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Svody a uskali prostupujicich disciplin: problém studia krasného pisemnictvi

Ivo Pospisil (Brno)

Pti vS§eobecném uznéni potence (kulturni, snad i komplexni) antropologie jako
scelujiciho, integrativniho oboru, jenz mize prostupovat jiné¢ v&dni discipliny,
kladu si ve vztahu ke krasné literatufe a védé, jez ji studuje, otazku, zda je tu a
asi 1 jinde antropologie nadfazenou nebo podiazenou disciplinou ve vztahu
k literarni védé, zda ji obohacuje nebo ji diktuje sve pristupy, zda je antropologie
literatury soucasti literarni védy jako jeji zvlastni metoda nebo pftistup, nebo zda
je literarni véda podiizenou sloZkou vSescelujici kulturni antropologie, ktera ma
sva odvétvi, véetné literarni védy, a své objekty, v€etné krasné literatury, resp.,
zda je antropologie jen jednim z aspektli vSeho, co je lidskym produktem nebo
s Clovékem souvisi. I kdyz se to zda ponékud spekulativni, je to dost dilezité
zejména ve vztahu k metodologii véd obecné, literarni védy zv1asté a koneckoncli

1 k pojeti integrativni antropologie jako takové.

Pravé v Olomouci na celostatnim kole SVOC blahé paméti (nevim, jestli
nekdo jeste vi, co to bylo) v roce 1972 jsem na vlastni usi slySel prof. Oldficha
Kralika, kterak provokativné, jak to umél jen on, jakoby na protest proti pokusiim
o tehdy mddni zexaktnéni literarni védy, prohlésil, Ze literarni véda je véda
Spinavd (mysSleno: metodologicky ,Spinavd®, tedy smiSend, promiskuitni,

eklekticka).

Nyni jsem jako editor sestavoval specidlni €islo jednoho slovenského



casopisu, kde jsem navrhl jako hlavni téma obnovu filologie, tedy tzv. novou
filologii. Je to pohyb opa¢ny nebo alesponl jinym smérem, vedouci, nez jaky je
tématem této konference nebo koneckonct i tohoto pfispévku: obnova néceho
tradi¢niho, chtélo by se fici tradicionalistického, co v pribéhu 20. stoleti

odplynulo do nebyti.

Sam bych to vyjadtil asi takto: Jednou z cest vedoucich k novému propojeni dnes
odd¢lenych disciplin je navrat do minulosti. Na jedné stran¢ to mize byt chapano
jako utopie (nevstoupiS dvakrat do téze feky), na stran¢ druh¢ to vede k studiu
starSich vyvojovych fazi literatury, kde je dotyk jazyka a jeho slovesnych
produktii markantné;Si, k medievistice/medievalistice. I kdyz se dnes tvrdi, ze
filolog nemuaze kriticky zvladnout vSechny koncepce jazykovédné a
literdrnévédné, tadu jazykl a literatur a ovSem tisice polozek sekundarni
literatury, mél by se o to alesponl snaZit: filologie vzdy byla tak trochu ve svém
naplnéni disciplinou utopickou, jinak feceno transcendujici, ale z objektivnich
diavodi nedosahujici svého cile; cil je v dalce, vSechny snahy se s obzorem nikdy
neprotnou, ale mély by se mu ptibliZzovat. Dnes naopak vidime masovou rezignaci
na vécné znalosti nebo minimalné jejich podcetiovani; bez nich se viak nemtizeme
o utopicky pohyb k nové filologii ani pokusit — rezignace snad pochopitelna ve
veéku technologické revoluce, ale jeji vysledky nevidime, resp. technologie ndm
zatim nenahradi vécnou znalost a myslenkovou praci s nimi. Proto nejsem tak
skepticky vici dnes preferovanému nazvu nebo pracovnimu oznaceni ,,nova
filologie*. Nejde ovSem o jakousi novou disciplinu, pouze o ndzev pro novou
vyvojovou fazi filologie nebo ptesnéji filologického mysleni, nebot’ uz nelze
reprodukovat to, co bylo filologii pfed sto padesati lety. Mnohé se zasadné
zménilo, doSlo k vzdalovéni, parcializaci, disperzi, dezintegraci 1 novému
scelovani - ato vSe uz nemiize soucasny filolog hloubkové postihnout. Vidél bych

cestu k jakési obnovené, propojené, ale svou heterogenitu si udrzujici filologie ve



v§em tom, co moji prispévatelé na téma ,,nova filologie* uvadéli: cesta vpied vede
na jedné strané Casto zpét, k fetézcim reflexi a sebereflexi, na strané druhé
k soucCasné vstficnosti, vzajemnym teleologickym dotykiim, aniz bychom
vzdavali staré¢ (chce se dodat: dobré) pozitivistické navyky spocivajici
v systémovosti a faktografii: zde nam bezprostiedni duchovnost, jakési
duchovnost ,,an sich® nepomiize, spiSe duchovnost ,fiir sich, ptesnéji stavéni
paralel nebo vicemén¢ volnéjSich ¢1 pevnéjsich kauzalnich vztahii. Nova filologie
se bude utvaret podobné, tedy nikoli jen na bazi teorii, ale v praktickém
vyzkumném konani, ve sblizovani obou sfér, lingvistické a literarnévédné, k nimz
zvnéjSku pristupuje a je sceluje hledisko antropologické a kulturné arealové, aniz
by je to n¢jak metodologicky omezovalo v permanentni transcendenci do stran,
k bo¢nim zisktim s tim, Ze budou také hledat vice prinikd. To je zaleZitost
objektivné dana nejen tim, Ze jazyk je materidlem literarniho textu a Ze text je
vysledkem jazykové prace, ale Ze je to také subjektivni, volni akt, jenz je pravé

plodem sebereflexe.

