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Introduction

This doctoral dissertation is a study of works by Sigitas Geda (1943-2008), one of
the most distinguished Lituanian poets from the second half of the 20" century to the
beginning of the 21% century. Besides, the dissertation raises theoretical questions about the
manner of being of meaning and sense of a particular utterance or a particular text.
Theoretical speculation is needed in order to ground the ‘idiolect’ as a semiotic, ant not just
linguistic, base for an approach to poetry. In this sense, the problem of the poetic idiolect is
seen as the problem of peculiarity, singularity of poetic texts. The first part of the
dissertation is dedicated to the theoretical questions, and the second part — to testing
inferences by analysis of chosen texts.

Essentially, this study deals with what could provisorily be called the early and
middle ‘non children’s’ poetry by Geda: the books Pédos, Strazdas, 26 rudens ir vasaros
giesmés, Zydinti slyva snaigyno ezere. | hope the conclusions presented herein will induce a
novel outlook at other works by Geda, and | am certain that a consideration of those works
would greatly enrich these conclusions.

The goals of the dissertation are:

e To develop a semiotic problematic of the particularity of texts by interpreting the

linguistic concept of the idiolect.

e To outline an approach that would allow for the analysis of textual corpuses in light of

their semiotic particularity.

e To apply that approach to a chosen corpus of poetry by Sigitas Geda.

Methodology

The first part of the dissertation is dedicated to a philosophical analysis of the
possibilities and obstacles to developing a problematic of particularity in the frame of
French, Greimasian semiotics. First of all, a semiotic reinterpretation of the linguistic

concept of the idiolect is needed, and then an application of the concept to the problem of
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the text as an object of meaning. Since semiotics has traditionally been more interested in
the most general process of signification as well as in types of discourse rather than
particularity or singularity, there is a lack of a developed problematic of the text as object.
Here, the Object-Oriented Ontology of contemporary philosopher Graham Harman comes
in handy, since therein the ‘object’ is approached dynamically, without simply identifying it
with a ‘thing’ in the everyday sense, and by taking as a point of reference the
phenomenological philosophy of Edmund Husserl and Martin Heidegger, which is
‘genetically’ related to semiotics. For the sake of demonstration, several descriptions and
comparisons of poetic texts are presented.

In the second part of the dissertation, chosen texts of poetry are analysed using a
distinctive approach which is essentially but loosely based on the analytic praxis developed
by the Greimasian school, combining close reading, description and modelling. Instead of a
meticulous and comprehensive description of a single text that has become somewhat of an
emblem of Greimasian semiotics, an attempt is made to comprehensively describe such
relations between elements as show through in the whole of a book of poems or several
books. These relations are identified by noting recurrent figurative choices, plot motives,
representations of the structure of the world or subjective experiences, specifics of language
use etc.

Structuring the ‘material’ thus acquired sometimes necessitates a reconstruction of
contexts that helps to understand the features of texts that are evidently specific because of
their linguistic guise but the relevance of which is not self-evident. Ultimately, the discrete
specific features of the language of the text are treated as indications that lead towards an
eidetic frame — in Harman’s words, towards real qualities of texts. Such real qualities are
described by fusing separate relations of elements into nucleuses that, notwithstanding their
sometimes very large anthropological span, coexist in the same texts. These nucleuses are

called semio-idiolectic formants.

Novelty and relevance

The dissertation raises the question of textual particularity and objecthood that is

not typical of Greimasian semiotics. The juxtaposition of Greimasian semiotics and
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Harman’s Object-Oriented Ontology provides for fresh reflection on the problems of the
mode of being of sense and meaning and of the conditions for acquiring knowledge about
them. Usually, in Greimasian semiotics, following Louis Hjelmslev, texts are considered as
an incidental factor of a general, achronic semiotic process or as a relative construct.
Considering the objecthood of texts highlights the historical dimension of meaning and the
problematics of interaction, since the text-object is only accessible by reading and has
certain features that cannot be simply transferred to another text.

Also, the dissertation is a comprehensive study of some of Sigitas Geda’s oeuvre
that has not received sufficient academic attention thus far, even though he was one of the
most distinguished poets of his time, considered to be an important modernizer of
Lithuanian poetry. Distinguishing and describing semio-idiolectic formants reveals the
specificity of Geda’s poetry and also the extent to which it is dependent on the mainstream
tradition of Lithuanian poetry.

The description of semio-idiolectic formants allows for an appreciation of poetry as
a universe of form that might be axiological, subjective, political or ontically peculiar. In
other words, it allows for a trespassing of the framework of ‘text without context’ as a
micro-model of language towards a broader anthropological understanding of both literature
and semiotics. At the same time, new problems arise, since an analytic approach to semantic

constructs beyond discourse as totality of signification is lacking.

Dissertation theses:

1. From the point of view of textual semiotics, the idiolect is determined by the tension
between the text’s object-hood, the becoming of its meaning during the reading process, and

the foundation for its sense in ‘the world of common sense’.

2. Reading is an action, when in the horizon of a fixed linguistic semblance, the textual
surface is constituted, which allows, via becomings of meaning, for an unfolding of ever-

novel profiles of the text as its changeable features.



3. The semiotic particularity of a text is discovered when its changeable surface is

transformed, with an effort by the reader, into trajectories of articulation of meaning.

4. Trajectories of articulation are formed on the basis of sense, when the interaction between
text and reader is incorporated into ‘the world of common sense’ that allows the reader to

grasp the essential features of the text.

5. Describing the peculiarity of particular texts is possible by distinguishing semio-idiolectic
formants which are specific configurations of ‘the world of common sense’ that ground

trajectories of articulation.

6. Four main semio-idiolectic formants can be distinguished in the analysed texts by Geda:
1) ‘vision of an elementary world’, 2) ‘hyperarcheological sight’, 3) ‘relation between poet

and Lithuania and procution of “lithuanianness™’, 4) ‘cosmos of extraordinary figures’.

7. Based on the notion of semio-idiolectic formant, the semiotic conception of a poetic
idiolect trespasses the single-text frame and allows for an inquiry into the formation of

poetic individuality as based on recurrent interaction.

Structure and contents of disseration

The Introduction presents the general conception of research, the goals of the
dissertation, discusses previous studies of the poetry of Sigitas Geda, the novelty and
relevance of the dissertation, its methodological principles, and presents the final theses.

The first chapter of part I, ‘A Semiotic Approach to the Concept of the Idiolect:
From Individual Speech to the Particular Text’, discusses, in general terms, the linguistic
problematic of the idiolect, and raises the question of the possibility to interpret this
problematic in a semiotic framework. It is argued that such an approach could be productive
for several reasons.

First, in the field of semiotics, poetry is usually discussed in terms of type of

language (as in literariness, poeticity etc.), leving aside the question of the way a particular
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text acquires meaning. Works by Julia Kristeva, Roland Barthes, Micheal Riffaterre are
ascribed to this conception. It is argued that in these works, a modernist conception of art
and literature as a sovereign mode of expression and communication is taken as a point of
departure, with literariness or poeticity conceptualized as a ‘disturbing’ type of language.
The status of meaning is not conceptually defined but is conceived in value-driven terms, in
accordance with the aforementioned conception of art.

In this context, Greimasian semiotics is singled out as a field where poeticity is
defined as a type of discourse which functions not in verbal language only, but as a general
semiotic process, constructed deductively under aprioric conditions. In this case, a separate
‘poetic grammar’ iS the point of concern, and poeticity is normalized and associated with
other processes of the production of meaning. But even though the Greimasian conception
of poeticity seems more progressive, it is just as far from the problem of particularity,
because each text is seen as an occurrence of certain typical poetic procedures.

As a contraposition to research of language and discourse types, the particular text
as an object is considered, which appears not through enunciation or deduction but in the
situation of reading. The structuralist and post-structuralist conception of reading (Barthes,
Greimas, Eco) is discussed, reproaching its derivative nature, as it seems to have been
deduced from the conception of the production of meaning. Such origins also mean that this
conception has nothing to do with the text as an object. Thus, in the end of the chapter, it is
proposed to acknowledge the being of the text-object as a formal condition for inquiring
into ‘semiotic idiolects’, or the particularity of texts. This leads to a preliminary definition
of the semiotic particularity texts: it is an articulation of meaning that is discovered as an
object. It does not provide immediate acces to meaning but establishes a relation to it, a
relation into which the reader integrates herself.

In the second chapter, ‘The Individual at the Fountainhead of Manifestation of
Meaning, or The Intensity of Sense’, previous arguments are revised by coming back to
the linguistic problematic and discussing a paper by Michael Barlow, ‘Individual Usage: a
Corpus-based Study of Idiolects’ (2010). This study of speeches by five press secretaries of
the U. S. Whitehouse reveals that idiolectal variations affect even the most common
constructive elements of language, not to mention rhetorical devices or marks of socio-

cultural provenance. On such grounds, a premise is made that the use of language cannot be
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dissociated from the individuality of the speaker, and that this individuality is distinct from
language and thus cannot be exhausted by the problematic of enunciation as initiated by
Emile Benveniste. The enunciator is instituted in discourse itself, while the speaking
individual is already there without discourse, which is affected by her being.

It is argued that the speaking individual is not an empty frame to be filled up by
discourse, but is rather meaningful herself and provides a ground for what Paul Ricoeur
calls the “utterer’s meaning” (Interpretation Theory: Discourse and the Surplus of Meaning,
2000). A semiotic approach to the idiolect opens up the possibility to interrelate the utterer’s
meaning and the utterance meaning by emphasizing the individuality of the former and the
particularity of the latter, since the text, as an object, is also paradoxically ‘beyond’
language. As for the utterer, by choosing what and how to employ in forming her
expression, she reveals her own understanding of the situation that she takes part in.

This is linked to the Greimasian conception of the relation between sense and
meaning, according to which sense is a ‘natural’ medium for man, a self-evident given, on
the basis of which articulation of meaning takes place. From the standpoint of research into
idiolects, one could say that the utterer herself ‘selects her words’ when she paraphrases
what she finds ‘naturally understandable’. In other words, this ‘natural feeling of
understanding’ appears to the utterer in the background of making meaning, wherein it (the
‘feeling’) comes under the risk of ambiguity and obscurity simply because it acquires a
linguistic guise which cannot be controlled.

The linguistic guise does not have meaning in itself, it can only be understood — this
also by making meaning on the basis of sense or the ‘feeling of understanding’. Thus,
articulation, as a ‘making’ of a linguistic guise, is also particularization, because meaning
emerges through an understanding of that particular guise. Every utterance by an individual
Is marked by tension between linguistic choices that are grounded in her understanding of
the situation, and language in general as an anonymous medium of the discursive which is a
site of choice but does not in itself imply understanding. Thus, from the standpoint of the
listener, no single utterance of the speaker is self-evident and matter-of-course, but every
utterance necessarily ‘says’ something about the utterer or rather her relation to the sense of

the situation or ‘the world of common sense’ in general. This way, choices constitute the
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intension of individual expression when it is important that some meanings are there and
others are not.

