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stages of the communicative event. The definition of strategy and tactic is considered. An attempt is made to determine the
communicative strategies and tactics of the Witness as an addressee in the witnesses questioning process during the committees'
meeting. Comparison of strategic and tactical arsenal of Witnesses in the Parliament of the Great Britain and in the US
Congress is made. Thus, the author concludes that the chosen cooperative strategy for speech communication is common to
both Witnesses. Tactics of the cooperative strategy realization are common and different. 15 common tactics were identified:
tactics of supposition, generalization, clarification, confirmation / consent, providing additional information, rhetorical question,
reference / quoting, clarification / reciprocal, correction, fact, objection / disagreement, redirection, ignorance, self-presentation,
promise. The tactic of the presentation is identified in the tactic arsenal of the Witness in the Parliament of Great Britain. For the
cooperative strategy realization the Witness in the US Congress uses five more tactics, with the exception of the above-
mentioned tactics common with the Witness in the Parliament of Great Britain, namely the tactic of reaction, request, own
understanding, changing the topic focus, approval. The ranking of tactics, which are most often used by Witnesses for the
cooperative strategy realization, is determined. Strategies and tactics of speech communication are embodied in speech acts that
form discourses (texts) as units of communication. In turn, speech acts are realized by language (lexical, grammatical and
stylistic) and non-native means.
Key words: communicative strategy, communicative tactics, parliamentary discourse, addressee.

V]IK 8020-5 (025)
Oleksandr Beliakov

NARRATORIAL INSTANCE IN THE LENS OF HISTORICAL POETICS

The article deals with the evolution of a narratorial instance within the framework of historical poetics. The latter is
understood in the lens of the ideas of M.Bakhtin and S.Broytman. The narrator is known to be one of the three anthropocenters
responsible for story-telling of any kind. The others are the author and the reader. The author and the reader both inhabit the real
world, it is the author’s function to create the alternate world, people, and events within the story. It is the reader’s function to
understand and interpret the story. The narrator exists within the world of the story and presents it in a way the reader can
comprehend. This claim is an initial standpoint of our approach to a narrator as the agent of literary communication.

The status and function of the narrator are historically variable. They changed and developed in the course of literary
evolution. The cultural and historical experience of human being can be divided into three epochs: the epoch of syncretism, the
epoch of eidetic culture, the epoch of artistic modality. The narrative situations employed by the writers of the eidetic modality
epoch are authorial (with a dominant external perspective) or first-person with the prevailing role of the narrator who belongs to
the fictive world and who narrates a story from the perspective of a participant. During the epoch of artistic modality the narrator
becomes invisible and is replaced by a figurate narrative medium (F. Stanzel). The epoch of artistic modality is characterized by a
removal of the narrator from the fictive world and a delegation of focalization (G. Genette’s terminology) to the character.

In the focus of the research is the effect of self-reflexivity and the “arranger” (H. Kenner) in the writers of the periods of
modernism and postmodernism. The research demonstrates the littery precursor-successor relations in terms of the characteristics
of a narratorial instance across the three trajectories of historical poetics.

Key words: epoch of eidetic poetics, epoch of artistic modality, narratorial instance, evolution, precursor-successor
relationship, self-reflexivity, arranger.

Formulation of the research problem and its significance. The evolution of science, technology
and literature has always attracted researchers as it gave them numerous possibilities for comparative
analysis, diachronic investigations and perspectives for further development modeling. There are a
number of highly elaborated classifications of all literary periods, trends, schools and their
representatives. Yet, we find very few attempts to classify, and track down the development of one of the
key notions of literary communication-narrator.

This research is targeted at investigating the evolution of the narrator’s status within a framework
of historical poetics. This field of literary critical studies enables us to explore the evolution of a
narratorial instance, to compare the status of narrator in literary works of the writers belonging to
different periods of history and to reveal differences and similarities between the narrations of the
historical context and to provide a synergy of narratology and historical poetics.

