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Abstract

Notwithstanding significant contributions by JuKaisteva, Mikhail Bakhtin, and Ferdinand de Saussiar an
understanding of textual interrelationships, mattep scholars continue to explore this phenomemahthis
has given rise to a number of claims about intéuity that border on sophistry. By means of diaal
methodology that takes a close look at what inkéutdity is all about and certain sophist implicais, this
foundational essay exposes the shortcomings ofrtéxtiiality concerning textual interconnections and
establishes spirotextuality as an alternative woelt that is more realistic, more comprehensive,reno
historically sensitive and more defensible.
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1. Introduction

Works of literature in many cases exhibit a higheleof similarity in themes, style and objectivé¥hile
exercising their literary creativity, authors andtics may borrow ideas and structure from pre-ixgs or
contemporaneous works. This capability accountshferhigh level of similarities between differeakts, a fact
unaffected by differences in place and time ofinwgit The character of literature to echo or mimwtrer texts is
generally calledintertextuality although some scholars have different understgsdiof this concept, as
highlighted in a work by D’Angelo (2010), while avi others prefer other terminologies, for instarderman
Fairclough’srecontextualization.

There are also what are considered types of ixteidbty, which, depending on the intention of #athor, is
“obligatory” when the author intentionally borrofirem or establishes links with other texts whick tieader is
expected to be familiar with too for a proper cahtef meaning; “optional” when the author does neé or
establish textual links in ways that make famitiasvith those texts necessary for a proper corwéxheaning;
and “accidental” when it is the reader rather tktam author that actually establishes textual linkeere the
author did not make any and as a result of theersagersonal knowledge.

However, there is still something that mostly utidsrall these variant conceptions of intertextyalihich,
according to Patil (2011), is the view that,
The greatness of the work of art will be measurgchdt only its local, to use Edward Said’s concept,
“worldliness” but by the quality and richness of ihtertextuality and internationality. Consequgnthe
traditional formula that “style is the man” fallhat in the analysis of the complex internationat a
intercultural textuality. As style is constructed innumerable elements outside that man; the faomatdf
the stylistic identity of that man largely depemasboth intrinsic as well as extrinsic ingredierffs.28)

Nevertheless, an affirmation that intertextualitysés between works of literature does not amonritself to a

claim that such works of literature do not alsoibitidiverse levels of contrasts between them too.

In addition, Habib (2005) recounts that in the aminof Irvine who prefers a broader historical send

intertextuality,
modern forms of textuality and critical discourse part of a much longer grammatical history tkatften
forgotten or overlooked. In fact, as he argugammatica continues to shape our understanding of texts,
writing, and the literary canon. We might extend inisight to suggest that our modern theories adirey,
writing, and textuality are perhaps not so radighén placed in this longer perspective. For onegthbur
modern notions of intertextuality are anticipated a@lready formulated; as Irvine points agrtammatica
produced a culture that wastertextual: a written work was constituted as a text by bedwrgorded a
position in a larger library of texts; it was ineeted as part of a larger textual system (GLT, ((5)178)

2. Understanding I ntertextuality

The termintertextuality, which was preceded by the teintersubjectivity in philosophy and psychology, was
provided by the poststructuralist, Julia Kristeva, 1966. However, Mikhail Bakhtin (1986) had earlie
developed the theory afialogism or dialogicity, which means that a text exists in mutual commatioa or
dialogue with other texts and a word is a nexugegfual networks and surfaces. In addition, it higits the
interrelationship between an author and the autheork, the work and its readers, and between ttese
factors and socio-historical factors.

76



Journal of Literature, Languages and Linguistics www.iiste.org
ISSN 2422-8435 An International Peer-revieweadrdal S-L.i.l
Vol.47, 2018 IIS E

Dialogism was explored in Bakhtin’s work with calpues (the “Bakhtin Circle”) from 1918 onwards. Whe
their insights were made available to the Wesha 1970s and early 1980s through translations fRussian
along with the works of Julia Kristeva (1980, 1986peciallyDesire in language (1980), Bakhtin’s views were
found to dovetail with the nascent theory of irgzttiality.