In the third chapter, ‘The Problem of the Particularity of a Text’, this semiotic
conception of the idiolect is applied to the problem of the particularity of a text. An
experimental juxtaposition of several different texts reveals the difference between a type of
discourse and a particular text. In comparing texts not as occurrences, but as linguistic
semblances, their similarities and differences appear, suggesting that texts actually have
features. Descriptions of features of texts are inexhaustible in principle: this is how the
object-hood of a text appears, making its linguistic semblance incommensurate with
language as such (i.e. a text is not a bundle of language). The critique by Paul Ricoeur and
Rita Felski of the constructivist approach towards texts is recalled, and it is suggested to see
that approach as a formula for symbolic value, not sufficient for a semiotic explication of a
text. A consideration of the specifics of texts as phenomena is called for, which would
include the dimension of interaction (reading and understanding) and a surpassing of the
framework of language organization and discourse production.

Such an approach is exemplified by a discussion of the reflexivity and kinetics of
reading that can be found in an excerpt of a poem by S. Geda, ‘A Poem About Liskiava
Falling Into Ruin’. It is argued that ensembles of meaning (such as ‘reflexivity”), sensuous
elements (kinetics) and other formations are part of the process of meaning production,
which is why a priori competences of discourse production are not sufficient. A partial
definition of the semiotic intension of a text is offered: it is the potential of a text to
capacitate meaning-making as an articulation of ‘the world of common sense’.

In the fourth chapter, ‘Beyond Types of Discourse: Semiotic Existence’, it is
proposed that research into semiotic intension of texts make use of the analytic praxis
developed in Greimasian semiotics, as operating in the plane of ‘semiotic existence’, a
specific mode of being. This mode of being is conceived as a rejection of a priori ontic
distinctions: both a written and a physical action are actions, i.e. they are of the same status.
Any kind of reality or unreality, veracity or falsity depend not on essence, but on meaning.

The status of texts and meaning in standard Greimasian semiotic theory is
discussed. Making the text an operational concept and the resulting constructivism are

criticized, because such decisions are based on the premise that only the overall linguistic
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process or discourse can be analyzed, while the meaningful implications of any text are only
a function of this process or discourse. If any semiotic elements that secure the analyst’s
theoretical project and the coherence of her analysis are called a text, this concept simply
does not have anything to do with any particular text and can only help to explain the way in
which material for discourse-oriented research is found in a particular text but not how the
meaning of that text emerges. From this standpoint, the conception of ‘radical
constructivism® as developed by Gianfranco Marrone (‘L’Invention du texte’, 2008) is
criticized as unscientific.

In the beginning of chapter five, ‘In Search of the Text as an Object of Meaning
— the Role of Reading’, the conception of reading as interaction is compared to Umberto
Eco’s conception of the model reader. An argument in favor of autonomy of the text and the
reader is made. Because of such autonomy, reading is not exhausted by the realization of
pre-inscribed textual strategies, as argued by Eco. Reading is described as a specific mode
of ‘looking” when one sees not simply letters, but the dispersion of meanings on the textual
surface. This dispersion also requires a certain activity, which shows that the surface of a
text is not given as such but implicates the reader. It is argued that the meaningful textual
surface emerges when trying to reveal the potential for articulation of a given linguistic
semblance. This requires an effort: the linguistic guise of a text becomes a meaningful
surface by making the terms on which it can be conceived as an articulation.

Two aspects of interaction with texts as specific objects are formulated, one
negative and one positive. In the negative view, no particular text is self-explanatory or
naturally understood. In the positive view, in order articulate a dispersive surface into
meaningful trajectories, an effective potential is revealed that binds the text and the reader
by analogy. This is demonstrated by analysis of two examples, a title of a news portal and
an excerpt of a poem by Geda. The conclusion is made that in both cases several
incommensurable configurations of effectivity co-exist in the same text, implying not pre-
defined structures of meaning, but a participation in processes of making meaning,
processes that transcend the limits of discursive content and expression. On the side of the
text, this leads to an acknowledgement of its worldliness, i.e. the potential of a text to
activate meaningful infrastructures, sensuous, narrative dispositions, practical modes of

action, regimes of experience etc. that operate beyond its phenomenal limits. On the side of
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the reader, this necessitates an acknowledgement of a participatory potential, actualized and
formed while reading, such as a capacity to support discursive memory, imagine, generate
affects, passional states (such as ‘curiosity’), and so on.

In chapter six, ‘The Text Beyond the Mechanism of Discourse’, inferences drawn
in the earlier chapters are summarized. Greimasian definitions of understanding and reading
are discussed. They are criticized as undeveloped and it is suggested that we acknowledge
that reading and understanding a text is not the equivalent of enunciation on the side of the
‘enunciatee’. Instead, understanding is defined as the way in which a text is given to a
reader. Since meanings of a text emerge through efforts of a reader, their dispersion is to be
conceived as a dynamic of the reader’s lived time, its semantic becoming.

An approach to the particularity of texts that is inclusive of understanding opens up
an intermediary state between the thoroughly monumental status of the text as a site for the
institution of some special meaning, and the status of a text as a neutral projection of
autonomous discursive procedures. These two poles, apparently opposed to each other, are
discussed in view of a common ground which is the same concern for the subordination of
the question of textual meaning to a cultural power of concentration and distribution of
meaning. From this standpoint, the positions of philosophical hermeneutics and
structuralism are briefly discussed.

In chapter seven, ‘The Objecthood of a Text’, the concept of effect of meaning,
important in Greimasian semiotics, is discussed. It is suggested that the concept be
dissociated from the constructivist conception of texts and linked to the semiotic
competences of the reader, competences that are defined not only as a logical condition for
the production of discourses, but also as a dimension of semiotic existence. Through the
notion of effect of meaning, the reader’s effort at understanding reveals itself as a textually
mediated auto-potentiation. In order to study this process, we need to conceptualize an
adequate research regime allowing us to locate modulations of reading and understanding.
To this end, the proposition by Greimas to compare a text to a sensual object is recalled
discussed.

In chapter eight, ‘Dual Qualities of a Text as Semiotic Object’, the Object-
Oriented Ontology of philosopher Graham Harman is introduced, providing a conceptual

ground for approaching the text as an object. According to Harman, traditional
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philosophical realism and mainstream idealism do not pay attention to the problem of
objects. As an exception, he invokes the presence of objects on the phenomenal plane as
indicated by Edmund Husserl. Harman introduces a double distinction related to the
intentional or the sensual object. On the one hand, there is the distinction between ever-
changing sensual qualities of a sensual object and the object itself: the sensual object may
appear in different profiles, shades, moods, but none of these will ever exhaust it. On the
other hand, there is the distinction between the sensual object and its real qualities: the
sensual object has certain eidetic features in absence of which it would not remain the same
or would be destroyed. Real qualities are not directly accessible but can only be accessed
indirectly.

The appearance of a particular text via reading is associated with the sensual object
as a centre for its sensual qualities: impressions, omissions and conjectures of readers may
vary greatly, the ‘meaning’ of the text is unpredictable, but what is read is always a
particular linguistic semblance that is not exhausted by impressions and meanings. An
elementary means for locating the indeterminate becomings is suggested, whereas the
explication of textual particularity is linked to real qualities of textual objects that are
supposed to make sure that it is this particular text, and not another one, that is being read.

In chapter nine, ‘Beyond the Becoming of Meanings: Reality of Sense’, it is
argued that approaching the eidetic make-up of a text as an object is only possible if we
acknowledge reality even to ‘paper’ semantic constructs. After an analytic demonstration, it
is argued that real qualities of a text determine its mode of being, when some surface
features become ‘material’ for those qualities and others do not, i.e. some features are
brought forth and others are not. Real qualities themselves can be distinguished as
semantically formations of a historic nature that bind the text, the reader and the ‘world of
common sense’. For example, ‘hyper-archeological sight” appears in textual situations, but
only with the reader actualizing the concept of ‘generational chain’ together with a narrative
image wherein a special subjectivity synthesizes ethnographic symbols on the basis of that
concept. This way, a plot-like model for a ‘search of ancestors’ in one’s familiar
surroundings emerges. These formations are called semio-idiolectic formants. It is noticed
that several formants may co-exist in a single text, without any principle of coherence

relative to the whole of the text. Instead, semio-idiolectic formants articulate with each other
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when each of them in its own way takes elements of the text’s linguistic guise for its
‘material’. This is demonstrated with an example of textual mixing that reveals how the
textual surface is not materially determined in itself. This allows for a premise that semio-
idiolectic formants may be valid for more than one text.

The second part of the dissertation is comprised of four chapters, each of which is
dedicated to one semio-idiolectic formant operating in the chosen works by Sigitas Geda.

The first chapter, ‘A Vision of an Elementary World’, discusses the way in which,
in the collection of poems Pédos (Footprints) and the poem Strazdas, a certain visual
landscape is formed that is characterized by 1) discrete elements each of which fills up the
whole of its scope, 2) that entertain unidimensional, simple relations, and 3) that are either
homogeneous conceptual schemes, or ‘cosmic’ elements that complement those schemes
and provide them with a utopian importance. The relation of obvious implication between
these elements allows for a resemantisation of predetermined cliché connections (such as
dear mother :: dear earth). The usage of material from cultural memory for elementary
schemas of ‘world order’ (such as grass :: bread :: trees; children :: home :: bread) and the
charging of such schemas with a utopian intensity provided by fragments of ‘cosmic’
discourse is deliberated upon.

The schemas are based on an agrarian conception of the world, and intensified by
fragments of scientific, technologic, elemental discourse. This way, the agrarian conception
is reformulated and utopianized by simulating its universality. This is explicated as an
elementarization of the world and a projection of an ‘eclementary man’s’ lifestyle, based on a
small number of unambiguous entities and their regular interrelations. This creative strategy
is described as a sort of cultural programming and is compared to corporate popular culture.
It is noticed that Strazdas, the main character of the long poem named after him, functions
as one of the ‘cosmic’ elements that simulate universality.

The second chapter, ‘Hyper-Archeological Sight’, discusses the metaphorized
subjective experience of a certain categorical intuition, typical of the poems in Pédos and
Strazdas. A subject, located in the present, confronts certain objects, or a landscape, through
which the past appears before him. This way, sight reveals the past without any temporally

restricted attempt at reconstruction, via an instantaneous impression. The object of such
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sight is sensual, but also typical, self-explanatory, devoid of distinguishable traits, and thus
equally accessible to everyone.

