
70 Eliza DEAC

Eliza DEAC

The Eastern European Perspective
on Modern Poetry: Two Hypotheses

EKPHRASIS, 1/2013
ON CRITICISM

pp. 70-80

Abstract. The article analyses and compares two 
theoretical proposals – the notion of “transitive poetry” 
(Crăciun 2002) and the concept of “modern paradigm” 
(Muşina 2004) – which aim at uncovering uncharted 
areas of modern poetry and at bringing up to date the 
description of the way in which its trends, both continental 
and extra-continental, evolved during the second half of 
the 20th century. 
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A close inspection of the Romanian li-
terary field would reveal that, for various 
reasons, which do not form the object 
of the present article, this area does not 
seem to have a particularly rich vein of 
theoretical thinking. In retrospect, all the 
notable names that worked in the field 
of Romanian literary studies easily qua-
lify as reviewers, literary critics or litera-
ry historians, but hardly as literary theo-
reticians. The general tendency has been 
to import and adjust various conceptual 
frames to the description of Romanian li-
terature, particularly in the aftermath of 
the revolution of 1989, while the effort 
to come up with theoretical proposals 
that may prove instrumental beyond the 
boundaries of our national culture has re-
mained rather low. However, two studies 
published after 2000 appear to challenge 
this conclusion: Aisbergul poeziei moderne 
(The Iceberg of Modern Poetry) by Gheorghe 
Crăciun (2002) and Paradigma poeziei mo-
derne (The Paradigm of Modern Poetry) by 
Alexandru Muşina (2004). Both authors 
are counted among the most important 
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representatives of the so-called genera-
tion of the 1980s and the immediate aim 
of their enterprises was to prove the lite-
rary legitimacy of the type of poetry that 
the members of their generation wrote 
by clearly distinguishing it from the neo-
modernism of the 1960s and by reading 
it against the vast background of modern 
European and Anglo-American poetry. 
But the temporal distance between the ef-
fervescent moment that initially promp-
ted them to investigate the question of 
modern poetry in great detail and the ac-
tual moment of publication allowed them 
to polish and refine their theoretical hy-
potheses to the point where they acquire 
a sufficient degree of coherence to be ta-
ken into consideration as potential al-
ternative perspectives on modern and 
contemporary poetry, both continental 
and extra-continental. 

The second point they have in com-
mon is their more or less direct dialo-
gue with Hugo Friedrich's study – The 
Structure of Modern Poetry (1969), one of 
the earliest and most influential attempts 
to sum up the key features of modern 
poetry in the European area of literary 
theory and criticism. They seem to take 
up the discussion where he left off. In the 
preface to the ninth edition of his book, 
the German theoretician wonders if the 
poetic creations of the second half of the 
20th century actually depart from the do-
minant poetic mode instituted a hun-
dred years earlier. Without inclining to 
give a positive answer, he casually men-
tions, however, the tendency to return to 
a poetic form that is “more human, more 

personal, and simpler in its expression of 
happiness or suffering” (9). This remark 
may easily be regarded as both the star-
ting point and the conclusion of the two 
studies, which consider this mode of ex-
pression to be a major turn in the deve-
lopment of modern poetry beginning 
with the 1950s. 

Finally, the conceptual proposals of 
the two Romanian authors work in tan-
dem with the key notion that summa-
rises all the distinctive features of modern 
poetry enumerated by Friedrich – the in-
transitive character of the poetic language. 
Crăciun's notion of “transitive poetry” or 
what Muşina terms the poetry of eve-
ryday life or the poetry of “full imma-
nence” (2008: 46), as opposed to the me-
ta-physical poetry of romantic descent, 
represents the reverse of what Friedrich 
and other theoreticians identify as the 
defining characteristic of modern poetry 
and adds a new layer to the modernist 
structure since the relation between in-
transitive and transitive poetry is not 
simply one of succession but of coexis-
tence. Both authors argue that transi-
tive poetry constitutes the invisible side 
of modernism – the overshadowed com-
plement of intransitive poetry, a fact also 
suggested by Crăciun's metaphor of the 
iceberg and by the notion of paradigm 
that Muşina borrows from Thomas Kuhn 
(1999). According to the two authors, 
what begins as an undercurrent of the 
early modernist period rises to the sur-
face in the second half of the 20th centu-
ry, in the 1950s, generally speaking, or in 
the 1980s in the case of literature, and be-
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comes its predominant mode of poetic ex-
pression. Despite these common points, 
the two authors pursue distinct lines of 
thought, which require separate analyses. 