Furthermore, in her work, “Word, Dialogue and NqoV&lristeva (1986), building on Bakhtin’s insightgoes on
to posit that “any text is constructed as a moséiguotations; any text is the absorption and fiamnsation of
another. The notion ahtertextuality replaces that of intersubjectivity and poetic laage is read as at least
double” (p. 37). Similar views are seen in her “The boetdext” (1966-67). Furthermore, it is also in this
respect that Kristeva affirms the inner connectlmetween historical circumstances and the evolutbn
literature by defining ambivalence as “the insertaf history (society) into a text and of this téxto history”
(1986, p. 39).

Ambivalence is the affirmation that the evolutiordsstate of affairs of both a society and its éitare mutually
influence each other. This viewpoint is also undersd in areas of discourse analysis that explaw h
discourse (written or oral) can effectively stintelapromote, undermine, change or end certain het®/and
worldviews among a group of people. This perspecsvexplored by scholars such as M. Foucault (992
Fairclough (1995), R. H. Jones (2012), and J. 2 @605) and which in turn reinforces descriptidrsacial
events as texts too and which are capable of éxteral connections with other forms of literature.

While Kristeva’'s works motivated many scholars topt the termintertextuality to refer to the capability of
literary works to influence each other in differamiys, intertextuality also provides reinforcemémtthe
concept ofheteroglossia which refers to the capacity of a word or texthtove multiple meanings rather than
one. This phenomenon dovetails with Jacques Deésr{d881)deconstruction which seeks to uncover different
layers of meaning or multiple perspectives in texts

One can argue that the uncovering of texts embedipersedly or focally within another text alsaatgs as
deconstruction since it turns up levels of mearangnultiplicity of perspectives within a unifiedaimework.
This viewpoint about strong connections betweenodsituction and intertextuality can be inferredniro
Alfaro’s (1996) position that,
There are always other words in a word, other téxta text. The concept of intertextuality requjres
therefore, that we understand texts not as selfapoed systems but as differential and historiaalfraces
and tracings of otherness, since they are shapethéyepetition and transformation of other textual
structures. Rejecting the New Critical principlet@ttual autonomy, the theory of intertextualitgists that
a text cannot exist as a self-sufficient whole, sogdthat it does not function as a closed sysfpn268)

Besides Bakhtin and Kristeva, Ferdinand de Sausmuiehe rise of poststructuralism in literary ttyeare also
considered to have contributed significantly to thigin and popularity of the termmtertextuality. Thereafter,
the underlying maxim that every text is an intertemd every intertext is a text is found echoeudarious forms
by scholars such as E. Auerbach, M. Halliday, MolBwy, R. Bell, G. Allen, N. Fairclough, V. LeitcHl. Plett,
and T. Eagleton. In addition, as Habib (2005) retsu
Barthes states an important feature of poststralisiranalysis when he says that the text “is plurhis
plurality, he claims, is irreducible; in other wesrdt is not the plurality of mere coexistence afanings
that can answer to interpretation. Rather, itduaality issuing from “a disconnected, heterogeaariety
of substances and perspectives,” a plurality theatkenthe text as comprised by difference, by a \wgeaf
signifiers” that brings together a variety of cibeu$, echoes, and cultural codes. Every text is freld
“intertextuality,” in a network of signifiers of wthh no part can be arbitrarily separated as posggssity.
Barthes seems to suggest that such a conceptigoradity is not conceived as the opposite of uihity as
outside of the entire opposition of unity and plilya as external to the opposition of identity and
difference. (p. 647)