The choice of specific objects, their localization and qualifications (the footprint of
the tribe on puntukas, which is the name of a well-known boulder in Lithuania, brown reeds
in the lake, landscape of Lithuania, coloured eggs, stackyard, grass etc.) limits the
sociosemiotic scope of ‘everyone’ with an ethnographical orientation. However, here the
ethnographic quality is not schematic, but substantial, akin to ‘closeness’ or ‘ownness’.
Since from the point of view of subjectivity all those objects are stumbled upon
accidentally, they resemble novel or refurbished ethnographic symbols.

Further on, the construction of the situation of subjective experience is discussed. It
Is noticed that the appearance of the object can be constructed differently, but in all cases
the experience is rather speculative, opening the imaginative ethnographic category of
‘participation in the generational chain’ by making use of the possibilities of language.
Because of this, the sensual nature of the situation of confrontation between subject and
object is misleading, since the sensual perception of the object is actually limited to its
appearance. It is inferred that, actually, the objects of ‘hyper-archeological sight’ are
synthesized, as projections of a direct junction with the past.

The third chapter, ‘The Poet-Lithuania Relation and “Lithuanianness”’,
discusses, in sociosemiotic terms, a sort of modern mythology that directly relates Lithuania
and the poet, i.e. a social space and its equivalent, an actor that is not so much a member of
that social space as its mediator. It is claimed that the axis that binds these two poles is the
production of ‘Lithuanianness’, performed via textual practice. This practice is described as
a certain selectivity of writing and compared to Roland Barthes’ conception of écriture. It is
noticed that ‘Lithuanianness’ permeates through Geda’s texts and overshadows other
realities, and the example of landscape construction is examined, wherein even exotic
countries become ‘Lithuanian’.

Invoking the socio-semiotic concepts of Eric Landowski, this écriture of
‘Lithuanianness’ is described as an active attempt to form and reform the collective self as a
norm for the ‘ownness’ of sociosemiotic space. In order to highlight the specifics of this
textual praxis characteristic of Geda’s poetry, a comparison with the poems of Maironis

(‘Evening (On the Lake of Four Cantons’) and pranas morkiinas (‘don juan’) is undertaken.
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Gender roles are taken as a ground for comparison. It is observed that the poetry of Geda is
closely related to the poetry of Maironis, but with an essential alteration: in Maironis’ text
‘Lithuanianness’ is articulated in view of resonance, while in Geda’s text it is produced in
view of expansion. It has to be produced because various domains of modern life and
discourse are nontraditional in principle and thus they cannot be covered by folkloristic
resources. The production of a collective self is associated with hermeticity, because the
main objective of the reader in this case is to recognize signs on the basis of predefined
socio-semiotic characteristics.

The hierarchic relation between the poet and the set of anonymous anthropomorphic
entities that comprise Lithuania is discussed. The poet directly interacts with Lithuania as
an object, thus he is the only true subject, superior to all the other members of Lithuania as
an environment. The poet interacts with members of this environment via his capability to
read the homogeneous cultural code that binds it. It is argued that this configuration is the
real, deep mythological structure of Geda’s poetry, thus in principle his mythology is
political, not cultural. The poet of Geda is compared to the Hero mediator, a type of
politician described by Landowski that embodies a certain mode of being together. The
question of how to explain poetry that purports to take over the functions of politics is
raised.

The fourth chapter, ‘The Cosmos of Extraordinary Figures’, discusses the
specifics of the figurative dimension of Geda’s poetry (i.e. the figurative as defined in
Greimasian semiotics). It is observed that the texts of Geda contain unusual, odd figures that
cannot be compared with other elements of the texts. These are entitled ‘extraordinary
figures’. It is demonstrated that these figures are neither metaphors nor symbols. It is argued
that they cannot be incorporated into the standard Greimasian definition of the figurative,
because they do not have equivalents in the plane of expression of the natural world.

In order to expand this definition, figurativity is considered as a semiotic image of
the everyday experience of the habitual: figures are neither things nor words, but they are
constantly articulated by taking part in discourses and activities. Geda’s extraordinary
figures are explicated as grounded on a gesture of moving out of the field of the habitual,

when relations that safeguard the usual, ‘natural’ apprehension of figures are ruptured. This
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way, the figure itself becomes a field of articulation, and its being there a meaningful
deviation.

It is emphasized that these deviations emerge as a principle of being of a text and
not as a result of reasoning. The example of Geda’s 26 Chants of Autumn and Summer is
given, wherein the production of extraordinary figures is seemingly the main force that
guarantees the continuity of the text. The question is raised of what could be the foundation
for the autonomy of extraordinary figures. It is argued that we need to acknowledge figures
in general as complex articulations, as well as the possibility to create new figures.
Meanwhile, Geda’s extraordinary figures also presuppose a peculiar regime of perception:
they do not have an ultimate shape, but are becomings.

These figures are dissociated from the substantive make-up of habitual figurativity —
they are metaphorically fluid. The non-substantivity, metamorphous character and intensity
of these figures reveals their oniric origins. Nevertheless, extraordinary figures do not
appear in dreams, but in texts, thus the importance of active imagination (ant not
recognition) is stressed in their explication. The apprehension of extraordinary figures
cannot be explained by rational cognition or sensitivity, but should be associated with
imagination as a ‘dynamic response’, as it is described by Kristupas Sabolius (Furious
Sleep: Imagination and Phenomenology, 2012). In this sense, imagination is an effort by the
reader. It is demonstrated how such an effort is prompted and atmospherically grounded by
texts of the 26 Chants of Autumn and Summer. An atmospheric break that occurred in the 26
Chants, as opposed to Footprints and Strazdas, is marked, a break that unleashed the

dispersion of extraordinary figures.

Conclusions

Sigitas Geda (1943-2008) is one of the most distinguished Lithuanian poets of the
second half of the 20" century and the beginning of the 21% century. The dissertation The
Poetic Idiolect of Sigitas Geda is an attempt to reveal the singularity of the poetry by this
author by way of a semiotic reconceptualization of the concept of the idiolect.

Interpreting the linguistically defined idiolectic situation from a semiotic point of

view, a premise is made that the link between language and its use with individuality is not
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only formal, and that it goes beyond the logical frame of establishing the subject of
enunciation. Instead, the peculiarity of the utterer is manifested through her way of
speaking: a way of speaking is not just one of many ways to say ‘the same thing’; in
semiotic terms, a way of speaking is a mode of being, which reveals how the speaker
understands the situation of his own expression. This can only be grasped if we
acknowledge the meaningfulness of the situation: for example, if two persons, A and B,
being in the same professional position, following the same official protocol for behavior
and manner of speech, differ in that person A uses many more constructions in the first
person, while person B uses many more constructions in the third person, this reveals not
only that there are formally separate repertoires and usages of language, but also that there
are individual ways to approach the same office and protocol. In other words, semiotically
speaking, idiolectic patterns appear as a meaningfulness of the being-there of an individual.
This shows that elements of meaning cannot be defined by means of the phenomenal
surface only (i.e. elements of a semiotic system): their apprehension cannot be dissociated
from the one who is making meaning.

This intermediate conclusion is transfered into considerations about the meaning of
texts. It is argued that the conception of textual immanence, based on a premise that poetic
language is self-sufficient, also puts atside the meaningfulness of texts because it is oriented
either towards ‘literariness’ or, in a broader semiotic conception, towards the text as a
repository of meanings that are also considered to emerge from isolated and self-sufficient
relations between linguistic elements. Behind such a conception there is the premise that
elements of meaning in the textual ‘repository’ are accessible in a simple and neutral
manner, as if they were self-evident. This way, the problem of understanding is bypassed,
and with it, any possible problematic of particularity, because particularity emerges when
we are confronted with intensity of meaning, i.e. meaning that has not yet been
apprehended.

In accordance with the semiotic praxis of analysis, such a link between particularity
and understanding prompts us to take a look at the very moment of emergence of textual
meaning: this moment is brought out via the meaning-implications of reading as a ‘physical’
action (as opposed to pre-inscribed textual strategy). An attempt is made at describing the

way the surface elements of a text are ‘made-to-mean’. Tentative analyses of different cases
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reveal that elements of a textual surface do not have any predetermined and self-evident
meaning or a unified principle of coherence; instead, they appear in the time of reading as a
shimmering, a multiplicity of vectors of making-mean, with ever new connections and
profiles of the text springing up and a sort of space-time of reading a text established. This
way, the text reveals itself as an object of meaning, an object that by the intensity of its
being determines the indefiniteness of the odd configurations of elements of the textual
surface as well as a generally potential nature of this surface.

With reference to aforementioned conclusions, a gap between the epistemological
premises of classical Gremasian semiotics and the original praxis of textual research of the
Greimasian school is observed. It is argued that the efficacity of the praxis is determined by
a sort of bracketing of pre-conceptions and an acknowledgement of the reality of elements
on the textual surface. When this principle is extended to all the surface elements, its
potential and temporal nature is revealed. This does not allow us to posit, as Greimas did, a
predeterimed invariant somewhere beyond the surface of the text, supposedly exhausting the
text as object of meaning. Whilst it seems possible to separate the text-object from instances
of enunciation (because they are logically presupposed by the being of the text), it is
impossible to do the same with understanding. It is argued that by removing the problem of
understanding from the horizon of research, we simply take for a reference point the finite
interpretations (calling them the ‘effect of meaning’) performed or chosen by the researcher
beyond the frame of description, and disregard the potential nature of the textual surface.
Such a standpoint leands towards a conception of culture as a medium for circulation of
interpretations and a sort of power over meaning, and a conception of semiotics as an
instrument of that power (this is clearly demonstrated by Gianfranco Marrone). But it is not
able to appreciate the particularity texts and ends up by separating meaning from any human
individual that is not a derivative construct.

Since the potential nature of the textual surface does not allow us to take the would-
be spontaneous effect of meaning for a point of reference and for an affirmation of the
posited fundamental invariant of a text, the dissertation suggests to seek another way of
inquiring into the meaningful particularity of texts. It is observed that the aforementioned
acknowledgement of the reality or ‘semiotic existence’ of textual elements is effective not

because they are acknowledged as non-fictional or factual, and not because there is some
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sort of transition into the ‘world of the text’, but because their reality is reality of meaning,
the being of a text as meaningful object. It is asked how the being of text-object of meaning
is related to the multiple and profiled appearance of surface textual elements in the time or
reading. With reference to Graham Harman’s model of Object-Oriented Ontology, this
relation is described as a dual tension between the object and its qualities: on the one hand,
the text is confronted as a variable and potential, ‘sensual’ (intentional) givenness of surface
elements; on the other hand, it is confronted as a givenness of meaning that is not dependent
on potential variations but appears as real qualities that ground the being of the text as this
particular text.

