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In the centre of interest of twentieth-century philology stood the fext, or, strictly
speaking, the text and its components (i.e. its phonological, morphological, lexical,
syntactic structure, and so on), later on also the context of textual production and
reception, for example author and reader as well as the ‘reality’ represented in the
text. In course of time philologists came to realize that the single text could not be
the final point of their concern, for a text cannot exist without other texts. Every
text is to a certain degree the product of other texts, and nearly every text takes part
in the constitution of new texts. Concepts within literary and cultural studies such
as intertextuality, transtextuality, hypertextuality, and others are based on this com-
prehension of the nature and functions of the text (by the way, not only the literary
text). These concepts more or less proceed on the assumption that every text con-
tains traces of other, former texts, either in the form of allusions, quotations, and the
like, or through generic, thematic, or other references. Besides these relations on a
mainly diachronic level, there are also numerous types of a ‘synchronous’ interac-
tion of texts: just think of newspapers, journals, digests, anthologies and other
kinds of text collections. The essential point is that the single texts within such me-
diums do not co-exist independently of each other, but get in contact and thus
‘communicate’ with one another. Hence follows that such forms of textual interac-
tion provide additional semiotic possibilities, thereby influencing the semantic,
ideological or even axiological quality of the texts: just remember, for example,
objective newspaper articles that are followed by critical commentaries.
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In literature, where specific publication forms such as editions of works, anthol-
ogies, collections and others automatically produce various kinds of direct textual
contacts, this problem has hitherto been systematically studied in the field of
cyclization. The literary cycle such as the lyric or the narrative cycle is that form or
even genre of literature where the described effects of direct textual ‘neighbour-
hood’ are functionalised poetically and aesthetically'. Unlike anthologies or mere
collections (for example collections of poems) cycles by uniting autonomous texts
effect the emergence of a new entity that is not only the formal co-existence of vari-
ous autonomous texts, but an autonomous, i.e. an independent and self-sufficient
literary text itself. With other words, the single texts, that is the single poems, sto-
ries or plays, forming a cycle, have always a kind of double nature: they are at the
same time autonomous works with their own semantics and cultural sense and - on
the other hand — dependent components of the cyclic ‘super-text’. By the way, this
process of forming cyclic ‘super-texts’ by uniting single literary works need not
end on this level, for cycles on their part may get in direct interaction with other cy-
cles thus forming so to speak ‘super-super-textual’ structures, as we know them,
for example, from many symbolist poem books that are subdivided into various
parts, departments, cycles, sub-cycles and so on, but forming one semantic and
esthetical entity.

In my opinion, the phenomenon of the literary cycle could be of broader interest,
because it provides a deeper insight into facts and processes being of a general phil-
ological importance, the problem of textual interaction existing in nearly all
spheres of culture. In order to demonstrate some of the main features of this phe-
nomenon | want to give you a concrete example, Apollon Grigor’evs short sonnet
cycle Dva soneta, published in 1845. I think this little work can illustrate our sub-
ject very well since with its two texts, i.e. its two poems, it has the minimum size a
cycle can have.

Apollon Aleksandrovié Grigor’ev (1822 — 1864), who is above all known as one
of the leading Russian critics of his time (the founder of ‘organic criticism’), be-
longs to the group of postromantic poets such as Afanasij Fet, Apollon Majkov or
Nikolaj S¢erbina, who in the time of dominating realism continued the tradition of
Puskinian and Lermontovian poetry thus forming a direct connecting link between
Russian romanticism and symbolism. It was the great symbolist poet Aleksandr
Blok, who highly esteemed the poetry of Apollon Grigor’ev and regarded him as

I For further details see among others Darvin 1983, Fomenko 1984, Ibler 1988, Fieguth 1998
(chapter “Zur Theorie des Gedichtzyklus™, p. 25-60), Ibler 2000.
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one of Russia’s best poets in the 19™ century. One of the most important achieve-
ments of postromantic poetry was in the field of the literary, especially the lyric cy-
cle. The cyclization of poems in this time became a common device of high poetic
and aesthetic relevance, and was later on taken over by the symbolists who raised
the lyric cycle to their dominant literary genre.