Transitive Poetry:
The Scope and The Limits of a Concept 

Gheorghe Crăciun's study opens with 
a critique of the essentialist approach to 
the description of modern poetry as illus-
trated by prestigious European theoreti-
cians such as Roman Jakobson, Gérard 
Genette, Jean Cohen, Carlos Bousoño 
and Hugo Friedrich himself. Since the 
concepts they propose are extrapolated 
from the practices of the major symbolist 
poets and overlook extensive areas of mo-
dern poetry that programatically valorise 
the natural or common language, from 
which the symbolists tried to distance 
themselves, their degree of generality be-
comes highly questionable. Despite the 
apparently dismissive critique, Crăciun's 
conceptual proposal draws heavily on 
their terms and distinctions, which he 
borrows in order to explain and perfect 
his own. Yet in so doing, he signals that 
the notion of transitive poetry is to be de-
fined in linguistic terms, at which point 
its applicability becomes very problema-
tic. 

The first instance of a theoretical im-
passe is Crăciun's attempt to offer a ty-
pology of the poetic language(s). He bor-
rows Genette’s distinction between litera-
riness and literality in order to construct a 
triadic model; in his view, there are three 
types of poetic language: literary, literal-
connotative, corresponding to modern in-

transitive poetry, and literal-denotative – 
the language of transitive poetry. 

But the attempt to refine the notion of 
literality results only in conceptual confu-
sion: what Crăciun terms the connotative 
literality “of the irreducible semantic de-
viance” (90) – is nothing more than a 
tautology since Genette clearly associated 
literality with intransitivity and conno-
tation, while the complementary notion 
– the denotative literality – “in which the 
words mean exactly what they say not 
only in the poet's language but also in the 
language of the rest of the people” (90) 
is nothing short of a contradiction since 
the literal discourse is basically figurative 
and therefore devoid of denotation. 

The analyses of the poems selected 
to illustrate each category are, however, 
more revealing than their labels. The lite-
ral-connotative poem of Dimitrie Stelaru, 
Sfârşit (End), written in free verse, leads 
the author to the conclusion that “It is not 
the breaks between the metrical segments 
that graphically organise the poem, but 
something else, an inner feeling difficult 
to explain” (94, emphasis added). On the 
other hand, the difficulty of justifying the 
poetic character in such terms prompts 
the critic to resort to the graphical reorga-
nisation of the poem in order to highlight 
its poetic meaning: “Here is another possi-
bility of arranging the first stanza on the page 
(emphasis added) (...). A close look at the 
new graphical aspect of the poem would 
reveal that its meaning is somewhat diffe-
rent. The form is, after all, part of the mes-
sage, of the signification”(94-95); “The 
three line breaks in the two stanzas have 



73The Eastern European Perspective on Modern Poetry: two Hypotheses

a semantic value” (95). Such instances, 
which grow in number before the author 
reaches the final conclusions, prove that 
while he continues to pursue a line of cri-
tical thought which starts from the pre-
mise that poetry is to be defined main-
ly as the expression of inner feelings, an 
alternative approach, which calls atten-
tion to the form and to the medium of the 
poem, develops inconspicuously and in-
dependently of the main demonstration. 

