIUTEPATYPHOMY
TBOpuecTBY LlBeTaeBoil Kak COMYTCTBYIOIIMN €My TEKCT, a JJisi OBITOBOM MEPEIUCKH SIBISETCS
BaXHBIM H3MEHEHUS HHCTUTYLHOHAJIBHOTO CTaTyca >KEHUIMHbI-aBTOpa. Mrpa co3BydHOCTBIO

q)OpM COYCTACMBIX CJIOB HEPETYIIPHO BCTPEUACTCA BO BCEX BBIACIICHHBIX I'PYIIIIAX IMUCEM.
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