Apollon Grigor’ev wrote several lyric cycles®, Dva soneta being one of his first.
Nearly all of these cycles are characterized by two factors: 1) the vindication of
truly romantic values such as individualism, strong emotions, striving for the meta-
physical world; 2) the direct connection with real events (first of all the poet’s un-
happy love affairs). Both factors are also present in the cycle Dva soneta, which
was written under the impression of Grigor’ev’s unrequited love to Antonina Kor,
the daughter of a well-known Moscow family of intellectuals, who had shortly be-
fore married another man”.

Whereas the titles of other cycles Grigor’ev wrote comprise informations being
more or less directly connected with the works® subjects — for example Starye
pesni, starye skazki (1846), Improvizacii stranstvujuséego romantika (1860), or
his most famous cycle Bor 'ba (1857) — Dva soneta is a rather formal title referring
to the genre of the cycle’s two texts. This kind of entitling and the fact that the two
sonnets have no titles of their own can be understood as a certain form of under-
statement and, moreover, as an instruction not to read the poems as mere reactions
to concrete events in the poet’s life, but, first of all, as /iterary, i.e. artistic, fictional
texts. And the numbering of the two sonnets is a clear signal that each of the texts
has its own, unremovable place within the cycle. The order of texts can, generally
speaking, be a very important feature of a cycle’s semantics.

In a short interpretation of Dva soneta the Russian literary scholar Larisa
Ljapina asserts that the two texts extremely resemble each other in form
(“npenensHo cxoxu no dopme™; Ljapina 1993: 31). In my opinion, this is true only
to a certain degree. Both poems, without doubt, have the form of classical sonnets*
(Grigor’ev being one of the few masters of this genre in Russian literature before
symbolism), and, moreover, they correspond metrically in using iambic pentame-
ter. But there are also clear formal differences. So, the order of rhymes in the qua-
trains of the first sonnet, where we have cross rhyme (abab), are different from
those in the second sonnet with its envelope rhyme (abba). Besides, in the first son-

2 See my articles Ibler 2001a, 2001b, 2002.

3 There are hitherto two books on the life and work of Apollon Grigor’ev: Nosov 1990 and Dowler
1995.

4 See the texts of the two sonnets at the end of this paper.
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net masculine and feminine rhymes are changing, whereas the second sonnet has
only feminine rhymes. Therefore it would be more correct to say that comparing
the form of the two poems we can find out both analogies and differences. Similar
relations between the first and the second sonnet can also be stated in the field of se-
mantics.

The first sonnet is the monologue of a male persona or speaker (a lyric “I”) ad-
dressing himself to an obviously not present woman whom he idealizes and whom
he once hoped to be his ally in a romantic partnership (“‘/lywa mos B Tebe uckana
xpuUbl // CBATBIX cTpasaHuit, Bomu pokosoii”). But this hope did not come true
(“To 6bu1 tMLb con...”"), and the speaker had to accept this in his opinion unjust lot
(“C nacmewnnHBoH ynsibkoii / OTMEUeH B KHUIe JKH3HM HOBbII iuet // Ewe oguoii
neyanpHO owHbKoii...””). Feeling not at fault the speaker is convinced that he
acted on behalf of a higher, metaphysical authority, but has been unfairly treated
(“51 6b11 3xpeLiom, 51 6b11 npopokom Gora, // U, skepTa cam, cTpafan s CAMIIKOM
mHoro”). It is easy to recognize that the pathetic conjuration of romantic ideals in
this poem is nothing else but the poetic mask for the expression of lover’s grief. The
persona’s feelings are in this little poem running through a process from the ideal-
ization of the beloved to blame, disappointment, and finally defiance. It is an au-
tonomous text that gives us the impression of a disappointed lover’s changing emo-
tions. Let us now switch over to the second sonnet and ask, in which way the two
texts are related to each other.