Analysis of the research into this problem of a narratorial instance. In our research we draw
upon a lot valuable insights generated by such scholars as L. Sikorska [19], A. Fowler [14], I. Bekhta [3],
B. Richardson [18], F. K. Stanzel [21], M. Wallace [24], O. Tkachuk [7], O. Huz [6].
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Though a lot has been done in the area we are concerned with, a few issues still remain open.

One of them is a search for a common denominator of a lot of tendencies in fiction. This
denominator is S. N. Broytman’s version of historical poetics, as a discipline that explores the genesis
and development of an aesthetic entity as well as its architectonics (a narrator is its integral part).

Hitherto there has been a gap between narratology and historical poetics. This research is an
attempt to build a bridge between the scholarly domains.

The goal of the research is 1) to offer a version of a key tendency in the evolution of a narratorial
instance, to demonstrate a literary precursor - successor relations between the writers representing the
same literary trend (tendency) and belonging to different phases of the history of poetics. In the
foreground of the research is the effect of self-reflexivity (metafiction) and the function of the arranger in
literature of modernism; 2) to prove that, first, the dynamics of a narratorial instance depends upon a
historically motivated switch in the manner of thinking and in the techniques of reflecting the reality, and,
second, that the mainstream tendency in the narrator’s position and function consists in the fusion of the
author and narrator via the dominant role of the author to the prevalence of the narrator.

One final remark to close our comments on the rationale of the research. We are certainly aware of
inevitable epistemiological losses in the course of the research: the amount of the illustration material is
boundless, the controversy over each narratological term is huge. We believe, however that it is possible
to detect (in the history of literature) what M. Bakhtin would call “the points of relative typological
stability” [2, p. 48].

Statement regarding the basic material of the research and the justification of the results
obtained. Brian Richardson, an expert in the history of the novel and theory of literary narrative pointed
in his monograph to two main features standing out “in the development of fictional technique since
Defoe: the exploration of subjectivity and the unreliable narrator” [18, p. 1].

Our research is to a certain extent similar to and different from that of B.Richardson. Similar
because we make an attempt to analyze the narratorial instance in the evolutionary terms, that is, as
M.Bakhtin formulated, “intrinsically and teleologically motivated overlapping succession” [1, p. 22]
(Translation is mine: O. O.). Different, because in our theoretical assumptions we proceed from historical
poetics defined as a critical tradition “blending literary theory, history of poetic forms, cultural history,
and philosophical aesthetics” [https://www.jstor.org] and, we would add, narratology.

Historical development of American and English literary tradition. As long as the human’s
brain started to comprehend the world formation and tried to differentiate the place of a human being in
it, there appeared certain culturally and historically predetermined models. These models were peculiar to
the whole human kind and penetrated into different spheres of human’s activity. S. Broytman, an expert
in historical poetics, differentiates three main epochs in the development of literature and culture:

1) the epoch of syncretism;

2) the epoch of eidetic culture;

3) the epoch of literary modality [5, p. 36; 4, p. 5-41].

The epoch of syncretism comprises the time span from pre-historic times to the antique times. In
the epoch of syncretism the world was looked on as the unity of the nature and the human being which is
eloquently illustrated by the ancient myth. There was no differentiation between the literary and scientific
perception of human being and nature.

A human was a part of a larger natural unity. Thus, there was an extensive ‘“humanization” of
natural phenomena. This epoch was characterized by the following features:

— anonymity and the absence of the author;

— entities of author, narrator, protagonist were merged;

— it was almost impossible to apply certain classification patterns and distinguish the types of narrators.

For the obvious (historically motivated) reasons we leave this period outside the scope of this research.

The epoch of eidetic culture started in the 5™ century and lasted up to the middle of the 18" century. The
term “’eidos” introduced by Plato means “form, essence, type, species”. The merging of image and meaning is
characteristic of this epoch. The value of human beings is comprehended by their devotion to a certain idea.