Harman’s model allows for a novel outlook at texts as objects of real meaning,
which seems more relevant when inquiring into semiotic particularity. The search for real
qualities of texts is suggested as a paradoxical analytic gesture: when trying to trace them,
one has to overcome the potentiality of the sensual-intentional surface, but this is not done
by orienting oneself towards an abstract invariant or an interpretational finalization of ‘the
whole’ beyond the text-reader interaction; instead, it is suggested to orient oneself towards
the very surface elements as real in the aforementioned mode of semiotic existence — in this
sense, they are independent of the ‘what-is-it-about’ structure of interpretation and thus
beyond the possibility to reconfigure them according to predetermined systemic premises.
In an attempt to re-theorize the naive conception of effect of meaning, this real givenness of
surface textual elements is disclosed by describing them in view of effectiveness and by
tracing the manner in which textual being is instituted as something that requires an effort at
understanding.

Tentative descriptions of various examples and comprehensive descriptions of texts
by Sigitas Geda reveal that the effectiveness of texts emerges via distinct meaning-
formations, which are denominated as semio-idiolectic formants. These formants are
established when necessary relations between surface textual elements are revealed,
relations that go beyond the frame of a single text. For example, if there are enumerations of
entities that conform to the stereotypes of an agrarian worldview in several poems, this
shows that there is a schematism that is neither an invariant (because the occurrences of
enumeration differ), nor an essential qualification of ‘the whole’ (because it is independent

from other elements of a single poem, and there is no reason to argue that the poems
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described are necessarily the only ones wherein this schematism could occur); instead, the
schematism requires a confrontation with and an acknowledgement of the worldview in this
guise.

Descriptions of texts by Geda distinguish four semio-idiolectic formants: ‘vision of
elementary world’, ‘hyper-archeological sight’, ‘poet-Lithuania relation and
“Lithuanianness™, ‘cosmos Of extraordinary figures’. Even though it is doubtful that these
are the only formants that it would be possible to distinguish, they are enough to reveal that
semio-idiolectic formants are multiple autonomous configurations that are not dependent on
any predetermined ‘higher’ or ‘deeper’ coherence but are themselves formative of the
textual surface. Thus, the particularity of a text is brought forth by the coexistence of
autonomous formants — in terms of the time of reading, it could be conceived as a search for
equilibrium that would warrant the meaningfulness of a text.

The conclusions of the dissertation allow for the consideration of several further
problems: a) how does the aforementioned equilibrium of meaningfulness come into place
and what shape could the dynamics of relations between separate formants take; b) is the
conception of textual particularity as a constellation of autonomous formations able to
provide novel semiotic insight into the problematics of individuality; c) having fixed the
distinction between the text as a culturally determined interpretative construct of a ‘whole of
meaning’ and the text as a site of intensity of meaning accessible via interaction and effort,
should we not reevaluate the methodological role and validity of the concept of description

in the framework of a semiotic theory and practice.

22



Ivadas

Sioje daktaro disertacijoje nagrinéjama vieno zymiausiy XX a. antros pusés—XXI a.
pradzios lietuviy poety Sigito Gedos (1943-2008) kiuryba. Taip pat darbe keliami teorinio
pobudzio klausimai apie partikuliaraus teksto reikSmés ir prasmés buvimo buda. Teorinis
klausinéjimas reikalingas norint pagrijsti ,,idiolektiskuma* kaip pagrindg semiotiniam, o ne
vien kalbotyrinian poezijos tyrinéjimui. Dél to poetinio idiolekto problema formuluojama
kaip poetiniy teksty savitumo problema. Pirmoji disertacijos dalis skirta teoriniams
klausimams aptarti, antroji — suformuluotoms teorinéms prielaidoms isbandyti konkreciais
tekstais.

Darbe i$ principo apsiribota tuo, ka salyginai buty galima pavadinti ankstyvaja ir
vidurinio laikotarpio Gedos poezija ,,ne vaikams®: rinkiniais Pédos, Strazdas, 26 rudens ir
vasaros giesmés, Zydinti slyva snaigyno ezere. Tikiuosi, kad dabartinés i§vados taps akstinu
i§ naujo pazvelgti ir j kita Gedos kiurybg, ir né kiek neabejoju, kad kity poeto kiriniy
aptarimas dabartines iSvadas smarkiai praturtinty.

I$skirti tokie disertacijos tikslai:

e Interpretuojant kalbotyring idiolekto savoka, suformuluoti semioting teksto

partikuliarumo problematika.

o Koceptualizuoti prieiga, kuri leisty analizuoti teksty korpusus semiotinio partikuliarumo

aspektu.

e Pritaikyti tg prieiga pasirinktam Sigito Gedos poezijos teksty korpusui aprasyti.

Tyrimo metodologija

Pirmoji disertacijos dalis — tai filosofinio pobuidzio samprotavimas ir analizé, kaip
pranciiziS$kosios, greiminés semiotikos rémuose galima kelti teksto savitumo klausimg ir kas
trukdo tai daryti. Tam pirma reikia semiotiSkai konceptualizuoti lingvistinés kilmés
idiolekto sgvoka, tada tg koncepta pritaikyti teksto kaip prasmés objekto problemai.

Semiotikoje tradiciskai daugiau domimasi bendriausiu reikSmés procesu ir diskurso tipais, o
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ne partikuliarumu ar savitumu, todél truksta iSplétotos teksto kaip prasmés objekto
problematikos. Tam pasitarnauja S$iuolaikinio filosofo Grahamo Harmano  objekts
orientuota ontologija, kurioje ,,objektas* traktuojamas dinamiskai, nesutapatinant tiesiog su
,,daiktu“ kasdiene prasme ir, be to, remiantis semiotikai ,,genetiskai* artima fenomenologine
Edmundo Husserlio ir Martino Heideggerio filosofija. Siekiant pailiustruoti argumentus,
atliekama keletas poezijos teksty aprasymy ir palyginimy.

Antroje disertacijos dalyje pasirinktiems poezijos tekstams nagrinéti taikoma savita
metodiné prieiga, kuri i§ principo, bet laisvai pagrjsta Greimo mokyklos isvystyta analitine
praktika, jungiancia artimajj skaityma, apraSymga ir modeliavimg. Vietoj savotiska greiminés
semiotikos vizitine kortele tapusio smulkaus ir iSsamaus vieno teksto apraSymo,
disertacijoje méginama iSsamiai aprasyti tokius elementy santykius, kurie isryskéja per visa
eiléras¢iy rinkinj ar per kelis rinkinius. Sie santykiai atpazjstami fiksuojant skirtinguose
eilérasciuose pakartotinai pasirenkamas figtiras, siuzetinius motyvus, objektyvios pasaulio
sandaros ar subjektyviy iSgyvenimy vaizdinius, kalbos vartojimo specifika ir t. t.

Strukt@iruojant tokiu budu ,surinkta” medziaga, kartais reikalinga konteksto
rekonstrukcija, padedanti suvokti tas teksty ypatybes, kuriy specifika akivaizdi dél kalbinio
pavidalo, bet kuriy relevantiSkumas néra savaime suprantamas. Galiausiai, pavienés
specifinés teksto kalbos ypatybés traktuojamos kaip pozymiai, vedantys link eidetinés teksto
sandaros — Harmano terminais, link jo realiyjy savybiy. Realiosios savybés aprasomos
jungiant pavienius aptiktus elementy santykius j tam tikrus branduolius, kurie, net jeigu yra
itin didelés apimties antropologiniu poziiiriu, koegzistuoja tuose paciuose tekstuose. Tie
branduoliai vadinami semioidiolektiniais formantais.

Disertacijoje suformuluoti tokie tyrimo uzdaviniai:
e Aptarti idiolektinés raiskos semiotines implikacijas ir struktiira;

e Aptarti partikuliaryjj teksto pavidalg kaip idiolektinés raiskos struktiirinj analoga;

e Aptarti pagrindinius teksto prasminio savitumo analizés matmenis: skaitymo-supratimo
vaidmenyj, teksto kalbinio pavidalo reik§minés artikuliacijos procesa, semioidiolektinio

formanto samprata;
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e Aprasyti pasirinktus Sigito Gedos poezijos tekstus pagal aptartus matmenis ir i$skirti

pagrindinius semioidiolektinius formantus.

Naujumas ir aktualumas

Disertacijoje keliamas greiminei semiotikai nebuidingas teksto partikuliarumo ir
objektiskumo klausimas. Greiminés semiotikos ir Harmano j objekta orientuotos ontologijos
sugretinimas sudaro sglygas naujai svarstyti prasmés ir reikSmés buvimo biudo ir pazinimo
salygy problemas. Paprastai greiminéje semiotikoje, sekant Louisu Hjelmslevu, tekstai
suvokiami kaip bendro, achronisko semiotinio proceso neesminis veiksnys arba kaip
reliatyvus konstruktas. Tuo tarpu atsizvelgus j teksto objektinj pobidj, iSrySkéja prasmés
istorinis matmuo ir saveikos problematika, mat tekstas kaip objektas prieinamas tik per
skaitymg ir pasizymi tam tikromis savybémis, kuriy negalima neproblemiskai perkelti j bet
kurj kit teksta.

Taip pat disertacijoje iSsamiai nagriné¢jama Sigito Gedos kiiryba, kuri lig Siol néra
susilaukusi pakankamos akademinés Kkritikos, nors tai vienas ryskiausiy savo gyvenamojo
laikotarpio poety, laikomas svarbiu lietuviy poezijos modernintoju. I$skiriant ir apraSant
semioidiolektinius formantus, pavyksta atskleisti Gedos poezijos specifika ir kartu parodyti,
kokiu mastu ji priklausoma nuo lietuviy poezijos tradicijos vyraujancios Krypties.

Semioidiolektiniy formanty aprasymas leidzia jvertinti poezija kaip universuma,
kuriame galimos jvairios prasmés formos — aksiologinés, subjektinés, politinés ar ontiskai
specifinés. Kitaip sakant, Sitoks apraSymas leidzia iSzengti i ,,teksto be konteksto* kaip
kalbos mikromodelio ir zengti link platesnio antroploginio tiek literattiros, tiek semiotikos
supratimo. Tuo paciu iSkyla ir naujy problemy, mat reikia rasti analiting pricigg prie

semantiniy konstrukty Kitapus diskurso kaip reik§minio viseto.

Disertacijos ginamieji teiginiai yra tokie:

1. Teksto semiotikos poziiiriu, idiolektas randasi i§ jtampos tarp teksto objektisSkumo, jo

reik§més tapsmo skaitymo eigoje ir jo prasmés pagrindo ,,sveiko proto pasaulyje®.
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2. Skaitymas — tai veiksmas, kai fiksuoto kalbinio pavidalo horizonte steigiamas teksto
reik§minis pavirSius, jgalinantis per reikSmés tapsmus atskleisti vis naujus teksto profilius,

kaip jo kintamas savybes.