The comments on the literal-denotative 
(i.e. transitive) poem of Mircea Ivănescu, 
Vacanţă (Holiday), are even more illustra-
tive of the second perspective: 

”Mircea Ivănescu's poem is not 
a fragment cut out of a text in prose, 
which was hurriedly given a title. Its 
lines do not cover the page uniform-
ly; they mime the idea of verse (empha-
sis added), although the metrical versi-
fication is not entirely absent from the 
text. It is only the unusual arrangement 
of the linguistic material on the page that 
turns this particular piece of writing into a 
poem and not into something else (empha-
sis added). Apart from that, the poet 
purposefully gives his discourse a pro-
saic aspect. He doesn't even use capital 
letters to start his lines with” (97). 

In other words, the more transitive a 
poem is, the more important its formal 
frame becomes for signalling the poetic 
intention. 

Generally speaking, the problem with 
Crăciun's theoretical proposal is the fact 
that the intransitive/ transitive distinc-
tion remains functional only as long as 
it serves as a means of differentiating 

poetry from other forms of language, 
that is to say as long as there is nothing to 
challenge the idea that poetry has a dis-
tinct language of its own, which is preci-
sely what the poems described as transi-
tive poetry do. If transitive poetry repre-
sents the reverse of intransitive poetry in 
terms of language – not deviant, but or-
dinary, not figurative, but literal, not obs-
cure, but transparent, not self-referential, 
but simply referential, not connotative, 
but denotative, or, in an empirical sense 
– which almost leads to contradiction – 
not poetic, but imitative of prose, then the 
self-evident conclusion is that the linguis-
tic criterion for recognising poetry has to 
be reconsidered. Once the conceptual pair 
intransitive/ transitive no longer delimits 
the field of poetry from what is external 
to it but is used as a means of making in-
ternal distinctions, the question that im-
mediately comes up is how to distinguish 
between poetry and non-poetry from this 
point onwards in the absence of a clear 
linguistic limit. 

Yet no matter how potentially proble-
matic the situation is, the author does not 
seem willing to abandon the linguistic 
approach, but he does see the necessity 
of drawing the “limits of banality” more 
clearly. His way of dealing with the pro-
blem is to return to the notion of deviant 
utterance, which he initially questioned, 
and to stretch it as much as possible: 

”It's easy to notice that the poetic lan-
guage can depart from the language of eve-
ryday speech (emphasis added) in more 
than one way: phonologically, mor-
phologically, syntactically, lexically, fi-
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guratively (assuming that poetry can 
produce tropes which would not be 
found in everyday speech), graphical-
ly (Apollinaire's calligrammes), typo-
graphically (visual poetry) etc. But so-
metimes it is enough to notice a single form 
of deviation to recognise a poem (empha-
sis added), even if the reader may never 
come to terms with the fact that the text 
(s)he is reading is actually a poem, as in 
the case of Gary Snyder's poem” (72).

Thus, the difference between intran-
sitive and transitive poetry becomes a 
simple matter of quantity. Transitive 
poetry is to be recognised by a minimal 
number of deviating forms. According 
to this criterion, Lucian Blaga's poem 
– Amurg de toamnă (Autumn Sunset) – 
which contains only one denotative 
phrase, probably falls into the category 
of intransitive poetry (75-76), while 
Mircea Ivănescu's poem – Holiday – is an 
instance of transitive poetry as it contains 
only one connotative reference (99). The 
question is then what sort of deviation 
can be found in Gary Snyder's poem, 
which is just a collection of statistical data 
from the newspaper, to justify this label. 
The answer may not prove very simple 
if the so-called poem is compared with 
the text created by Jean Cohen from a 
newspaper note to demonstrate that the 
typographical arrangement has no poetic 
effects, and analysed a second time by 
Jonathan Culler in order to show the 
contrary. 

As far as Crăciun is concerned, he tries 
to find a way out of this difficulty by quo-
ting the famous poem of William Carlos 

Williams – The Red Wheelbarrow, which he 
contrasts with Cohen's example:

”While using an equally transitive 
vocabulary, the two texts differ in terms 
of degree of individualisation. The 
first is a subjective conclusion (emphasis 
added) which takes one by surprise pre-
cisely because of its apparent lack of si-
gnification. The second one is a neutral 
statement of a very trivial fact. It is nei-
ther a spontaneous opinion, nor a sudden 
vision. There is no intimation of the disco-
very of a mysterious and insignificant truth 
(emphasis added). But is this sufficient 
evidence to conclude that this text is not, 
however, a poem?” (45). 