The period of eidetic poetics embraces the following literary periods [6, p. 8-14]:

1. Ancient literature (6™ c. BC — 5" c. AD)

2. Middle ages (5" c.— 13" ¢
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3. Pre-Renaissance (13th c.)

4. Renaissance (14t —17"¢)

5. Classicism (17" c)

6. Enlightment (18" c.)

| will briefly outline a few basic principles of each period of the eidetic epoch. The ancient period
marked the understanding the importance of civilization in human life and the presence of an idea that
united people in groups, tribes and later state formations. Antique poets praised a human and proved that
the human being should be in the center of the value system of the world. The perception of world was
anthropocentric and focused on humanization of nature.

The world perception of the Middle Ages was theocentrical. A human being is considered weak and
subordinated to the spiritual entity of God. The main tendency of this period is a spiritual enrichment of the
human beings and a splint of the world perception into spiritual and materialistic spheres.

The Pre-Renaissance era incorporated features of two preceding periods: the antique importance of
a human and the medieval greatness of God. This period laid foundation of the development of
humanism that became the major idea of the next cultural and literary period — the Renaissance.

The Renaissance declared independence and the unique nature of a human being. The human being
personality was put in the center of value system. The literary heroes of this period fought for their
independence in spite of hard everyday life situations.

The periods of Classicism and Enlightenment were characterized by the rational approach to the
world, belief in progress, development of pragmatism — truth measured by practical experience, law of
nature, idealism — conviction that there is a universal sense of right and wrong; belief in essential
goodness of man and interest in human nature.

The corner stone of the eidetic epoch was the emergence of the personified authorship and the
evolution of the status of protagonist. Over the course of the time the protagonist gained its relative
independence from the author.

The key characteristic of eidetic poetics: a mounting role of indirect varieties of the characters
speech representation (Cf.: the dominance of direct speech in the epoch of syncretism). In European
literature this tendency had two vectors: “linear” and “pictorial” [1; 2]. The former involves a distinct and
unambiguous border between the author’s and the character’s contours of speech. The latter results in
blurring the explicit distinctions between the author’s and the character’s passages. Another feature of
eidetic poetics is the onslaught of the omniscient (all-knowing) author’s context on the character’s
enunciation.

It must be emphasized that the development of English literature was demonstrating at its early
stage, the prevalence of a linear style of speech representatlon (the Middle Ages). Later, during the period
of Enlightment, the pictorial mode gained prominence, whereas the 17" and 18" centuries testify to the
domination of the linear type of speech representation.

In Chaucer’s “Canterbury Tales”, the characters tell tales suited to their personalities and tell them
in ways that highlight their personalities. The noble knights tells a noble story, the boring character tells a
very dull tale and the rude miller tells a smutty tale.

The third person narrator in “The Canterbury Tales” is straightforwardly and fully subordinated to
the author. The narrator acts merely as a transponder of the author’s thoughts and perceptions.

Twenty nine characters set to tell their stories, each one twice on the way to Canterbury and the
way back. Individual stories are preceded by narrator’s prologue. Harry Bailey, the host of the Tabart Inn
functions here as an organizing principle: he is the one who gives voice to individual speakers. It should
admitted, though, that the signs of the effect of self-reflexivity (it gains dominance during the period of
literary poetics modality) can be identified in Chaucer’s work.

L. Sikorska with (reference to F. Robinson) reminds us of how Chaucer is silenced by the host:
“By God, quod he”, for plainly, in a word, thy drasty, thyming is not worth a toord” [12, p. 81].

The period of Enlightment is represented by the works of Daniel Defoe and Jonathan Swift. This
period is characterized by the employment of the first person narrative.

The first-person point of view sacrifices omniscience and omnipresence for a greater intimacy with
one character. It allows the reader to see what is in the focus of a character, it also allows that character to
be further developed through his own style in telling the story. First-person narrations may be told like third
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person ones; on the other hand, the narrator may be conscious of telling the story to a given audience,
perhaps at a given place and time, for a given reason. In extreme cases, the first-person narration may be
told as a story within a story, with the narrator appearing as a character in the frame story.