3. Teksto semiotinis partikuliarumas isryskéja tada, kai jo kintamas pavirSius per skaitytojo

pastangg transformuojamas j reikSmés artikuliacijos trajektorijas.

4. Reiksmeés artikuliacijos trajektorijos formuojamos prasmés pagrindu, kai teksto-skaitytojo
sgveika jsiterpia ] ,,sveiko proto pasaulj, leidziantj skaitytojui suciuopti esmines teksto

savybes.

5. Aprasyti konkreciy teksty partikuliaruma galima isskiriant semioidiolektinius formantus —
reikSmés artikuliacijos trajektorijas grindziancias specifines ,sveiko proto pasaulio®

konfigiiracijas.

6. Nagrinétuose Gedos tekstuose galima isskirti keturis pagrindinius semioidiolektinius
formantus: 1) ,,elementaraus pasaulio vizijg*, 2) ,hiperarcheologinj matyma®, 3) ,,poeto-

Lietuvos santykj ir ,,lietuviskumo* produkavima®, 4) ,,nepaprasty figiiry kosma*.

7. Semioidiolektiniais formantais grjsta semiotiné poetinio idiolekto koncepcija perzengia
pavienio teksto rémus ir leidzia kelti klausimg apie pakartotine sgveika grista poetinés

individualybés formavimasi.

Disertacijos struktiira ir turinys

Disertacijos Jvade pristatoma bendra tyrimo koncepcija, disertacijos tikslai ir
uzdaviniai, aptariami ankstesni Sigito Gedos poezijos tyrimai, disertacijos naujumas ir
aktualumas, metodologiniai tyrimo principai ir pristatomi ginamieji teiginiai.

Pirmos dalies pirmame skyriuje, ,Idiolekto savokos semiotiné traktuoté: nuo
individualaus Kkalbéjimo prie partikuliaraus teksto, bendrais bruozais aptariama

kalbotyriné idiolekto problematika ir keliamas klausimas apie galimybe ja interpretuoti is
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semiotinés perspektyvos. Argumentuojama, kad tokia prieiga gali bati produktyvi dél keliy
prieZasciy.

Pirma, semiotikoje apie poezijag labiau jprasta kalbéti kaip apie kalbos tipg
(literattriskuma, poetiSkuma ir pan.), paliekant nuosalyje klausimg, kaip prasme jgauna
partikuliarus tekstas. Tokiai sampratai priskiriami Julios Kristevos, Roland’o
Barthes’o, Michaelo Riffaterre’o darbai, kuriuose remiamasi modernistine meno ir
literatiros kaip suverenaus raiskos ir komunikacijos btido samprata, o literatiriSkumas ar
poetiskumas konceptualizuojami kaip ,.trikdantis* kalbos tipas. Tuo tarpu prasmés statusas
konceptualiai neapibréziamas ir suvokiamas vertybiskai, pagal meno sampratg.

Cia isskiriama Greimo semiotika, kurioje poetikumas apibréziamas kaip diskurso
tipas, veikiantis ne tik zodin¢je kalboje, bet kaip apriorinémis salygomis dedukciskai
konstruojamas bendras semiotinis procesas. Tokiu atveju reikéty kalbéti apie atskirg
,,poeting gramatika“, poetiSkumg normalizuojant ir susiejant su kitais reik§més produkavimo
procesais. Bet nors Greimo teoriné poetiSkumo koncepcija atrodo pazangesné, joje juolab
nekyla partikuliarumo klausimas, nes bet kuris tekstas tada matomas kaip tam tikry — vélgi
tipiniy — poetiniy procediiry atvejis.

Kalbos ir diskurso tipy tyrinéjimui prieSprieSinamas paskiras tekstas kaip objektas,
kuris pasirodo ne sakymo ir ne dedukcijos, o skaitymo situacijoje. Glaustai aptariama
struktiiralistiné ir postrukttralistiné skaitymo samprata (Barthes, Greimas, Eco), Kkuriai
galima prikisti jos iSvestinj pobudj, mat ji tarsi dedukuojama i§ reikSmés produkavimo
sampratos. Dél tokios kilmés ji irgi prasilenkia su tekstu kaip objektu. Todél skyriaus
pabaigoje sitloma pripazinti teksto-objekto buvimg kaip formalig salyga norint dométis
teksty ,,semiotiniy idiolekty” arba jy partikuliarumo problema. Taip suformuluojama
pirminé probleminé teksty semiotinio partikuliarumo apibréztis: tai reikSmés artikuliacija,
kuri aptinkama kaip objektas. Ji nesuteikia betarpiskos prieigos prie prasmés, bet steigia
santykj Su prasme, j kurj jsijungia skaitytojas.

Antrame skyriuje ,Individas raiSkos istakose, arba prasmés intensyvumas* $i
problematika tikslinama sugrjztant prie kalbotyrinés problematikos ir aptariant Michaelo
Barlow tyrima ,,Individual Usage: a Corpus-based Study of Idiolects* (2010). Sis penkiy
JAV Baltyjy rimy spaudos sekretoriy pasakyty kalby tyrimas parodo, kad idiolektinés

variacijos paveikia net ir pacius jprasCiausius kalbos konstrukcinius elementus, dar né
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nekalbant apie retorines priemones ar sociokultiirinio arealo pozymius. Tuo remiantis
daroma prielaida, kad kalbos vartojimas neatsiejamas nuo kalbanciojo individualybés, 0
pastaroji yra kas kita nei kalba, todél jos negali aprépti sakymo problematika, kurig pradéjo
Emile’is Benveniste’as. Sakytojas steigiamas paciame diskurse, o $tai kalbantis individas
jau yra esamas ir be diskurso, kurj veikia savo buvimu.

Teigiama, kad kalbantis individas néra vien tus¢ias rémas, kurj uzpildyty diskursas,
bet ir pats yra prasmingas, teikia pagrinda tam, ka Paulis Ricoeuras vadina ,,kalbanciojo
reikSme* (Interpretacijos teorija. Diskursas ir reiksmés perteklius, 2000). Semiotiné
idiolekto traktuoté suteikia galimybe susieti kalbanciojo reik§me ir pasakymo reik$me,
pabréziant vieno individualumg ir Kito partikuliarumg, mat tekstas kaip objektas taip pat
paradoksaliai yra ,,uz“ kalbos. Kalbantysis per tai, ka ir kaip pasirenka savo raiskai
formuoti, atskleidzia savo supratima, kokia yra jo dalyvaujama situacija.

Tokia padétis siejama su Greimo suformuluota prasmés ir reikSmés santykio
koncepcija, pagal kurig prasmé zmogui yra ,natirali“ terpé, akivaizdi duotybé, 0 jos
pagrindu vyksta reik§meés artikuliavimas. Zitirint i§ idiolekto tyrimy tasko, pats kalbantysis
,renka Zzodzius“ parafrazuodamas, kas jam ,natiiraliai suprantama®. Kitaip sakant,
,hattiralus supratimo jausmas“ kalban¢iajam pasirodo reik§més produkavimo fone, kur jam
(tam ,,jausmui‘) iskyla dviprasmybés, neaiSkumo rizika, nes jis jgyja kalbinj pavidala, 0 Sis
néra kontroliuojamas.

Kalbinis pavidalas savaime reik§més neturi, jis gali buti tik suprastas, taip pat
produkuojant reik§me¢ prasmés, t. y. ,,supratimo jausmo“ pagrindu. Taigi artikuliacija —
kalbinio pavidalo ,,pagaminimas®“ — yra ir partikuliarizacija, nes reikSmé randasi tik
suprantant tg konkrety pavidalg. Kiekvienas individo pasakymas pazenklintas jtampos tarp
kalbiniy pasirinkimy, gristy jam budingu situacijos supratimu, ir kalbos apskritai kaip
anoniminés diskursyvumo terpés, i§ kurios renkamasi, bet kuri savaime neimplikuoja
supratimo. D¢l to klausytojo pozitriu né vienas kalbétojo pasakymas néra Savaime
suprantamas, bet biitinai kg nors ,,pasako® apie kalbantjjj, tiksliau, jo santykj su situacijos
prasme ar apskritai ,sveiko proto pasauliu“. Tokiu biadu pasirinkimai konstituoja
individualios raiskos prasmés intensyvuma, kai svarbus pats vieny reik§miy buvimas, kity —

nebuvimas.
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TreCiame skyriuje ,,Teksto partikuliarumo problema* idiolekto semiotiné
koncepcija taikoma teksto partikuliarumo problemai. Eksperimentiskai sugretinant kelis
skirtingus tekstus pademonstruojamas skirtumas tarp diskurso tipo ir partikuliaraus teksto.
Gretinant tekstus ne kaip atvejus, o kaip kalbinius pavidalus, iSryskéja jy tarpusavio
panaSumai ir skirtumai, o tai rodo, kad tekstai turi savybiy. Teksto savybiy apibiidinimai i$
principo neissamis — taip pasirodo teksto objektiSkumas, dél kurio jo kalbinis pavidalas
nesutampa su kalba apskritai (t. y. tekstas néra kalbos sankaupa). Primenama Paulio
Ricoeur’o ir Ritos Felski kritika konstruktyvistiniam teksty traktavimui, kurj galiausiai
siiloma laikyti simboline vertés formule, nepakankama teksto semiotiniam aiSkinimui.
Sitiloma atsizvelgti j teksto kaip reiskinio specifika, jtraukiant sgveikos — teksto skaitymo ir
supratimo — matmenj Ir perzengiant vien kalbinés organizacijos ir diskurso produkavimo
rémus.

Tai iliustruojama aptariant S. Gedos eilérascio ,,Eilérastis apie griivanc¢ig Liskiava™
iStraukoje aptinkama refleksyvuma ir skaitymo kinetikg. Teigiama, jog i teksto reikSmés
atsiradimo procesg jsiterpia reik§més ansambliai (,,refleksyvumas®), jutiminés duotys
(kinetika) ir kitokie dariniai, todél apriorinés diskurso produkavimo kompetencijos yra
nepakankamos. Pateikiama daliné teksto prasminio intensyvumo apibréztis: tai teksto
pajégumas sudaryti salygas kurti prasme kaip ,,sveiko proto pasaulio artikuliacija.

Ketvirtame skyriuje ,,Kitapus diskurso tipo — semiotiné egzistencija*“ sitiloma
teksty prasminio intensyvumo tyrinéjimams pasitelkti greiminéje semiotikoje iSvystyta
analiting praktika, veikiancig ,,semiotinés egzistencijos®, specifinio buvimo biido, plotméje.
Tai suvokiama kaip iSankstiniy ontiniy perskyry atsisakymas: ir uzrasytas, ir fizinis
veiksmas yra veiksmai, t. y. turi tg patj statusg. Bet koks tikrumas ar netikrumas,
teisingumas ar klaidingumas priklauso ne nuo esmés, 0 NUO prasmés.