Yet his conclusions may easily have 
been different had he not known, on the 
one hand, that The Red Wheelbarrow was 
intended as a poem, and on the other 
hand, that Cohen's text was designed 
only to serve the purpose of a conceptual 
demonstration. The absence of any extra-
textual information would have made 
it very difficult for the critic to draw 
these distinctions, which are, in the last 
analysis, quite inoperative. In the absence 
of any contextual information to guide 
the interpretation, Jonathan Culler's view 
seems more plausible, which is probably 
why the critic appears to opt, in the end, 
for the more radical perspective of the 
two: 

”Poetry’s close proximity to eve-
ryday speech and to the vocabulary of 
prose will enhance the role of the formal 
aspects of the surface on which the poem is 
meant to materialise (emphasis added). But 
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this is a new matter, which is very diffe-
rent from the cult of the rare word theo-
rised by Mallarmé. Can we rewrite The 
Red Wheelbarrow (...) as a compact block 
of text without obliterating the poetic effect 
in the process (emphasis added)?” (247). 

The typographical rearrangement of 
a poem in the manner of a text in prose 
in order to prove the transitive character 
of its language is a method that Crăciun 
uses more than once. But whenever he 
resorts to it, he is bound to conclude that 
the text he gets is indeed transitive, but 
no longer poetic. This implies that the 
limits between the transitive language 
of poetry and the transitive language of 
everyday speech can only be described in 
formal terms: 

”We must not think that the absence 
of tropes, grammatical figures or proso-
dy would blur the distinction between 
poetry and everyday speech. Even the 
poems that have no rhythm or rhyme 
are still written in “verse”. In modern 
and postmodern poetry the notions of 
“blank verse”, “free verse”, “projective 
verse” and “spatial verse” fulfil the role 
of distinguishing the sequential distri-
bution of the lines both from the classic 
versification and from the texts in prose 
or from the compact non-poetic texts” 
(64-65).

It has become obvious at this point 
that if the notion of deviation is to remain 
in use, it must be redefined so as to 
include non-linguistic forms as well. The 
verse itself has gone through conceptual 
changes at the end of which its definition 

has been purified in the extreme. In 
fact, its evolution mirrors on a formal 
level the process of “transitivisation” 
that takes place on the linguistic level. 
Formally speaking, transitive poetry is 
written in “typographical” verse, which 
differentiates it both from literary poetry – 
written in metrical verse, and from prose 
– arranged in uniform typographical 
columns. When choosing the adjective 
“transitive” to describe this type of 
poetry, Crăciun believed to have summed 
up its individualising features, but in the 
end, it is the graphical distribution on the 
page that actually marks this poetry as 
poetry: 

”If we read the poems of Robert 
Creely, Apollinaire and Tom Raworth 
from the point of view of their graphi-
cal arrangement, we will notice that the 
three poets use numerous spatial arti-
fices. The layouts of their texts distinguish 
them immediately from the simple chunks of 
ordinary language. (emphasis added)

Poetry can be discussed, particularly 
nowadays, in terms of graphical means. 
What differentiates it from the language 
of daily life and from its denotative aspect 
(with which it may be frequently confused), 
is the fact that the page itself is put to use in 
such ways that it becomes a space which se-
parates the poetic communication from any 
other types of communication. (emphasis 
added)

Consequently, the difference between 
the way in which oral poetry is produced 
and transmitted and the advance of writ-
ten poetry is instrumental in understan-
ding the configuration of the poetic lan-
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guage throughout the centuries (emphasis 
added). The disappearance of the classic 
verse is directly liked to the disappea-
rance of the sense of orality. The poems 
written to be read, not recited, can ra-
dically change their vocabulary, their 
tropes and their aesthetic purpose” (63).