If a story is told within another story, rather than being told as a part the plot, the motives and the
reliability of the storyteller are automatically in question. The original author is often regarded as truthful
even if he is telling fiction whereas an internal teller may alter or disguise details to make himself appear
better. This flexibility allows the author to play on the readers’ perceptions of the characters.

In a first person narrative, the narrator is a character in the story. This character takes actions,
makes judgments and has opinions and biases. In this case the narrator gives and withholds information
based on his or her viewing of events.

This type of narrator is usually marked by the first-person pronoun.

The first-person narrator is commonly associated with non-fictional literary forms such as
biography, memoirs or diaries. When used in fictional works is in J.Swift’s “Robinson Crusoe” it lends
authenticity, creating the illusion that the narrator is relating events that he has personally witnessed or
experienced. As the reader ‘sees the world through the narrator’s eyes’, he is often encouraged to identify
and empathize with the narrator.

But the great allowances should be given to a King who lives wholly secluded from the rest of the
world, and must therefore be altogether unacquainted with the manners and customs that most prevail in
other nations: the want of which knowledge will ever produce many prejudices, and a certain narrowness
of thinking, from which we and politer countries of Europe are wholly exempted [12, p. 59].

The first-person narration is subjective and biased, which causes the narrator’s unreliability
(fallibility), because his or her interpretation and evaluation of events do not coincide with the beliefs
hold by the author. In Part 2 of “Gulliver’s Travels” the narrator informs the King of the benefits of gun
powder and wonders of the reaction of Monarch: “The King was struck with horror...he was amazed. A
strand effect of narrow principles and short views!” Gulliver can’t realize how the King could “let slip of
opportunity to put into his hands, then would have made him absolute master of the lives...of the people”
[12, p. 61].

Using the terminology of F. K. Stanzel [21], we can distinguish the narrative situations employed
by the writers of the eidetic epoch as auctorial (with a dominant external perspective) or first-person (lch-
Erzdhlsituation) where the teller as the character belongs to the narrated fictional world and recounts the
events from the perspective of a participant. In other words, in an auctorial narrative situation the external
perspective dominates (for example, in Charles Dickens’ “Dombey and Son”), whereas in a first-person
narrative situation the fictive world is foregrounded (for example, in Henry Fielding’s “The History of
Tome Jones, Foundling”). These narrative situations roughly correspond with G. Genette’s terms
“heterodiegetic narrator” (who tells a story not about him (herself) and “homodiegetic narrator” (who
shares the characters’ spacio-temporal world).

The 18™ century marks the beginning of the epoch of the artistic literary modality. This century
brought significant changes to the literary tradition of depicting a human being. The literature is now
focused on emotion and feelings of a personality, moral values that help a human being to grow and act
as an all-sufficient personality.

This period depicts a human being as a personality with its unique features, emotions, successes
and failures. Personal “I” stands in the center of literary texts. However, if the literature of the previous
epochs depicted a static type of a hero, the period of literary modality introduced a dynamic and
unpredictable literary help that is in constant search not only of its place but also trying to comprehend
people surrounding it.

The epoch of artistic modality includes the following periods in literature:

1. Romanticism (1820-1861)

2. Realism (1860-1890)

3. Modernism (1914-1945)

4. Post-modernism (after 1945)

This epoch is characterized by a removal of the narrator from the fictive world and a delegation of
focalization to the characters. This variety of a narrative situation is categorized as “figural”
(F. K. Stanzel), where, as in J. Joyce’s “A Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man” or in W. Woolf’s
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“Mrs. Dalloway”, the narrator becomes invisible and his or her place is taken by a figural medium or
reflector-character (Stephen Dedalus, Clarissa Dalloway). This is how F. K. Stanzel comments on a
historical context of this manner of writing: ““....the figural novel made its appearance late in the history
of the novel: around the second half of the nineteenth century. Once invented, it became prominent in a
very short time. Three factors contributed to its development: a philosophical principle (the desire for
objectivity), a narratological innovation (the strict and consistent application of one and the same
perspective), and a new theme (the conscious and subconscious)” [11, p. 68].

| would like to take a detour now and to demonstrate the literary precursor-successor relationship
between the writers belonging to the eidetic poetics epoch and the epoch of poetic modality.