Aptariamas teksty ir prasmés statusas standartinéje greiminés semiotikos teorijoje.
Kritikuojamas teksto pavertimas vien operacine sgvoka ir i$ to kylgs konstruktyvizmas, nes
jie grindziami prielaida, kad analizuojamas gali buti tik kalbos visumos procesas ar
diskursas, o teksto prasminés implikacijos yra tik Sio proceso arba diskurso funkcija. Jeigu
tekstu vadinami bet kokie tyréjo teorinj projekta ir analizés koherencija uztikrinantys
semiotiniai elementai, tai $i sgvoka paprasciausiai prasilenkia su bet kokiu partikuliariu

tekstu ir gali padéti paaiskinti tik kaip partikuliariame tekste atrandama medziaga diskurso
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tyrimui, bet ne kaip randasi to partikuliaraus teksto reikimé. Siuo pagrindu kaip nemoksliné
kritikuojama Gianfranco Marrone ,radikalaus konstruktyvizmo® koncepcija (“L’Invention
du texte*, 2008).

Penktojo skyriaus ,,Teksto kaip prasmés objekto paieSkos — skaitymo vaidmuo*
pradzioje skaitymo kaip saveikos samprata palyginama su U. Eco modelinio skaitytojo
koncepcija. Argumentuojama uz teksto ir skaitytojo autonomijg, dél Kkurios skaitymo
neiSsemia vien i§ anksto jrasyty tekstiniy strategijy realizavimas, apie kurj kalba Eco.
Skaitymas apibtidinamas kaip specifinis ,,zitiré¢jimo* buidas, kai matomos ne tiesiog raidés,
bet reik§miné teksto pavirsiaus sklaida. Si sklaida dar reikalauja ir tam tikro aktyvumo, o tai
rodo, kad teksto reikSminis pavirSius néra duotas savaime, bet jtraukia skaitytoja. Teigiama,
jog teksto reikSminis pavirsius randasi méginant atskleisti duoto kalbinio pavidalo
potencialg artikuliacijai. Tai reikalauja pastangos: teksto kalbos pavidalas tampa reikSminiu
pavirSiumi keldamas salygas, kuriomis jis gali biiti suprastas kaip artikuliacija.

Suformuluojami du, negatyvus ir pozityvus sgveikos su tekstu kaip specifiniu
objektu aspektai. Zifirint negatyviai, né vienas partikuliarus tekstas néra savaime
suprantamas. Zidrint pozityviai, tam, kad dispersinis pavir§ius baty artikuliuotas
reik§minémis trajektorijomis, pasitelkiamas efektyvumo potencialas, kuris analogijos rysiu
susaisto teksta ir skaitytojg. Demonstracijos tikslais nagrinéjami du pavyzdziai — naujieny
portalo antrasté ir S. Gedos eiléras¢io iStrauka. Prieinama prie iSvados, kad abiem atvejais
tame paciame tekste koegzistuoja kelios nebendramatés paveikumo konfigtracijos, kurios
implikuoja ne apibréztas reikSmés struktiiras, 0 dalyvavimag reik§més konstravimo
procesuose, perzengianciuose diskursyvaus turinio ar israiSkos rémus. Teksto puséje tai
ver€ia pripazinti pasauliSkumg — teksto potencialg suaktyvinti uz jo fenomeniniy riby
veikiancias reik§més infrastruktiiras, juslines, naratyvines dispozicijas, praktines veiksenas,
patirties rezimus ir pan. Skaitytojo puséje — skaitymo metu aktualizuojamg ir formuojama
dalyvaujamagjj potenciala kaip, pavyzdziui, gebéjimas palaikyti diskurso atmintj,
jsivaizduoti, generuoti afektus, pasijines biisenas (pavyzdziui, ,,smalsuma®) ir pan.

Sestame skyriuje ,,Tekstas Kkitapus diskurso mechanizmo* apibendrinamos
ankstesniuose skyriuose padarytos iSvados. Aptariamos supratimo ir skaitymo apibréztys
Greimo semiotikoje. Jas kritikuojant, siiloma pripazinti, kad teksto skaitymas ir supratimas

néra sakymo atitikmuo ,,adresato* puséje. Vietoj to supratimas apibréziamas kaip biidas,
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kuriuo tekstas yra skaitytojui. Kadangi teksto reikSmés randasi skaitytojo pastangomis, jy
sklaidg reikéty suvokti kaip dinaminj skaitytojo gyvenamojo laiko pavidalg, jo semantinj
tapsma.

Supratimg jtraukianti prieiga prie teksty partikuliarumo atveria tarpine biikle tarp
perdém monumentalaus teksto kaip ypatingos prasmés steigties vietos statuso ir tarp teksto
kaip neutralios autonomisky diskurso procediry projekcijos statuso. Sie du i§ pazidros
priesingi poziiiriai aptariami kaip vienijami to paties rtipes¢io subordinuoti teksto prasmés
klausima kultdirinei galiai koncentruoti ir paskirstyti prasme. Siuo pozidriu trumpai
aptariamos filosofinés hermeneutikos ir struktiiralizmo pozicijos.

Septintame skyriuje ,,Teksto objektiSkumas* aptariama greiminéje semiotikoje
svarbi prasmés efekto samprata. Sitiloma jg atsieti nuo konstruktyvistinés teksto sampratos
ir susieti su skaitytojo semiotinémis kompetencijomis, kurios apibréziamos ne tik kaip
diskursy produkavimo loginé salyga, bet ir kaip semiotinés egzistencijos matmuo.
Pasitelkus prasmés efekto sampratg, skaitytojo supratimo pastanga pasirodo kaip teksto
jtarpinta autopotencializacija. Norint nagrinéti §j procesa, reikia konceptualizuoti atitinkama
tirlamajj rezima, kuriuo bty galima fiksuoti skaitymo ir supratimo moduliacijas. Tuo tikslu
prisimenamas ir aptariamas Greimo sitilymas palyginti teksta su jusliniu objektu.

Astuntame skyriuje ,,Dvejopos teksto kaip semiotinio objekto savybés*
pristatoma filosofo Grahamo Harmano | objekta orientuota ontologija, suteikianti
konceptualinj pagrindg traktuoti teksta kaip objekta. Harmanas argumentuoja, kad
filosofijoje tradicinis realizmas ir vyraujantis idealizmas apskritai praleidzia pro akis
objekty problema. Kaip isimtj, jis pasitelkia Edmundo Husserlio nurodyta objekty buvima
fenomeny plotméje. Harmanas jveda dvejopg su intencionaliuoju arba jusliniu objektu
susijusig perskyra. Viena vertus, tarp nuolat kintanciy jusliniy objekto savybiy ir paties
juslinio objekto — juslinis objektas gali pasirodyti skirtingais profiliais, atspalviais,
nuotaikomis, bet jos niekada jo neiSsems. Antra vertus, tarp juslinio objekto ir jo realiyjy
savybiy — juslinis objektas turi tam tikrus eidetinius bruozus, be kuriy jis nebebiity tas pats
objektas arba bty sunaikintas; realiosios savybés tiesiogiai jusliskai neduotos, prieiga prie
ju gali biti tik netiesioginé.

Partikuliaraus teksto pasirodymas per skaitymg siejamas su juslines savybes
centruojanciu jusliniu objektu: skaitytojy jsptidziai, ,,tus¢ios vietos™ ir spéjimai gali buti
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labai jvairts, ,,teksto reikSmé*“ — nenuspéjama, bet visada skaitomas tam tikras kalbinis
pavidalas, kurio jsptuidziai ir reik§més neiSsemia. Pasitilomas elementarus budas fiksuoti
neapibréztuosius semantinius tapsmus. Tuo tarpu teksto partikuliarumo aiskinimas siejamas
su jo realiosiomis savybémis, turin¢iomis uztikrinti, kad skaitomas tekstas yra stai $is, 0 ne
kitas.

Devintame skyriuje ,,UZ reik§miy tapsmo — prasmés tikrumas* teigiama, kad
priartéti prie teksto kaip objekto eidetikos jmanoma tik i$ principo pripazinus net ir
»popieriniams® semantiniams konstruktams realumg. Pademonstruojant pavyzdziu,
argumentuojama, jog realios teksto savybés nustato teksto buvimo bida, kai vienos teksto
pavirSiaus ypatybés virsta jy ,,medziaga“, kitos — ne, t. y. jgyja svarbos arba ne. Pacios
realios savybés gali buti iSskirtos kaip istorinio pobtudzio dariniai, susaistantys teksta,
skaitytojg ir ,,sveiko proto pasaulj“. Pavyzdziui, ,hiperarcheologinis matymas® pasirodo
tekstinése situacijose, bet tik skaitytojui aktualizuojant ,karty grandinés* sampratg ir
naratyvinj vaizdinj, kuriame ypatinga subjektyvybé tos sampratos pagrindu sintezuoja
etnografiskus simbolius. Taip randasi siuzetinis ,,protéviy ieskojimo* artimoje aplinkoje
modelis. Sie dariniai pavadinami semioidiolektiniais formantais. Pastebima, kad viename
tekste gali koegzistuoti keli formantai be jokio teksto visumos rislumo principo. Vietoj to
semioidiolektiniai formantai jungiasi kiekvienas savaip ,,medziaga“ paversdamas teksto
kalbinio pavidalo elementus. Tai pademonstruojama pateikus tekstinio miksavimo pavyzdj,
kuris parodo, kad teksto pavirSius néra savaime medziagiskai apibréztas. Tai leidzia daryti
prielaida, kad semioidiolektiniai formantai gali galioti daugiau nei vienam tekstui.

Disertacijos antrag dalj sudaro keturi skyriai, kuriy kiekvienas skirtas vienam
pasirinkty Sigito Gedos kariniy semioidiolektiniam formantui aptarti.

Pirmame skyriuje ,,Elementaraus pasaulio vizija® aptariama, kaip eilérasciy
rinkinyje Pédos ir poemoje Strazdas formuojamas tam tikras regimasis krastovaizdis,
pasizymintis 1) visg jo apimtj uzpildanCiais pavieniais elementais, 2) kurie susieti
vienmaciais rysiais ir 3) kurie yra arba homogeniskos konceptualinés schemos, arba tas
schemas papildantys, joms utopinio reikSmingumo suteikiantys ,kosminiai“ dydZiai.
Aptariamas elementus siejantis akivaizdzios implikacijos rySys, kuris leidzia resemantizuoti
i anksto apibréztas kliSines sgsajas (pvz., motinélé . Zemelé). Svarstoma, kaip panaudojant

kulttirinés atminties medziagg sudaromos elementarios ,,pasaulio tvarkos* schemos (pvz.,
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Zole :: duona :: medziai; vaikai :: namai :: duona) ir kaip tos schemos jkraunamos
,,kosminio* diskurso fragmenty utopiniu kraviu.