Martin (2011) notes that Kristeva’s insights oreméxtuality came at a time when scholars wereesiing a
transition from structuralism to poststructuralisfowever, poststructuralism does not in any waytegoe to
have totally eclipsed structuralism in making siigaint contributions to intertextuality since itomides some
important insights too, for instance, that “All texrefer to other texts, which is another indicatiof
intertextuality of meaning” (Taghizadeh 2013, p.8R8Furthermore, as Taghizadeh (2013) points out,
structuralists
often search for the common understructures ofalifeproductions of a certain author or even a whol
period. This indicates the “intertextuality” of meag in structuralism, the space in which whiledieg a
text, one would like to locate as many connecti(neerences) as possible to as many other texts as
possible. The outcome of intertextuality can bedteation of a universal text, or as we read i@lossary
of Contemporary Literary Theory, an “intertext (that is, the text within which ethtexts reside or echo
their PRESENCE” (Hawthorn, 1992, p. 126). Intertakity is a dimension of the text which comes into
existence when individual texts enter the intedbiother texts, an all-encompassing text of whiehrg
other text is only a sub-text. (p. 288)

Intertextuality is indeed a broad textual canvamsswhich a literary artist uses devices such assilhs,
inclusions and echoes to paint one work withinwaranother. Intertextuality also highlights thadatironic and
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synchronic aspects of the development of a worklitefature in relation to others. One of the major
achievements of intertextuality is the critique adthor-centred criticism. Intertextuality undersorthat a
literary text can have multidimensional interprigtas and that these interpretations can never Heisatly
circumscribed by the author’s circumstances andiops.

This falls in line with Barthes’ argument in hiswthmark essayThe death of the author, first published in 1967
in the American journalAspen (no. 5-6), that a text cannot be reduced to oimddfsolely in terms of the
subjective views or message of its writer (the atfBod) because it is rather suffused with multipleanings
or messages drawn from pre-existent texts by meginsertextuality.

Barthes understands the writer not as an authihieisense of someone who uses his or her imaginaticreate
a work which is totally or largely new but as@iptor whose principal function is to combine a selectety of
existing texts into newer textual formations. Baghalso argues that the more the presence of &oraist
deemphasized in a given text (tteath of the author), the more a reader will apprectateliterary merits of
that text (thebirth of the reader).

However, it will be a very difficult position to énd to hold that the death of the author is thremement of
the critic. In other words, even though in some&winstances an author might fail to convey insightsery
clear terms which makes it possible for a critistep in and clarify them for other readers, ntacdr audience
can claim to understand an author’s viewpoint betti@an the author. Every word or expression an auth
employs has a personal history or perspectivd@biehind it which no critic or audience can prdtémexhaust.
A poet might, for instance, sketch a first draftaogpoem and discard it only to later retrieve il &orrow some
lines from it for a new poem with a different therhe this scenario, a critic will explore thosedmof poetry in
relation to the theme and context of the new poetrknowing those same lines of poetry had anothection
earlier.

About what an author means in a work, the authtinésbest judge; about what a work means to areaad] a
critic is the best judge; about what a work impliesreal life situations, an audience is the bestgg.
Intertextuality between these three points of veam provide a synthesis that will be supreme oller a

In principle, it is more resourceful then for aticrias well as an author to keep an open mind preagation of
the fact that every word and every text lends fitselmultiple interpretations and implications. Rais (2011)
view makes a contribution in this regard when hgssa
There is such an indeterminacy in any fictionalveotk that neither consistency nor certainty isgils....
The meaning is indeterminate. The text is not aedosystem but an open one into which we can have
access through many different entrances none ofhwvbén be claimed as the main one. Each single text
again, is a network that recalls the many othetistard opens up the horizon of intertextualityeAt is no
longer seen as a veil hiding a meaning, but a wighowt a centring spider; free play without closufe
283)

Indeed, no critic or audience can rightly clainktiow what an author supposedly ought to have safthd in
mind but failed to express clearly. This point esigjuestions concerning some critics who, for megtadeclare
that John Milton inadvertently made Satan a hetloerathan a villain irParadise lost, as if Milton had erred in
making his work seem that way! He could have interatlly made Satan look like a hero for reasons keswn
to him and which should not be considered a shonitecg.

A classic example of intertextuality is Chinua Abk&s Things fall apart (1958) which, in both its title and
orientation, borrows from W. B. Yeats’ poem, “Theesand coming” (1920):

Turning and turning in the widening gyre

The falcon cannot hear the falconer

Things fall apart; the centre cannot hold;

Mere anarchy is loosed upon the world,

The blood-dimmed tide is loosed, and everywhere

The ceremony of innocence is drowned.