For example, Laurence Sterne’s “The Life and Opinions of Tristan Shandy” (1767) was ahead of
its time. The hero is not born until book V and digression outnumber relevancy. The book gives us very
little and nothing of the opinions of the nominal hero. The novel looks like “a physical object not as a
transcendental one” [19, p. 268]. Word plays, jests, parodies form the linguistic content of the novel,
highlighting the seemingly chaotic development of the plot based on associations, and drawing attention
to the novel as an artifact. It is told by the “self-conscious narrator” [23], who shatters any illusion that he
or she is telling something that has actually happened by revealing to the reader that the narration is a
work of fictional art or by eliminating the difference between fictionality and reality.

Another stage of destabilizing the conventional status of a narrator in the present-day literature of
postmodernism is referred to as a “self-begetting novel” (S. G. Kellman’s term). The roots of this
narrative situation can be found in as early as 1848 when William Thackeray published his “Vanity Fair”.
Its narrator is omniscient, although, as a character, his information cannot be trustworthy.

The narrator of this novel is a puppeteer who pulls the strings of his characters-actors, besides, he is
a non-involved witness, an intrusive person who addresses the reader forgetting the characters and a
participant squeezed into the coach where his characters ride commenting on their conversation. The
narrator addresses himself in the 3" person when he says: “it was at that the present writer had the
pleasure of hearing the tale”. The narrator, according to A. Fowler “flirts with the responsibilities of
omniscience, even while his narrator flaunts a light untrustworthy indifference to facts” [14, p. 298]

A similar effect of self-reflexivity is produced by the authorial narrator in John Fowles’ “The
French Lieutenant’s Woman”. In Chapter 55 the narrator, the 20" century type, disguises himself as a
Victorian gentleman and transports himself to 1867, the times of Victorian England, to the railroad
carriage occupied by Charles, the novel’s protagonist.

A few paragraphs later the narrator is ruminating over the function of fiction:

“Fiction usually pretends to conform to the reality: the writer puts the conflicting wants in the ring
and then describes the fight” [15, p. 348].

Metafictional writers explore the relationship between fiction and reality whereby the writers want
to convey fictional characters that only exist in the text, the text being their only reality [25]. The reality
of the fictional world is a linguistic reality only, which contrasts with classical fiction in which fiction
represents reading. In case of metafiction, the real world only exists outside the text. There are
metafictional texts that often include metafictional passages together (Kurt Vonnegut, John Barth,
William S. Burroughs) and selecting a narrative strategy, whereas a narrator “carries out the decision of
the arranger and manifests the arranger’s fictional world in language” [20, p. 67].

For example, in J. Joyce’s “Ulysses” the arranger uses the narrative devices that divert readers from
their experience of the narrative to their experience of reading the text. In “Hades” the arranger shows up
while the men wait in their carriage to follow Paddy Dignam’s corpse to the country:

All waited. Then wheels were heard from in front, turning: then nearer: then horses’ hoofs. A jolt.
Their carriage began to move, creaking and swaying. Other hoofs and creaking wheels started behind.
The blinds of the avenue passed and number nine with its craped knocker, door ajar. At walking pace
[16, p. 96-97].

Bloom’s experiences here, both sensual and conceptual, are presented with such immediacy in the
interior monologue that readers admire the novelty of the passage and savor the experience of having
read it. The arranger invites readers to enjoy their own experiences over those of the fictive characters.