Schemoms pagrindg teikia agrariné pasaulio samprata, 0 jas suintensyvina
mokslinio, technologinio, stichinio diskurso fragmentai. Tokiu btadu agrariné pasaulio
samprata performuluojama ir utopizuojama, simuliuojant jos visuotinumg. Daroma i$vada,
kad taip atliekama pasaulio elementarizacija ir projektuojamas ,,elementaraus zmogaus*
gyvenimo stilius, pagrjstas nedidelius skai¢iumi vienareik§miy esiniy ir reguliariais jy
tarpusavio rysiais. Tokia kurybiné strategija apibudinama kaip savotiSkas kultiirinis
programavimas ir gretinama su korporacine populiarigja kultiira. Pastebima, kad kaip vienas
i ,.kosminiy®“, visuotinumg simuliuojan¢iy elementy veikia ir eilérasciy ,,a8* bei poemos
veikéjas Strazdas.

Antrame skyriuje ,,Hiperarcheologinis matymas* aptariamas Pédy eiléras¢iams ir
Strazdui budingas tam tikros kategorinés intuicijos subjektyvus isgyvenimas per metafora.
Dabarties pozicijoje esantis subjektas susiduria su tam tikrais objektais ar apskritai
krastovaizdziu, per kurj jam pasirodo praeitis. Tokiu budu zvilgsnis atveria praeitj be jokios
laiking apimtj turinCios rekonstrukcijos, bet per akimirkos jsptidj. Tokio matymo objektas
yra juslinis, bet kartu tipinis, savaime suprantamas ir be isskiriamy savybiy, taigi vienodali
prieinamas visiems.

Konkreciy objekty parinkimas ir jy lokalizacija bei kvalifikacijos (genties péda ant
puntuko, rudosios nendrés ezere, Lietuvos krastovaizdis, dazyti kiausai, kluonas, Zolé ir t. t.)
riboja ,,visy“ sociosemioting apimtj, mat orientuoja ja etnografiskai. Taciau etnografiSkumas
yra ne scheminis, o substancinis, sietinas su ,,artumu‘ ar ,,savumu. Kadangi subjektyvybés
pozitriu Visi tokie objektai aptinkami atsitiktinai, jie panasSts j naujus arba atnaujintus
etnografinius simbolius.

Aptariamas subjektyvaus isgyvenimo situacijos konstravimas. Pastebima, kad
objekto pasirodymas gali bati konstruojamas skirtingai, bet visais atvejais patyrimas yra
veikiau spekuliatyvus, kai panaudojant kalbos galimybes atveriama ,,dalyvavimo karty
grandinéje* etnografinés vaizduotés kategorija. D¢l to subjekto-objekto susidiirimo situacija
jusliska tik i§ pazitros, objekto jusliné duotis apribojama vien jo pasirodymu. Daroma
iSvada, kad i$ tiesy ,hiperarcheologinio matymo* objektai sintezuojami, kaip tiesioginés

sandiiros Su praeitimi projekcijos.
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Tre¢iame skyriuje ,,Poeto-Lietuvos santykis ir ‘lietuviSkumas’* sociosemiotiniu
aspektu aptariama tam tikra moderni mitologija, tiesiogiai susaistanti Lietuvg ir poetg, 1. Y.
socialing erdve ir jai lygiavertj veikéja, kuris yra ne tiek tos erdvés narys, kiek jos
mediatorius. Kaip S$iuos du polius susaistanti aSis jvardijamas tekstine praktika
jgyvendinamas ,,lietuviskumo“ produkavimas. Si praktika apibiidinama kaip tam tikras
raSymo Selektyvumas ir gretinama su Roland’o Barthes’o sgvoka écriture. Pastebima, kad
»Hlietuviskumas* persmelkia Gedos tekstus ir uzgozia Kitas realijas, o pavyzdziu pateikiamas
krastovaizdziy konstravimas, kai net ir egzotiski krastai tampa ,,lictuviski‘.

Pasitelkiant Erico Landowskio sociosemiotikos koncepcijas, toks ,lietuviskumo*
ecriture apibuidinamas kaip aktyvus méginimas formuoti ir performuoti kolektyving savastj
kaip sociosemiotinés erdvés ,,savumo® normg. Norint iSrysSkinti Sios Gedos kiirybai
budingos tekstinés praktikos specifika, atliekamas palyginimas su Maironio (,,Vakaras (Ant
ezero Keturiy Kantony™) ir prano morkiino (,,donzuanas®) eilérasciais. Lyginimo asimi
pasirenkami ly¢iy vaidmenys. Pastebimas Gedos poezijos artumas Maironio poezijai, bet
fiksuojamas ir esminis pokytis: Maironio tekste ,lietuviskumas® artikuliuojamas siekiant
rezonanso, Gedos tekstuose — produkuojamas siekiant ekspansijos. Produkuoti reikia todél,
kad jvairios modernaus gyvenimo ir diskurso sritys i§ principo netradiciskos, todél negali
buti padengtos folkloro istekliais. Kolektyvinés savasties produkavimas siejamas su
hermetiSkumu, mat tokiu atveju pagrindine skaitytojo uzduotimi tampa zenkly atpazinimas
remiantis i§ anksto apbiréztomis sociosemiotinémis charakteristikomis.

Aptariamas hierarchinis poeto ir Lietuvg sudarancios anoniminés antropomorfinés
esybiy aibés santykis. Poetas tiesiogiai sgveikauja su Lietuva kaip objektu, taigi yra
vienintelis tikras subjektas ir virSesnis uz visus Lietuvos kaip terpés narius. Poetas su terpés
nariais sgveikauja gebédamas perskaityti juos vienijantj homogeniska kultiiros koda.
Teigiama, kad $i konfigtracija — tai tikroji, gilioji Gedos poezijos mitiné struktiira, taigi
Gedos mitologija i§ principo politiné, 0 ne kultiriné. Gedos poetas gretinamas su
Landowskio apibtdintu politiko tipu, Didvyriu tarpininku, kuris jktinija tam tikra biidg buti
kartu. Iskeliama problema, kaip aiskinti poezija, pretenduojancia perimti politikos funkcijas.

Ketvirtame skyriuje ,,Nepaprasty figiiry kosmas* aptariama Gedos poezijos
figtratyvinio matmens (pagal apibrézimg greiminéje semiotikoje) specifika. Pastebima, jog

Gedos tekstuose esama kitonisky, nejprasty figliry, nesulyginamy su Kitais teksty
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démenimis. Jos pavadinamos ,,nepaprastomis figiromis“. Parodoma, kad Sios figiiros néra
metaforos ar simboliai. Teigiama, jog jos perzengia standarting greiminés semiotikos
figtiratyvumo apibréztj, nes neturi atitikmeny natiiraliojo pasaulio israiskos plotméje.

Norint $ig apibréztj iSplésti, figiratyvumas svarstomas kaip kasdienés jprastumo
patirties semiotinis vaizdinys: figliros néra nei daiktai, nei Zzodziai, uztat jos nuolat
artikuliuojamos dalyvaujant diskursuose ir veiklose. Gedos nepaprastos figiiros aiSkinamos
kaip pagrijstos i§Zengimo i$ jprastumo lauko gestu, kai sutraukomi sarysiai, uztikrinantys
Iprasta, ,,natliraly* figliros suvokimg. Tokiu btudu pati figiira tampa artikuliacijos lauku, o
jos buvimas — prasmingu nuokrypiu.

Pabréziama, kad Sie nuokrypiai randasi kaip teksto buvimo principas, 0 ne kaip
samprotavimo pasekmé. Pateikiamas Gedos knygos 26 rudens ir vasaros giesmés pavyzdys,
kur nepaprasty figliry produkavimas yra kone pagrindinis veiksnys, uztikrinantis teksto
testinumg. Keliamas klausimas, koks galéty biiti nepaprasty figliry autonomijos pagrindas.
Teigiama, jog reikia pripazinti figiiras apskritai sudétinémis artikuliacijomis, o taip pat
galimybe kurti naujas figiiras. Tuo tarpu Gedos nepaprastos figiiros suponuoja dar ir savitg
suvokimo rezima: jos neturi galutinio pavidalo, bet yra tapsmai.

Sios figiros atsyja nuo jprastam figiratyvumui badingo substantyvumo ir yra
metamorfiskai takios. Jy nesubstantyvumas, metamorfiskumas ir intensyvumas rodo, kad
Sios figliros yra onirinio pobudzio. Vis délto nepaprastos figtiros pasirodo ne sapnuose, 0
tekstuose, todél norint jas aiSkinti pabréziama jsivaizdavimo (0 ne atpazinimo) svarba.
Nepaprasty figiiry suvokimas nepaaiskinamas racionaliu pazinimu ar juslumu, bet sietinas
su vaizduote kaip ,,dinaminiu atsaku‘, kaip ja apibiidina Kristupas Sabolius (/nirtingas
miegas. Vaizduoté ir fenomenologija, 2012). Tai jsivaizdavimas kaip pastanga. Parodoma,
kaip tokiag pastangg skatina ir atmosferiskai pagrindzia 26 rudens ir vasaros giesmiy tekstai.
Fiksuojamas 26 giesmése, palyginus su Pédomis ir Strazdu, jvykes atmosferinis lizis,

1§laisvinantis nepaprasty figiiry sklaida.
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ISvados

Sigitas Geda (1943-2008) — vienas ryskiausiy XX a. antros pusés ir XXI a. pradzios
lietuviy poety. Disertacijoje Sigito Gedos poetinis idiolektas siekiama atskleisti $io autoriaus
poezijos savituma, pasitelkiant semioting idiolekto sampratos rekonceptualizacija.