The best lack all conviction, while the worst

Are full of passionate intensity. (1-8)

Similarly, Ola Rotimi’'sThe Gods are not to blame (1971) has strong intertextual connections witpt®ecles’
Oedipus rex. In line with how ideas and structures can be dwed from foreign contexts in ways that make
them relevant to local contexts, Patil (2011) poimtt that,
The local elements of structures of feelings areentmminant in regional language writings. To tiieco
extreme the Indian English literature exhibits mooenplex international intertextuality in its stylealman
Rushdie is known for “chutanifying” Western liteyaradition and his famous phrase “writing backtie
empire” has become a key concept in the postcdlaheories. Now the style is studied in terms of
semiotics of culture and cultural hybridity. (p/-29)

Intertextual relations between texts and betweedstand society (social events are sodexts) already
characterize world literature beginning from oldksbwn works such aBeowulf through popular medieval
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works such as Geoffrey ChauceCanterbury Tales (1387-1400) to early and late modern works such as
William Shakespeare’Slacbeth (1606) and some potentially distinguished workds whder construction. With
regard to these intertextual relations, Hawkes 82@dints out that,
pristine “literariness” is no longer available. \WWan never now use words as if literature had nexisted.
The claims some literature makes to originalitg]sto realism, to physical accuracy of descripti@ve
ultimately to be seen in this depleting light. Tree tsemiotician, most works of literature, in emitti
messages that refer to themselves, also make oorsfference to other works of literature. As Julia
Kristeva has pointed out, no “text” can ever be plately “free” of other texts. It will be involveih what
she has termed the intertextuality of all writifidnis leads to one of the most important insighte ihe
nature of literature that semiotic&ads. (p. 119)

3. Sophism in Intertextuality

While intertextuality as a concept seems to be rgtded in different ways by some scholars, certéaims are
nothing short of sophism. This sophism in inters@ty often comes in the general shape of therclaio text is
new. A classic example is provided by Alshamma®il(?):
Intertextuality maintains that texts are carriefgarticular ideologies and cultures while at tlene time
speaking to and from each other. In Intertextual@yaham Allen states that “authors do not crefaddr t
texts from their own original minds, but rather qolm them from pre-existent texts...in this sense, tdxt
is not an individual, isolated subject, but ratteecompilation of cultural textuality” (p. 35). (B5)

Intertextual sophistry is operative in the poswilaf textual cycle whereby a text is considered of a cycle
of mutual allusions, inclusions and echoes betwierts and every text derived from these intertexteiations
in turn becomes a foundation for yet another ietdrtal cycle. This viewpoint dovetails with RolaBdrthes’
thesis that a writer is scriptor concerned mainly with combining certain pre-existxts into newer textual
formations rather than someone who can creativelff an original work on his or her own.

Sophist intertextualists insist that there existhiww the world’s literary heritage a cycle of allans, inclusions
and echoes that have become so repetitive thegdtyales any creative originality. In this wisdsthiewpoint is
similar to the doctrine of metempsychosis (transatign of the soul), which in turn connects witle tthoctrines
of palingenesis (being born again) and reincarnafiebirth orrefleshment). The claim here is that there can be
no new idea again but a repetition of existing &damdifferent textual forms just as there can benaw soul
again but a repetition of existing souls in differéody forms.

This viewpoint can even lay claim to scientific pfo matter can neither be created nor destroyed but
transformed from one form to another, which is aisoline with Albert Einstein’s equation for mutual
conversion between matter and energy: e Z mdere e = energy, m = mass, and ¢ = speed of ligh
(300,000km/sec or 186,000mi/sec). In the eyes phist intertextuality then, new ideas can neitherckeated
nor existing ones annihilated but only intertexized. However, just like its counterpart in physitlds law
does not explain why and how the first set of id@asnatter) came into existence in the first pladghout that
escapist explanation that it has always existedhfegernity! Otherwise, there was when an idea was.n
Furthermore, ideas come and ideas go, sometimeimdeno trace behind and this is not about a faiteinory!
There are ideas that existed in pre-Socratic tiwlgsh no longer exist today and which no one tocky claim

to have just forgotten. They vanished from glohahln memory centuries ago.