The arranger becomes a ubiquions entity in “Finnegans Wake”, Joyce’s most innovative prose
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work written in a revolutionary narrative style. The exact identity of the narrator (a person who is
dreaming) is ambivalent. Possibilities are that the dreamer is H.C.E., or one of his family members, or the
mythic avatar, Finn Maccoul or that the dreamer is Joyce himself, or the reader, or Joyce and the reader
together (all combinations are possible).

The self-reflexive strategy of the arranger is obvious in the frame structure of Finnegans Wake. The
opening (“riverrun’) and closing (“loved a long the”) lines of the novel merge into the circularity of a
single sentence that at once ends and begins the work (a metaphor for the book’s cyclical pattern that
transcends the verisimilitude of linear representation.

The material of the research allows me to assume that the repertoire of narrator’s (arranger’s) self-
reflexivity during the epoch of literary modality is broad. It includes the narrators visibly engaged in the
act of composition (J. Barth’s “Lost in the Funhouse”); direct address to the reader in K. Vonnegut’s
“Slaughterhouse 5” (though D. Lodge argues that from the beginning of the 20" century the intrusive
narrator fell out of favor), artistic modeling the narrator’s altered states of consciousness (oneiric discourse
inclusive) in W. S. Burroughs’ “Naked Lunch” and 1. Welsh’s “Trainspotting”; ostentatious manipulation
of focalizations adopted by multiple narrators (W. Faulkner’s “The Sound and the Fury” and
T. Morrison’s “Beloved”); a writer as a participant of the novel’s fictive world (J. Fowles’ “The French
Lieutenant’s Woman”); unreliable narrators (Holden Caulfield in J. D. Salinger’s “The Catcher in the
Rye”, Benjy in W. Faulkner’s “The Sound and the Fury”, Nick Carraway in F. S. Fitzgerald’s “The Great
Gatsby”, the unnamed governess in Henry James’ “The Turn of The Screw”).

A scholarly overview of a large number of innovative contemporary uses of narrators (fraudulent,
contradictory, incommensurate and disframed narrators (under the “umbrella term” of unreliable
narrators) and the whole array of odd, unusual or impossible speakers, such as conflated, quasi-human,
non-human and anti-human narrators) can be found [18].

Special emphasis should be placed on hypertext narrators (as J. Joyce’s “Aftermoon, a Story”).

The latter should be analyzed with due regard to a spatial dimension of a piece of prose, ludic mode
of reading as well as to semantic, structural and visual instability [4].

Conclusions and prospects for further research.

1. Narrator is a person or agent who narrates, who tells a story, whether factual or fictional. A
narrator is distinct and inherent agent of fictional narrative and narrative transmission.

2. The status of the narrator is historically variable. It changed and developed in the course of
literary evolution. The literary evolution comprises three benchmark periods: the epoch of syncretism,
eidetic culture and artistic modality (S. Broytman).

3. The dynamics and development of the instance of the narrator depends upon a historically
motivated switch in thinking and the techniques of reflecting the reality.

4. The narrative situations employed by the writers of the eidetic epoch (6-7 cc B.C. — mid-18" c) is
authorial (with a dominant external perspective) or first-person with the prevailing role of the narrator
who belongs to the “possible world” of a novel and who narrates a story from the perspective of a
participant of the events.

5. The epoch of artistic (poetic) modality is characterized by a removal of the narrator from the
fictive world, and by a delegation of focalization to the characters.

6. In the historical stage of artistic modality the narrator becomes invisible and is replaced by a
“figural” narrative medium or a reflector-character who thinks, feels and perceives building up an illusion
of immediacy (F. Stanzel).

7. The epoch of poetic modality is characterized by self-reflexivity (metafiction), the signs of
which can be traced in the novels of L. Sterne and W. Thackeray (the writers of the preceding epoch).

8. The extreme outcome of self-reflexivity is the entity of the “arranger”.

9. The repertoire of self-reflexivity comprises, for example, ostentatious manipulation of
focalizations adopted by multiple characters and fallible narrators.