It is interesting to notice that Crăciun 
limits such observations to disparate 
remarks rather than explores their 
implications more thoroughly and prefers 
to formulate his thesis and conclusions 
in borrowed terms, which become 
problematic more often than not. This 
option may be the result of the confusion 
between transitive poetic language and 
the modern search for authenticity and 
for the natural. The indiscriminate use of 
all forms of language in poetry may give 
the impression of “unmediation”, but this 
effect is counteracted by the formal means 
that the poems use in order to signal their 
poetic intention. Despite being aware 
of these “artifices”, Crăciun pays only 
scant attention to them. Nevertheless, the 
author has the merit of having discovered 
intuitively an emerging theoretical 
problem that has been the object of 
programmatic and systematic debates in 
the Western world. 

To give just an example, it is surpri-
sing, yet ultimately explicable, how easi-
ly this study could engage in a dialo-
gue with the conceptual proposal that 
the well-known American theoretician 
Marjorie Perloff makes in her book Radical 
Artifice: Writing Poetry in the Age of Media 
(1994). Both admit – one, unintentional-
ly, the other, systematically – the impor-

tance of the “artifice” for the recognition 
of poetry. However, this study also shows 
that Crăciun’s and Muşina’s concepts 
may be perceived as a little obsolete on 
an international level because the poe-
tic model which they consider represen-
tative for the second half of the 20th cen-
tury and which inspired the Romanian 
poets in the 1980s, had become a man-
nerist form of poetry across the ocean 
as early as the 1950s-1960s, according to 
Perloff, and was competing with new and 
radical poetic trends, which first and fo-
remost contested the idea of natural lan-
guage and maintained that what moder-
nists considered natural was in fact a lite-
rary construct: “But what is a ‘natural’ as 
opposed to a ‘puffed up’ way of singing 
that will reach ‘an audience’ accustomed 
with VCRs, FAX machines, Walkmans, 
laser printers, cellular phones, answering 
machines, computer games, and video 
terminals? And why should lyric be ‘na-
tural’ rather than artificial?” (3). 

The Poetic Paradigm and the Avatars
of the “Poetic Self”

The theoretical model developed by 
Alexandru Muşina in The Paradigm of 
Modern Poetry is both more comprehen-
sive and more limited from certain points 
of view than his colleague's. His objec-
tive is larger and more systematic: he 
intends to offer a general theory of mo-
dern poetry from Baudelaire onwards, 
including all the major (and minor) di-
rections that have brought their contri-
bution to the poetic field in the last 150 
years. Both authors are preoccupied with 
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the fact that modern poetry has many 
uncharted territories in need of new and 
adequate theoretical approaches. But the 
main difference is that Crăciun opts to 
describe only one area of modern poetry, 
while Muşina's aim is to find a concep-
tual frame that would include them all. 
Consequently, the first challenge he has 
to face is that of finding the common de-
nominator of a variety of trends, which 
are not only numerous, but often contra-
dictory. Starting from the premise that 
there is a clean break between the roman-
tic and the modern poetics, in the sense 
that the modern poets no longer conceive 
of poetry as an expression of inner fee-
lings, he states that their common ground 
consists in the fact that “The poem is not 
the result of a spontaneous eruption, a 
manifestation of sentiments, but the pro-
duct of a long and calculated process of 
deliberation, fabrication and perfection 
(...). This view is shared by all the modern 
poets, including the so-called ‘visionary 
poets’ or the surrealists” (2004: 68). More 
precisely, the modern poet 

”does not express himself/ herself spon-
taneously, but makes experiments, ex-
plores in a deliberate and (to a certain 
extent) controlled manner. (The visio-
nary experience of the modern poets 
is completely different from that of the 
romantics; the modern poet no longer 
serves as a medium of communication 
for “the universal soul”; (s)he does not 
express, but stages or provokes a certain 
frame of mind (emphasis in the original), 
and experiments with different types of 
sensibility)” (69).