Furthermore, the view that every text is an intdrtéhat is, a recycling of already existent ideigslike the

doctrine that every human being is a recycling ebal successively inhabiting different animateibsdhuman
or animal) at different times. Doctrines of meteggbsis, palingenesis and reincarnation in philbgop
theology and ideology are found in various formsame societies from ancient times to the present.

Metempsychosis holds that the soul is immortal srdains the same while the body which the soul &dap
each turn of the wheel is perishable and mutahldéiké manner, sophist intertextuality holds tHare already
exists a set of original, eternal and same idea®#titer recombined in variant forms at each stadke writer's

(scriptor’s) pen to yield different literature. Thus, thégniextual cycle is literary metempsychosis.

Just as the metempsychotic cycle presupposes itere of original souls that remain the sameszchodily
transformations, the literary metempsychotic cyarkesupposes the existence of a fixed number oinafigdeas
that remain the same across textual transformatidhis fixed number of original ideas will here balled
literary substratals.

Given that the first ever soul to come into existehad to be brand new before its metempsychotie degan,
every literary substratal was originally brand nbkefore its literary metempsychotic cycle could medihen
comes the hard-hitting question: At what point dadation in history did literary substratals reattteir
maximum number while the literary metempsychoticlexcommenced?

And yet more questions: did each literary subdtettzerge before, alongside or after other liteargstratals?
Before a city’s population can hit a limit or a dck number, its constituent individuals must havenbborn
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before, alongside or after others. Or would sophistrtextualists suddenly argue for innatism: thlaipossible
ideas have always existed in the human mind frathdiln addition, if a literary substratal coulcepede others
in existence, why wouldn't those later literary strhtals be rather interpreted as variant recysliofgthe first
ever and singular literary substratal? Indeed gla@e hard-hitting questions for sophist intertak$ts.

Those hard-hitting questions keep coming: was itts¢ éver literary substratal or substratals inderdorm or
already fully developed before the first literargtempsychotic cycle began? Did each literary satstcome

to its full potential over time or already at fédirm from Day 1? Furthermore, sophist intertextiyatioes really
imply a division of literary (and human) historyten two broad categories, namely, a Pre-Literary
Metempsychotic Era (when it was only literary sufisis) and a Literary Metempsychotic Era (when the
recyclings began)? Or would sophist intertextusleso argue that both eras occurred alongside athehn —
which would rather imply that new or original idestill actually do come into existence? What cobédthe
benchmark for this division into eras and will thére a Post-Literary Metempsychotic Era?

Yet, some more of those hard-hitting questionssdus literary metempsychosis amount to a claititexfary
vicious circle (even if a back and forth movement linear fashion), literary fatalism and interteadtu
determinism or predeterminism? How would literargtempsychosis account for works of literature iratict
the future rather than reflect the past or thegmgswhich is contrary to recycling the old andt dloes not make
room for what is new? Chinua Achebéisman of the people (1966) for instance, predicted the first ever
Nigerian military coup of 1966 which occurred whitee novel was still being published by Heinemamihie
United Kingdom. It was chiefly this feature of piettbn that made military overlords seek his arrest
allegations of complicity in the coup.

Finally, by what recycling did the Nigerian coup 1866 (a socialext) become a recycling of an older state of
affairs in Nigeria whereas it was the first eveu® It is quite significant that in “Part 1X” of $iPoetics (c. 335
BC), Aristotle’s description of literature as mgrkilosophical and greater than history since hystigals with
particular events and recounts the past whereaatiitre deals with what can happen by necessipyalrability
underscores the prophetic powers of literatureirdilar understanding can be derived from Bakhtif1986)
view that texts and utterances are influenced bljeedaexts to which they respond and by future ©méich
they anticipate (p. 89). It will, of course, be pug it too far to claim that a text can have anteitextual
relations with another text yet to exist.

These hard-hitting questions expose the sophistiytertextuality which comes in the general shapéno text
is new.” Specially gifted people are capable ohda@omething new.