10. The literary works of the 20™ — early 21% centuries contain a variety of “odd, unusual and
impossible speakers” (B. Richardson), hypertext narrators, inclusive.
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The prospects for further research include unifying the criteria of comparison and classification;
resorting to cognitive narratology.
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BensakoB Onexcanap. IncTanuis HapaTopa sIK 00’€KT icTOpM4HOI MOETHUKHU. Y CTATTI PO3ITANAETHCS E€BOJIOLISL
iHCTaHLIT HapaTopa 3 OINIAY Ha TPH CTaXil iCTOpIl MOSTUKH: eroXa CHHKPETH3MY, eroxXa eHICTHYHOI MOSTHKH Ta ernoxa
xynox#boi MoganbHOCTI (C. H. Bpoiitman).

Haiinommpeninoro B efijeTHyHild MOSTUIIl € ayKTopalbHa HapaTHBHA CHUTYyallis: OIOBiga4 30epirae AMCTaHIIi0
CTOCOBHO 300paKyBaHOI'O CBITY, HE € MIEPCOHAKEM (JTIFOUO0I0 0COOO0) IIHOTO TBOPY; OMOBIAY JIUIIIEC PO3MIPKOBYE OO MO
a0 HaJae criopaJuyHi MeTaHapaTHBHI KoMeHTapi. KpiM 1poro, elifieTMyHa moeTrka 3Ha€ Mepuiooco0oBy (GopMmy Haparii,
KOJIM OTOBIZIau HAICXKHUTH JIO XYJ0XKHBOIO CBITY, (IJ0 HUM 300pa)Ky€eThCs), 1 BUCTYIAE SIK MOBICTSP, KOTPHIl CIPUIAMAE TOUKY
30py YYaCHHKA MOTiM.

Heitrpamsaa abo mepcoHalbHA CHUTYAILS, TPH SIKiM «pIirypadbHUID» OMOBigad MparHe BiACTOPOHHUTH ceOe Bif IO,
PO SIKi HIETHCH, 1 AeNeryBaTH TOUKY 30pYy BIIACHE IIEPCOHAXKaM, IPHUTAMaHHa eIoCi Xy10)KHBOT MOJAIIBHOCTI.

Ha xoHKpeTHHX NpHKIagaX XyHOXKHIX TBOPIB, IO PEMPE3CHTYIOTH JHTEpaTypy CepeAHiX BIKiB, MPOCBITHHIITBA,
MOJEpPHI3MY 1 NOCTMOACPHI3MY, AEMOHCTPYIOTBCS CHMITOMH KpPH3M MOHOJIOTIYHOTO aBTOPCTBA. Emoxa XyHOXHBOI
MOJAJIBHOCTI € CBITYEHHSM TOTO, 10 OepeThes Ml CyMHIB IPaBO HE JIMIIE aBTOPA, a i caMOro MUCTELTBA CIIPUAMATH KUTTS
31 cBOET crienudiqHOi TOUKA 30py. Y 3B’S3KY 3 IFIM CTATTS MICTHTH aHAJI3 sIBUIIA aBTOPE(IIEKCHBHOCTI (30KpeMa, 3aco0u
peaJtizaliii aBTopeJIeKCHBHOTO HapaTopa B XyI0XKHIX TBopax 20-ro CTOMTTS) i «apamxyBaJibHIKa» (TepMiH X 'to Kennepa).

OKpeMO BHCBITIIFOIOTBCSI TPaH3UTHBHI (TiepexiaHi) TBopu (Hampukiaz, «Kurrs i oninii Tpicrama Ilenni» Jlopenca
CrepHa), B KX CTaTyc 1 (pyHKIiI HapaTopa BHUIICPEKYIOTh CBIfl yac 1 iICHYIOTh Ha MEXI CHICTHYHOI CMOXH Ta CIOXU
XyJIOKHBOI MOJAQJIBHOCTI. [lepcHeKkTHBM MOJANIBINOTO  JOCTIKEHHS —IependavaroTh 3allyudeHHs KOHIENTYallbHO-
TEPMIiHOJIOTIYHOT'O arapaTy KOrHiTHBHOT HapaToJIorti.