The communicative structure here is, at first glance, similar to that of the first
sonnet: a man speaks to a woman, this conversation taking place only in the man’s —
the speaker’s — spirit. He emphatically asks her to think of him, when her own
dreams and ideals will be disappointed (“O, nomsaHH, korga Tebs obmaner //
JoBepbe cHaM ¥ pu3pakam KpeutateiM [...]"). In this moment, he wants to be like
her elder brother, and he is sure that she will absolve him from any guilt, i.e. she
will understand that he has been wronged by her in the past (“[...] mycTs oH
crapuium 6patom // Tlepen To6o#, onpasaaHHeli, BoccraHer”; “[...] OH BepHT B
onpaenanue”). As he is able to foresee her future, he knows that she will also suffer
from disillusionment and frustration, and he is convinced that she will return to him
(*“Yto BCIOMHHULIBL ThI IPOPOKA B Hac nevyann’).

It is easy to recognize that there are several motifs corresponding in the two son-
nets (see for example: “C nHacmewnuBoi yabibkoit” in sonnet 1, and “3mes
HacMellKH 37100H0 BUTbCA cTaHeT!..” in sonnet 2; “Thbl He cecTpa Jylie Moeit
6onbHOH” in sonnet 1, and “mycTs oH cTapiumum Gparom // [Tepen To6oid” in sonnet
2; *“a 6bU1 npopokom Gora” in sonnet 1, and “Yto BCNOMHMILE ThI MPOpPOKa B 4ac
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nevyanu” in sonnet 2). These thematic parallels are a clear signal that the two son-
nets, although being autonomous texts, belong together. It is obviously the same
love affair to which they refer, though we may find certain shifts in the perspectives
and attitudes of the central persona, first of all a shift from self-pity, dominating in
the first sonnet, toward self-confidence. That there is a certain change in the per-
sonality of the unhappy lover finds its formal expression also in the transition from
“I” in sonnet 1 to “he” in sonnet 2, i.e. a change from the first to the third person.
Thus we can suppose that the relation between the two poems is determined by a
certain dynamics, what is also evident from the fact that the prevailing temporal
orientation in the first text is a retrospective view of the past, whereas in the second
text a future perspective comes to the fore. Generally speaking, the two poems
present two different situations in an unhappy romantic lover’s thinking and feel-
ing, one being characterized by sadness and despair, the other by defiance and
hope. “A dramatic situation emerges, a presentiment that the romantic union un-
realised in the past will be realized at some future time in the realm of memory and
feeling” (Sloane 1998: 46). This correlation of the two poems within the cycle can
easily be recognized as a complementary confrontation of two of the main princi-
ples by which romantic ideology is identified: melancholy and revolt. By confront-
ing these two principles the cycle gets also a metapoetic and an aesthetic dimen-
sion.

I do not want to go into further details, because it is clear what this little work is
aiming at. It is part of Apollon Grigor’ev’s general intent of defending romanticism
atthe age of realism, and this intent is reflected by the structural relations of the two
sonnets. First of all, I wanted to demonstrate with my little excursion into the field
of the literary cycle that two or more texts being placed side by side do not co-exist
independently of each other, but enter into an often very complex process of mutual
interaction. Although I know that the literary cycle is a very special phenomenon, |
am convinced that the comprehension of its rules and semantic possibilities could
bring us closer to a general ‘grammar’ of super-textual structures and processes
which on its part could be a challenge for future philology.
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APPENDIX:

Annonon Anexcandposuy I pucopees
JIBA COHETA’

1

[IpueeT Tebe, MoceJHHI y4 JeHHHLbI,
JIuTa 3apH, — IPHBET NpOLIAILHBIH MO#!
YncTa, Kak CBET, JIErKa, Kak O0KbLU NTHLIBL,

Tel He cecTpa qylie Moeii 60BHOI.