It is interesting to note that given the strongrefation between literary metempsychosis and dualtri
metempsychosis (in philosophy, theology and idegloghose hard-hitting questions directed at litgra
metempsychosis also correlatively apply to doctrimatempsychosis. For instance, at what point imdu
history and in what year and place did the firgtrawiginal set of souls reach the limit in numbefore the first
ever cycle of transmigration began? Was the fivst soul or souls in a crude form and only caméhéir full
potential over time or already at full form from Y0&? Did each original soul emerge before, alorgsidafter
others? If an original soul preceded others, damstims make those others variant recyclings of firs?
Furthermore, does not this viewpoint divide humamstdny into two broad categories, namely, a Pre-
Metempsychotic Era (when it was only original spaled a Metempsychotic Era (when transmigratiorab§g
Or was it that both eras occurred alongside edoér@atWhat could be the benchmark for this divisigo eras
and will there be a Post-Metempsychotic Era?

Furthermore, how do metempsychosis, palingenegisr@incarnation account for brand new individuatsnf
intertribal and interracial marriages? How do tleeplain the consistent increase (addition of nedividuals to
existing stock) in population from ancient timesemht was not large through medieval times whemwsis about
370 million (due to the Great Famine of 1315-13822 and the Black Death of the 14th century) tcs@né
times when it has hit over 7 billion? How do thegplain population decline too? But of course, rieligand
metaphysics are not expected to answer every logiesstion.

In the same vein, if all that science does is riectfre primitive scientific views of ancient cilitions, what is
the fanfare then about Copernicus, Galileo, Isaawtn, Albert Einstein, Steve Hawking and a lot enothers?
In what way is the development of the atomic bomdb iés bloodcurdling use in World War 1l a recydiof the
atomism of the Jain, Ajivika, and Carvaka schodlgdia (c. 6th century BC) and of Democritus areltippus
in the West (c. 5th century BC)? In what ways dre timeless works of Leonardo da Vinci, Michelangel
Beethoven, and Handel mere recyclings of primiéixigstic forms?

If all that literature does is recycle the old, rthéiterary civilization would have fallen into dase of bizarre
atrophy probably after the Age of Chauc&B40-1400 AD)or there would have even developed a crazy chasm
between language, which would continue to grow, ktedature, which would remain stunted maybe diiort
after Beowulf (c. 975-1010 AD). This will be akin to someone wgrows to be very old but with a mind stunted
at a teenager’s stage.
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In conclusion, the past provides resources forptiesent and the future but do not in any way lionienslave
them to itself as if a vicious circle, fatalismteleninism or predeterminism? The new can and doesge from
the old asiew rather than as igecycling of the old within a milieu of creative ingenuity ithe arts or sciences. A
gifted writer or inventor can pick up ideas andustures from existing works and create somethirithee
indicated nor anticipated in those works. Thisrigiaality. It is not a recycling of the old any meothan a plant
hybridized from two stocks is a recycling of oneboth.

4. Under standing Spirotextuality

Keeping in mind the too many indefensible and exows claims and implications of intertextuality @
forward by many scholars, a need arises to proaiseore realistic, comprehensive, historically s@resiand
defensible description of interconnections betwiesis and relationships between the old and the new

This better description of mutual interactions bestw texts and the new in relation to the old iso$pktuality
(spiral textuality). This is a theoretical framewoborrowed from an emerging research in physics
(cosmophysics) that sets out to develop that edugieory of everything (TOE) and which has beefedahe
spiral theory of everything (STOE). The relevantecmsight here is that a front view look at a lgngf spring
shows just one ring (circle/cycle) whereas a sigsvvshows a progressive succession of intercondeaatgs
(cycles), that is, a series of recyclings in linpaogression over time.

In principle then, a spiral is a perfect maniféstabf a drive to recycle and a drive for progressadvancement
over time. It consists of a movement to recycle tvdleeady exists (or the old) at the same time asdertakes
linear progression over time by adding to that lst@@eneration and addition of the new to the olfihothing
new was capable of being generated and added, ttieenecycling would never be capable of progressiver
time but must remain fixated on just the first ringd it would not be a spring any more. In thiseyis
spirotextuality is a perfect concept explaining naltinteractions between texts over time and ttgitipa of the
new in relation to the old.