KnrouoBi cjioBa: emnoxa CHHKPETH3MY, €I0Xa CHICTUYHOI TOETHKH, €[0Xa XYAOXKHBOI MOJAIbHOCTI,
aBTOpe(hIICKCUBHICT, apaHKyBaJIbHUK, ayKTOPAJIBHIM, IepIIooco0oBuii Ta pirypamsauii HapaTtop (tepminn O©.11TaHterms).

BeasikoB Anexcanap. UHcTaHusa HAppaTopa Kak 00beKT UCTOPHYECKOil MO3TUKHM. B crathe paccMaTpuBaeThes
SBOJTFOLIMS MHCTAHIMM HApPpaTopa B pycile TPEX CTauil B ICTOPHH MOATHKH: 3T0Xa CHHKPETU3MA, 310Xa SHICTHYCCKOH MO3THKA
U 3110Xa XyHA0KecTBeHHOM MopanmsHOCcTH (C. H. bpoiitman).

Haubonee pacnpoctpaHeHa B SHICTHYECKOW IIOITHKE ayKTOpallbHAas CHUTYyalWs, TPU KOTOPOH IOBECTBOBATENb
COXpaHseT JUCTAHIHUIO IT0 OTHOIICHUIO K H300pakaeMOMy MHPY, SBIISIICH TIEPCOHAXEM, He 00Hapy»KHMBaeT CBOE MPUCYTCTBUE
(«» mmm  «Mbl»), pedUieKcupys Haa COOBITHSAMH WIM JaBas METAllOBECTBOBATENIbHBIC KOMMeHTapuu. Kpome Toro,
sleTHdecKas MOITHKA 3HAeT MEePBUUYHYIO (OpPMy Happalu, KOTJa PacCKa3dMK NMPUHAIJICKHUT K MUPY M300pakeHHOH UM
JKM3HU ¥ BEJET TOBECTBOBAaHME C TOUKM 3PEHHS yJ4aCTHHKA coObITuil. HeWTpanbHas win mepcoHaibHAsl CUTyalHs, MpU
KOTOPOM TTOBECTBOBATENb CTPEMHUTHCS YCTPAHHUTH ce0s M3 COOBITHS PACCKA3BIBAHMS U C/AENATh HOCHTEISIMH TOYEK 3PEHHA
camux repoeB (Tepmuroniorus @ IlItaHnens) xapakTepHa I ATOXH MTOITHKHU XYI0KECTBEHHON MOJATEHOCTH.

Ha xoHKpeTHBIX MpUMepax XyIO)KECTBEHHOHM JHTEpaTyphl MEPUOIOB CPEIHHMX BEKOB, MPOCBEIICHUS, MOJCPHU3MA,
MOCTMOJIEPHI3MA JIEMOHCTPUPYIOTCS CUMIITOMBI KPH3HCa MOHOJIOTHYECKOTO aBTOPCTBA: MOABEPracTCsi COMHEHHUIO TPaBO HE
TOJILKO aBTOPA, HO M CaMOTO HMCCKYCTBa BHJETh JKM3Hb CO CBOEH crienmduueckoil Touku 3peHus. B cBsi3u ¢ 3tM B crathe
AQHAIIM3UPYIOTCS SIBJIEHUS aBTOPE(IIEKCHBHOTO HAppaTopa 1 «apamkUpoBLIMKa» (TepMuH Xbto KeHnepa).

KnrodeBble ciioBa: 3moxa CHHKPETU3Ma, SM0Xa JHIETHUECKON MOJTHKH, 3MOXA XYyA0XKECTBEHHOM MOJAIBbHOCTH,
aBTOPE(IIEKCUBHOCTh, APAHXUPOBIIWK, AyKTOPAIBHBIM, INEPBOJIMYHBI W (HUTYpalbHBIA HappaTop (TEPMUHOJIOHHS

O. [lItannens).
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