Hyiua Mos B Tebe McKaia XpHLbl
CBATBIX cTpaJaHHii, BOJIIK POKOBOH,
UM B uynHbIX rpe3ax ropAoCThbH LAPHLb

TBO#H OETCKHI JTHK CHAJ NIEPEA0 MHOM.

To 6bin ML COH... C HacCMeLTHBO# ybIOKO#

OTMe4ueH B KHWIe KH3HH HOBBIH JHUCT

Euie onHO#H neyaabHOK OLIHOKOMH. ..

Ho s, nutsa, nepen To6ot0 4ucT!

51 61 xpenom, 1 6bu1 npopokom Gora,

U, xepTBa caM, cTpajan s CIIHIIKOM MHOIO.

2
O, nomsHH, Koraa Tebs obMaHeT
JoBepbe cHaM M MpU3paKaM KpbLIaThIM

W no ycTam, HEBONLHOM IPYCTBEO CIKATHIM,

5 See Grigor’ev 1959: 113-114.
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3Mes HaCMELIKH 37100HO BUTLCA CTaHET!.. A

O, nycTs TOrAa Aylua TBOsS MOMSAHET
Toro, uby peun OyHCTBOM M pa3BparoM

Tebe 3Byuanu, mycTh OH CTapLIUM OpaTom

hotw o

Iepen Toboii, OnpaBnaHHbIi, BOCCTAHET.

O, nomaHH... OH BEpUT B OMpaBAaHbE,
EMy [aHO B TBOEM TpsIyILEM BUAETD,

H 3naet oH, 4TO ThI MOHMELIB CTPAaHbE,

D=0 B0

Yro Gyaenib Thl, KaK OH e, HEHABU/IETh,

XoTb Hebeca k a0bBu Tebs co3znganu, —

&)

YTo BCIOMHMIUB ThI IPOPOKA B Hac Mevai. E

1 0exadpa 1845
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B3auMozIeiicTBHE TEKCTOB C APYTMMM TEKCTaMM SIBMAETCA HE TOIBKO JHAXPOHHYECKHM
(eHOMEHOM (MHTEPTEKCTYallbHOCTb, TPAHCTEKCTYalbHOCTh M T.A.). Kak mnoxassiBaioT
mHorooOpasHble (OpMbl KOPpENALMM TEKCTOB HAXOAALMXCS B HETOCPEACTBEHHOM
«coceycTBe» (Hamp. B raserax, JKypHaiax, cOOpHMKAX, aHTOMOTHAX M TJI.), CYLUECTBYeT H
CHHXpOHHMUECKUIl pasmep 3TOH NpoGeMbl, KOTOpbH GbUT MO CHX MOP CHCTEMATHHECKH
WCCIEOBAH TONLKO OTHOCHTENBHO JIMTEpaTypHOro geHoMeHa yuwmsayuu. JIMTeparypHbli
WHKTT (Hamp. JMpUYECKHil LIAKN, JPaMarHueckdi LMKI, UMK PaccKa3’oB M TIL) ABIAETCA
«CYTIEPTEKCTOM, pasHbIe TEKCTbI (CTHXOTBOPEHHS, Ipambl, PaCCKasbl H. T.A.) KOTOPOTO HMEOT
IBOMHOM XapakTep: OHH aBTOHOMHBIE TEKCTbI M OIHOBPEMEHHO NOJYHHEHHBIS IHKITHHECKOMY
CyMepTeKcTy KOMIMOHEeHThl. B noknage o6cyxpaeTcsi HECKONBKO CTPYKTYPHBIX M
(yHKUMOHANBHBIX BONPOCOB MPOONeMbl LMKIH3ALMK HA TPHMEPe MaNeHBKOIO JTMPHIECKOro
wakna [Jea conema pycckoro nosra Anowion [puropses (1822-1864).
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