Interpretuojant kalbotyriniuose tyrimuose pristatomg idiolektiSkumo pasireiskimo
situacija semiotiniu pozitriu, daroma prielaida, kad kalbos ir jos vartojimo sgsaja su
individualybe néra vien formali, o taip pat perzengia loginés sakymo subjekto steigties
rémus. Vietoj to kalbanciojo savitumas pasireiskia per kalbéjimo bitida: kalbéjimo budas
néra tik vienas is skirtingy btudy pasakyti ,,ta patj — semiotiniu pozitriu, kalbéjimo buidas
yra buvimas, kuris atskleidzia, kaip kalbantysis supranta savo raiskos situacijg. Tali
jmanoma uz¢iuopti tik pripazinus tg situacijg kaip prasmés situacija: pavyzdziui, jei tas
pacias pareigas, ta patj pareigybinj elgsenos ir kalbésenos protokolg atstovaujantis asmuo A
vartoja zymiai daugiau pirmo asmens formuluociy, asmuo B — tre¢io asmens formuluociy,
tai rodo ne tik kad esama formaliai atskiry kalbos repertuary ir vartoseny, bet ir kad esama
individualiy budy traktuoti pacias pareigas ir patj protokolg. Kitaip sakant, semiotiskai
idiolektiskumas pasirodo ne kaip kokio nors individo ,,turimas“ kalbinis repertuaras, bet
kaip jo buvimo prasmingumas. Dél Sio prasmingumo reik§més elementy duoties nejmanoma
apibrézti remiantis vien fenomeniniu pavirsiumi (semiotinés sistemos elementais): ty
elementy suvokimas neatsiejamas nuo to, kas reiskiasi.

Tokia tarpiné iSvada perkeliama j teksto prasmés problematikos svarstymus.
Teigiama, jog poetinés kalbos savipakankamumu grjsta teksto imanencijos koncepcija taip
pat pasSalina i$ akira¢io teksto prasmingumg, nes arba orientuojasi vien j , literatiiriSkuma®,
arba, bendresnéje semiotinéje koncepcijoje, i teksta kaip apskritai talpykla reikSméms,
kurios taip pat esa randasi per izoliuotus, taigi savipakankamus kalbiniy elementy santykius.
Tokios koncepcijos istakose slypi neapmastyta prielaida, esg reikSmés elementai teksto
»talpykloje* duoti neproblemiskai ir neutraliai, kaip savaime-suprantami. Tokiu badu
visiSkai apeinama supratimo problema, o kartu su ja — bet kokia savitumo problematika,
kuri iskyla susiduriant su prasmés intensyvumu, t. y. su nesuprasta prasme.

Toks prasminio savitumo ir supratimo rysys, laikantis semiotinés analizés praktikos,

skatina atsigrezti j patj teksto prasmés duoties moments, kuris isrySkinamas per teksto
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skaitymo kaip ,.fizinio* veiksmo prasmines implikacijas. Méginama apraSyti, kokiu badu
vyksta teksto pavirsiaus elementy ,,prasminimas“. Bandomosios skirtingy atvejy analizés
parodo, kad teksto pavirSiaus elementai neturi i$ anksto apibrézty ir savaime atpazjstamy
reik8miy ar vieningo rislumo principo, bet skaitymo laike pasirodo veikiau kaip mirgéjimas,
prasminimo vektoriy daugis, kai iskyla vis nauji sarysiai ir vis Kkiti teksto pavirSiaus
profiliai, taigi atsiveria savotiskas teksto skaitymo erdvélaikis. Tokiu bidu tekstas pasirodo
kaip prasmés objektas, kuris savo buvimo intensyvumu ir lemia pavieniy teksto pavirsiaus
elementy konfigaracijy nebaigtinuma ir bendra galimybinj teksto pavirsiaus pobadj.
Remiantis Siomis i§vadomis, fiksuojamas pleistas tarp klasikinés Greimo semiotikos
epistemologiniy prielaidy ir Greimo semiotiniy tyrimy mokyklos isvystytos originalios
teksto tyrimo praktikos. Teigiama, kad tos praktikos efektyvumg lemia savotiskas
isankstiniy prielaidy suskliaudimas ir teksto pavirSiaus elementy prasmés pripazinimas
realia. ISplétus §j principa iki visy pavirSiaus elementy, atsiskleidzia to pavirsiaus
galimybinis ir laikinis pobadis. Tai neleidzia Greimo pavyzdziu kazkur Kitapus teksto
pavirSiaus postuluoti esg teksta-prasmés objekta iSsemiancio iSankstinio invarianto. Mat
nors atrodo jmanoma atskirti tekstag-prasmés objektag nuo sakymo instancijy (nes $ios ir yra
tik loginés iSvestinés i$ teksto buvimo), negalima to paties padaryti su teksto supratimu.
Argumentuojama, kad pasalinant supratimo problema i§ tyrimo akiracio i§ tiesy tiesiog
remiamasi paties tyréjo Kitapus apraSymo rémy atliktomis ar pasirinktomis baigtinémis
interpretacijomis (pervadintomis ,,prasmés efektu) ir nepaisoma teksto pavirsiaus
galimybiskumo. Toks poziiiris veda j kultiros, kaip interpretacijy apytakos terpés ir
savotiskos galios prasmei, ir semiotikos, kaip tos galios instrumento, samprata (ja aiskiai
eksplikuoja Gianfranco Marrone), taciau néra pajégus jvertinti teksto savitumo ir kartu
galiausiai atskiria prasme¢ nuo zmogiskojo individo, jei tik jis néra iSvestinis konstruktas.
Kadangi teksto pavirsiaus galimybiskumas neleidzia remtis tariamai savaime duotu
prasmés efektu, kuris savo ruoztu turéty patvirtinti postuluojamg teksto pamatinj invarianta,
disertacijoje siiloma ieskoti kito kelio pazinti teksto prasminj savitumg. Pastebima, kad
anksciau minétas teksto elementy realumo, jy ,,semiotinés egzistencijos™ pripazinimas yra
efektyvus ne todél, kad jie pripazjstami esg nefiktyvus ar faktiski, ir ne todél, kad kokiu nors
budu persikeliama j ,,teksto pasaulj*, bet dél to, kad jy realumas — tai prasmés realumas,

teksto-prasmés objekto buvimas. Keliamas klausimas, kaip teksto-prasmés objekto buvimas
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susijes su pries tai apibudintu teksto pavirSiaus elementy daugiabriauniu ir profiliuotu
pasirodymu skaitymo laike. Remiantis Grahamo Harmano j objektus orientuotos ontologijos
modeliu, $i sasaja apiblidinama kaip dvejopa jtampa tarp objekto ir jo savybiy: viena vertus,
su tekstu susiduriama kaip su permaininga ir galimybiska, ,jusline’ (intencionalia)
pavirsiaus elementy duotimi; kita vertus, su juo susiduriama kaip su netiesiogine prasmés
duotimi, kuri nepriklausoma nuo galimybiniy variacijy, bet pasirodo kaip teksto buvimg Stai
Siuo tekstu uztikrinancios realios savybés.

Taip pritaikytas Harmano modelis leidzia naujai, per objekto ir jo savybiy abipusés
jtampos prizme, pazvelgti j teksto kaip realios (ne juslinés-intencionalios) prasmés objekto
buvimg, Kuris atrodo svarbesnis kalbant apie prasminj savitumg. leskoti realiyjy teksto
savybiy sitloma atliekant paradoksaly analitinj judesj: méginant jas fiksuoti, reikia
perzengti juslinio-intencionaliojo pavirsiaus galimybiskuma, ta¢iau tai daroma nusikreipiant
ne j abstrakty invariantg ar interpretacinj ,,visumos* finalizavima Kitapus teksto-skaitytojo
sgveikos; vietoj to sitiloma nusikreipti j tuos pacius pavirSiaus elementus kaip realius
anksCiau aptartu semiotinés egzistencijos modusu — nepriklausomus nuo ,apie ka“
struktiiros, taigi esamus Kitapus galimybiy juos (per)konfigaruoti pagal isankstines
sistemines prielaidas. Imantis naujai teorizuoti pries tai sukritikuotg naivigjg prasmeés efekto
koncepcija, §i reali teksto pavirSiaus elementy duotis atskleidziama aprasant juos jy
efektyvumo poziiiriu, fiksuojant, kokiu btidu steigiasi teksto buvimas kaip tai, kas reikalauja
supratimo pastangos.

Atliekant bandomuosius aprasymus, po to — Gedos teksty aprasymus, paaiskéja, kad
teksto efektyvumas randasi per atskirus prasminius darinius, kurie pavadinami
semioidiolektiniais formantais. Sie formantai susidaro atsiskleidziant batiniesiems teksto
pavirSiaus elementy rysiams, kurie, negana to, perzengia pavieniy teksty rémus: pavyzdziui,
jeigu keliuose eilérasciuose fiksuojami agrarinio pasaulévaizdzio stereotipus atitinkanciy
bitybiy iSvardijimai, tai galima fiksuoti raiskos schematizma, kuris néra nei invariantas (nes
iSvardijimo atvejai skirtingi), nei ,,visumos* esminé kvalifikacija (nes jis nepriklauso nuo
pavienio eiléraséio kity elementy, o taip pat néra jokio pagrindo teigti, kad tie eilérasciai
batinai vieninteliai, kuriuose tas schematizmas galéty atsikartoti), bet reikalauja vienokiu ar
kitokiu badu — gal su atpazinimo dziaugsmu, gal su panieka, gal su nuostaba, Siaip ar taip,

per sandiirg — tg pasaulévaizdj pripazinti esant stai Siuo pavidalu.
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Tokiu budu aprasant Gedos tekstus isskiriami keturi semioidiolektiniai formantai:
»elementaraus pasaulio vizija“, ,hiperarcheologinis matymas®, ,,poeto-Lietuvos santykis ir
»Hlietuviskumas*, ,,nepaprasty figiiry kosmas®. Nors neabejojama, jog tai néra visi galimi
iSskirti formantai, jau ir iSskyrus Siuos keturis paaiSkéja, kad semioidiolektiniai formantai —
tai daugybiniai autonominiai dariniai, kurie nepajungti jokiam isankstiniam ,,aukstesniam
ar ,,gilesniam* riSlumui, bet patys suteikia pavidalg teksto pavirSiui. Tad teksto prasmin;j
savitumg uztikrina autonominiy dariniy — formanty sambuvis, kurj skaitymo laiko pozitiriu
biity galima jsivaizduoti kaip teksto prasmingumgq uztikrinancios pusiausvyros paieskas.

Pagal disertacijos iSvadas tolesniuose tyrimuose buty galima kelti bent kelias
problemas: a) kaip randasi minéta prasmingumo pusiausvyra, t. y. kokia galéty buti santykiy
tarp paskiry formanty dinamika; b) ar autonominiy dariniy konsteliacija grjsta teksto
savitumo koncepcija galéty tapti atspara naujai semiotiniu zvilgsniu jvertinti individualybés
problematika; c) ar, uzfiksavus skirtj tarp teksto kaip kulttriskai determinuoto
interpretacinio ,,prasmés visumos®™ konstrukto ir teksto kaip per sgveikg ir pastanga
prieinamos prasmés intensyvumo vietos, nereikéty i§ naujo jvertinti aprasymo Kkaip
metodologinio koncepto vaidmens ir validumo semiotinéje prasmés teorijoje ir tyrimy

praktikoje.
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