According to Muşina, the axiom 
of modern poetry is that poetic text 
constitutes a means of exploring 
scientifically the reality created by the 
modern world: “Despite their diversity, 
all the experiments of modern poetry 
contribute to the shift of the centre of gravity 
in the poetic field: from mimesis, ingenium 
or expression of feelings to exploration” (59, 
emphasis in the original); “modern poetry 
does not imitate reality, it explores reality, 
it does not express feelings and sensations, 
it explores the feelings and the sensations, 
it does not play with the words, it explores 
the limits and the essence of the language 
etc.” (61, emphasis in the original). This 
exploratory function is not new. It is 
characteristic of the periods when poetry 
reinvents itself. Ezra Pound identified 
two such epochs: the 8th-6th centuries 
BC in Greece and the 11th-12th centuries 
in Provence. Muşina believes that the 
modern era represents the third moment. 

Wondering what profound change in 
the modern world made the poets feel the 
necessity of reinventing poetry, Muşina 
offers “An answer which simplifies the 
explanation to the extreme without dis-
torting it too much: the emergence of the 
individual (of individuality, of indivi-
dualism)” (103, emphasis in the original). 
The individualist trend (defined in accor-
dance with the cultural theories of Yuri 
Lotman) generates three crises: the crisis 
of language, the crisis of the self and the 
crisis of reality, to which modern poetry 
gives the following solutions: 

”Each solution consists in the inven-
tion of a new self, starting from the same 
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obvious fact: that the self is a fiction 
(emphasis in the original). The selves 
we are going to speak about either hi-
ghlight the lack of ontological sense of 
this paradoxical situation or attempt to 
motivate this fiction. The motivation of 
the linguistic sign (emphasis in the ori-
ginal) in the realist poetry goes hand in 
hand with the motivation of the fictio-
nal self in the nominalist poetry (em-
phasis in the original). Both can thus 
solve the crisis of reality” (126, empha-
sis in the original).

Although Muşina does not offer a 
systematic description of the way in 
which the modern paradigm came into 
being, such a model can be recreated from 
various statements of the author. In sum, 
the poetic paradigm developed in four 
stages (2008: 51-52, 58). The first stage – 
when a conflict arises between theory and 
practice – corresponds to the romantic 
period (which cultivates a lyrical poetry 
that claims to have an essentially oral 
character, although it actually circulates 
in written form). During the next stage, 
the dominant theory becomes more and 
more convoluted and, at the same time, 
it refuses to acknowledge the existence 
of the phenomena which it cannot 
explain. On a poetic level, this moment 
is represented by the symbolist trend, 
which remains profoundly indebted to 
the romantic conceptual heritage, and 
despite the fact that it makes important 
discoveries of its own, it misrepresents 
their signification. The most notable 
example is that of the free verse, which 
was long regarded as a musical and more 

direct means of disclosing the poet's inner 
thoughts and feelings; this perspective 
obscured its fundamentally visual 
characteristics, which only recent studies 
have uncovered. The third stage brings 
partial and eclectic solutions to the crisis. 
In fact, Muşina's theoretical hypothesis 
starts to unfold only from this point 
onwards as he is more interested in the 
solutions to the crisis than in comparing 
competing paradigms. Since one of the 
major problems of the modern world 
is the crisis of the self, Muşina's study 
focus chiefly on analysing a wide range 
of propositions that main or secondary 
trends develop in this respect. Thus, the 
third stage could be described as the 
poetic exploration of various types of 
fictional selves: multiple, impersonal, 
projected, “hyperemic”, random, “pre-
sentified”, subconscious, objectified, 
empirical and finally individualised. 
How efficient each proposal is may be 
measured by the literary value of the 
poems it inspired. It is from this plethora 
of selves that the dominant model, which 
best answers the modern problem, is to 
be chosen. In Muşina's view, the new 
paradigm or what he calls “the new 
anthropocentrism”, which settles in after 
1950, selects the individualised self as 
the most coherent model – a model that 
generated a form of poetry of daily life, 
which Crăciun would call transitive. 