A side view of this spring shows the old does cehndgth the new which, even with this, exists amsthing
new rather than as the old since some more thiage been and will continue to be generated anddadde
other words, spirotextuality acknowledges thatioafworks are still possible in today’s world. foft view of
the spring, on the contrary, gives the impressignst one ring (circle/cycle) irrespective of whet other rings
behind it are a handful or infinite. This front wi@nswers the needs of scholars who will still warassert that
all literature are the same and nothing new cam esme up again besides recycling the old. Howeitas, a
limitless universe out there and we cannot bottlgiyet or fixate on aspects.

Spirotextuality as a theoretical framework provities understanding that (gifted) writers in moreysvthan one
repeat the old but in newer forms by using thedative ingenuity to bring in something new overdinather

than fixate or stagnate on the old. History repéagdf, yes, but in newer forms and that newnsgké domain
of originality and novelty by means of creativityistory never repeats itself in the totality of dtsl self because
for one thing, it is already occupying a differgudsition on the spacetime continuum and for anotihés a

limitless universe out there!

Possibilities that originality and novelty can Isekist by means of individual creative ingenuit@sspite the
immensity of world’s current heritage of literatlaed knowledge are strongly adduced by a numbscludlars,
for instance, T. S. Eliot as seen in his “Traditeamd individual talent.” There is also another val& essay,
“The literary artist and literary landscape” thawbieing contributed to this discussion.

If literature can no more have room for originalapd novelty but be inescapably sucked into a woote
recyclings of the old, that would of course be ttemrth and death of literary creativity. On the tcany,
understanding textual interrelationships as spitatdity provides room for and actually accounts tioe fact
that while texts do indeed reflect each other inous ways, originality and novelty do still comea the picture
depending on the creative powers of the individudter.

Evidence of how the new emerge from the old buk stintain qualitative and quantitative differencibst
distinguish them from the old can be seen in ayshydBennett and Royle (2004) on three poetic wdrgm
different locations and times in history (5-6). $heare Geoffrey Chaucerfhe Canterbury tales (1387-1400)
from England, T. S. Eliot's “The waste land” (1922)m the United States, and an undated Anglicatabu
service hymn from England with the title, “The arder the burial of the dead” from which T. S. Bliderived
the subtitle, “The burial of the dead,” for his efmentioned poem.

Eliot's “The waste land” is an engaging discussioncerning the unbecoming state of the human dondind
civilization in the modern world particularly sind®orld War Il (1939-1945). “The burial of the deastlys in
its opening lines,

April is the cruellest month, breeding

Lilacs out of the dead land, mixing

Memory and desire, stirring

Dull roots with spring rain. (1-4)
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Spirotextual connections between Eliot's verse hemd the old can be seen particularly with refegetw
Chaucer’sThe Canterbury tales (a collection of 24 stories centred around pilginvhich is generations older
and which says in its opening lines,

Whan that April with his shoures sote

The droghte of Marche hath perced to the rote,

And bathed every veyne in swich licour,

Of which vertu engendred is the flour. (1-4)

Spirotextuality (rather than intertextuality), whiés thus a more realistic, comprehensive, hisadlsicsensitive
and defensible description of interconnections ketwtexts and relationships between the old anchéve
provides a better orientation to appreciate Eliptiint about the relationship between an artist fanebears in
that tradition. As Bennett and Royle (2004) poiat, 0
Literary texts, that is to say, are always consedidy and within a context or tradition. In hisliown
essay “Tradition and the Individual Talent” (191B)iot himself argues that “No poet, no artist afyart,
has his [sic] complete meaning alone”: rather, vib&nportant is the poet’s “relation to the deaeis and
artists” (Eliot 1975, 38). A poem, novel or playattdoes not in some sense relate to previous i&xis
fact, literally unimaginable. The author of sucheat would have to invent everything. It would lieel
inventing a new language from scratch, without eegliance on already existing languages. In thiseen
intertextuality (the displacement of origins to @thexts, which are in turn displacements of othgts and
so on — in other words an undoing of the very idfepure or straightforward origins) is fundamerntathe
institution of literature. No text makes sense withother texts. Every text is what Roland Barttalts ‘a
new tissue of past citations’ (Barthes 1981, 3%). 6-6)