”Once modern poetry enters the 
phase of the dominant poetic paradigm, 
it tries to propose selves which are as 
close as possible to what the individual 
is (or what (s)he should be if it had the 
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model !!!) in the modern world. This is 
what all the great poets have approxi-
mated in the last 50 – 60 years (...): the 
individualised self” (2004: 151, empha-
sis in the original). 

Described in such terms, this con-
ceptual proposal does not appear strong 
enough to maintain the distinction 
between the modern and the preceding 
paradigm. Even the assertion that the 
modern self is a fiction, a sort of necessary 
mask that modern poets have to wear 
since there is no objective essence of 
the individual to be expressed, seems 
rather to undermine than to consolidate 
this notion: “The characteristic of 
modern poetry (...) consists in the fact 
that the proposed self (...), is incomplete. 
(emphasis in the original) (...) The self 
in modern poetry is a sketch, a frame, 
which everyone can reinvent freely in 
the course of the reading process” (162). 
Moreover, the typology of the modern 
selves seems to stretch this notion a bit 
too much, especially when referring to 
the avant-garde. No matter how one 
describes it, the notion of individualised 
self still appears as a relic of the previous 
paradigm, a shadow of the former solid 
category, and therefore hardly adequate 
to describe a new paradigm. 

A possible starting point for a more 
operative distinction is to be found el-
sewhere in Muşina’s text:

”Since poetry occupies a central po-
sition in the communicative process, it 
was directly affected when the written 
(and indirect) means of communication 
replaced the oral (direct) communica-

tion. When comparing modern poetry 
with the poetry that preceded it, people 
almost always forget that the pre-mo-
dern poetry was lyrical (emphasis in 
the original). The forms invented by the 
old Greeks and by the troubadours be-
longed to a type of poetry which was 
sung (emphasis in the original), which 
was directly perceived by its audience. 
I will not go into details; what is cer-
tain is that once writing became gene-
ralised, new poetic forms had to be in-
vented. Which is exactly what modern 
poetry does, starting with Poe's theo-
ries on poetry – who is, nevertheless, 
still a representative of “classic poetry” 
– or with the prose poems of Baudelaire, 
Lautréamont and Rimbaud and ending 
with Apollinaire's calligrammes, the 
poems of Francis Ponge, the experi-
ments of Pound, of concrete poetry etc.” 

(31-32). 

Once the two authors reach their 
conclusions, what becomes evident is the 
fact that the most valuable, innovative or 
striking theoretical possibilities are not to 
be found in the rigorously demonstrative 
sections of their texts, whose main flaw is 
that they rely too much on the conceptual 
apparatus of the theoretical systems 
from which they actually try to distance 
themselves. On the contrary, it is the 
occasional or intuitive remarks that open 
up numerous theoretical possibilities 
to be explored or which have already 
been explored in more detail and thus 
confirm the validity of their observations. 
For instance, Muşina's very trenchant 
opening statement, namely that modern 
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poetry gives up the romantic poetics of 
expression, as well as his idea of applying 
the paradigmatic model of Kuhn to the 
evolution of the poetic thinking are 
endorsed by the conclusions of a study 
published at about the same time – La 
fin de l’intériorité (2002) – which analyses 
minutely the contradictions of the turning 
point represented by the symbolist 
moment and shows how its innovations 
become the catalyst of a figurative 
poetics, which abandons the great myth 
of the subjectivity and entrusts the 
page with the function of illustrating 
“the unification in a conscience of the 
heterogeneous mental contents devoid 
of personal characteristics” (Jenny, 93). 

In addition, more and more studies 
prove that a detailed examination of the 
poetic consequences that the changes 
of media attract can be very useful in 
drawing effective distinctions between 
the romantic and the modernist poetics: 
one of the most eloquent examples in this 
respect is Friedrich Kittler’s Discourse 
Networks 1800/ 1900 (1990). In conclusion, 
despite the fact that the two views on 
poetry are not always consistent, they 
show that the Romanian literary field has 
developed an interest in conceptualising 
literary aspects that surpass the national 
borders and is able, at this stage, to come 
up with correct intuitions, which can be 
expanded into operative notions. 
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