Eliot makes no such claim that a gifted artist i sot capable of contributing something new txiséing
traditions. He fully acknowledges individual credii. His point is rather that an artist must cocihevith
tradition for his or her work to make meaning ofdpe it can amount to anything. Put simply, the sfichulates
the new while the new confirms the old.

Spirotextuality also accounts for situations whewe or more writers writing differently seem to e®ps the
same ideas, sometimes even using same or similedswio some lines. This is seen, for instance, éetw
Fidelis U. Okoro’s “Kwuredible eleshon don kwom”Qfedible election has come”) (2012) and Chinedu
Nwadike’s “Growing old” (to be published).

“Kwuredible Eleshon Don Kwom” says,

Dem say we get demokwracy

Wey dipperent prom militokwracy

De thing we dey see na barawokwracy. (16-18)

This verse written in Nigerian Hausa-Fulani manoieEnglish pronunciation, translates as: “They s&yhave
democracy / Which is different from militocracy /hat we see is kleptocracy.” Henmailitocracy refers to
military rule which sometimes postures as a legitendemocratic dispensation whidarawokwracy translates
askleptocracy which in turn is coined from kleptomania and deragg in reference to how the elite rule over as
well as steal from the masses.

“Growing old” says,

We vote you to rule and you devote us to misrule,

Generations impoverished in lifetime while your anibfeed fat before time.

We go to sleep at night but those nightmares rasdeefore light,

Awaking in a dear nation feeling like strangersipolice station.

National resources you divvy among the few in youvy,

The media say it's democracy but all we see istkigacy. (49-54)

While Okoro’s “Kwuredible eleshon don kwom” was (isbed in his poetry collectiorRimples and Dimples
which was published in 2012, “Growing old” was coamoed on 9 April 2014 at 5:32 p.m. and finalizedl8n
May 2014 at 3:01 p.m. with no knowledge of who Qkwras or his poems despite the fact that he wastarker

in the same department of English and Literary #®8ith the University of Nigeria, Nsukka during whitime
“Growing old” and a number of other poems were tritduring a postgraduate diploma programme there.
Acquaintance was made only in the second semesbtireoprogramme during which time Okoro taught the
course, “Special topics in poetry.”

Spirotextuality as a theoretical framework alsolegspin other fields of study besides literatureaffirmation
and explanation of how the old connect with the meer time. Seeing as spirotextual contexts inc@fgoboth
variant recyclings of the old and progressive iaduas of the new, then, there is something olcdhenriew and
something new in the old.

Furthermore, spirotextuality provides the underditag that once born under the creative artistrya afriter, a
work must be acknowledged as independent and degeo¥ respect and objective treatment as accoeded
mature individual born from parents. Such an iralial (human or text) cannot be rightly consideneslaved to
pre-existing or existing factors (forebears) thaveyrise to it. Even a book review is accepted r@sgected as
independent in relation to its parent work notwiingling that the review borrows heavily from thega book.
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A similar dynamics works out between Ola Rotinit®e gods are not to blame (1971) and Sophocle®edipus
rex (429 BC) A reader who has never heard of Sophoate®edipus rex will still effectively and fully
appreciate the literary merits @he gods are not to blame. For similar reasons, Leonardo da Vincilse last
supper (1495-1498) cannot be considered enslaved tosgeific event in history some two thousand yegs a
of which it is a masterpiece depiction.

5. Conclusion

Unlike intertextuality, spirotextuality is a moritihg description and theoretical framework fordenstanding
interconnections between texts and the relationsbtpveen the old and the new. Spirotextuality askadges
continuity in tradition as well as originality ambvelty which are critical to growth in global litdure and
progress in civilization.
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