Jiné humanitni védy, k nimzZ antropologie, zejména jeji kulturni vétev, jez
se zabyva v8im, od lidské kostry ke schlizi politické strany, stejné jako ,,tvrdsi‘
védy socidlni, nemluvé o védach exaktnich, ptirodnich a technickych, mohou byt
pro jiné védy pfijimajici destruktivni 1 konstruktivni nebo mohou ,,stithnout®
takfikajic oboji: na jedné strané destruovat, na druhé konstruovat. Tedy:
destruovat stara pojeti a konstruovat noveé vznikajici na mrsinach starych, v misté

jejich doteku a priniku.

To jsou ovSem staré véci, takze rad€ji uvedu néco konkrétnéjSiho z nasi
oblasti: slovensky literarni védec rusinského ptivodu, literarni komparatista a
historik literatury, se pokusil vytvofit z literarni komparatistiky néco vétsiho,
literarni  védu ptesahujiciho pravé s pouZitim arealového, tedy dile 1
antropologického ptistupu, nebot” spacialnost integruje ovSem jesté $irsi plochu

nez antropologie, tzv. meziliterarnost a literarni centrismy skrze tzv. zvlastni



meziliterarni spolecenstvi (Kanada, Jizni Afrika, byvald SSSR dne dilem i1 Ruska

federace aj.).!

Bylo to zajimavé, saim jsem byl ¢lenem jeho tymu, ale zase pfili§ vnéjskoveé,
to jsem i vyjadfil v jedné reflexi, kterou mi tento koryfej uvetejnil.? Nicméné jiz
nikdy nebude komparatistika to, co dfiv, ale na rozdil od metodologicky
obmyslného Duri§ina dnes viceménd zdegenerovala do kulturni nebo
kulturologické komparatistiky, kde je vlastné vSechno, ale také nic a predevSim
se nevytvortilo nic zasadné nového. Jestli vSak ptipustime, Ze zvéEnély profesor
Kralik mél prece jen pravdu, potom at’ si kazdy d¢la, co chce a jak chce. Toto
metodologické tapani ¢i disperzi ukdzal 1 zatim posledni kongres mezinarodni

asociace komparatistti, ktery se letos v 1ét¢ konal ve Vidni.

Podobn¢ je tomu s arealovymi studiemi, které jsem v Brné rozvijel od roku
1997 a vybudoval nové obory orientované vSak na filologické vychodisko jako
filologicko-aredlova studia. I ta vSak maji krom¢ zminovanych ldkadel a svodi

také sva uskali.

Myslim, Ze v této chvili se problematika are4dlovych studii konecné dostala
z roviny emocionalni do roviny vécné. Nebo je asponi Sance, aby tomu tak bylo.

Tedy je tieba nebrat aredlova studia jako néjaké noveé nadbozenstvi, ale zcela vécné

1 Utopic¢nost a hlubinnost literarni védy (Meditace in margine projektu Dionyze Durisina). Opera Slavica 1993, 1,
s. 44-47. Terminologie meziliterarnosti. Dionyz Duri§in: Osobitné medziliterarne spolotenstva 6. Pojmy a
principy. Ustav svetovej literatiry SAV, Bratislava 1993, 210 s. SPFFBU, D 41, ro¢. 1994, s. 169-170. Podnétna
koncepce a nezbyti diskuse (D. Durigin: Teéria medziliterarneho procesu I, Ustav svetovej literatury SAV,
Bratislava 1995). Opera Slavica 1996, VI, €. 3, s. 60-62 (vyslo v lednu 1997). Tvoftivost, recepce a silueta Dionyza
Duri§ina. Slavica Litteraria 2009, &. 1, s. 170-171. Viz také moji stat’ publikovanou v jednom zjeho
mezinarodnich sbornikdi: 1. PospiSil: Il centrismo interletterario mediterraneo e la letteratura russa. In: Il
Mediterraneo. Una rete interletteraria. La Méditerranée. Un réseau interlittéraire. Stredomorie medziliterarna siet’.
A cura di Dionyz Durisin e Armando Gnisci. Universita degli studi di Roma ,,La Sapienza®, Studi (e testi) italiani.
Collana del Dipartimento di italianistica e spettacolo, Bulzoni Editore, Roma 2000, s. 101-109; francouzska verze,
Centrisme interlittéraire méditerranéen et littérature russe, s. 305-313; Ceska verze: Meziliterarni mediteranni
centrismus a ruska literatura, s. 509-516. Viz také ¢innost Kabinetu D. Duri$ina na PedF UK v Bratislavé, které se
zucastnuji.

21. Pospisil: Sedmero tskali a inspiraci. Slovenska literatara 1993, 4, s. 292-295.



jako kognitivni ndstroj. Pravé proto je role advocata diaboli tak nutnd. Negativni
hodnoceni areadlovych studii byva spindno s tim, Ze to mize byt novy ,,odpadkovy
kos*, to jest oblast, kam se vSechno svede, aniz by to vedlo k n¢jakému novému
poznani, tedy Ze tento obor nema vlastni vymezeni, hranice a pfedmét badani.
Neni to nic nového, nebot’ nové ¢i staronové obory své hranice a definice teprve
,za pochodu‘ hledaji. Zminéné nebezpeci je redlné a podobné workshopy maji
diskusnim zptisobem smétovat k hledani téchto hranic, aniz bychom je a priori
stanovovali. Takto postupuje napt. politologie, odvozovana u nas casto z
historiografie a z political science americké a némecké (diive Staatswissenschaft
— tak se v jejich jazyce nazyva dodnes napt. ve Svédsku), gender studies, ekologie
apod. K tomu malou poznamku: nedomnivam se, Ze bychom méli arealova studia
koncipovat jako néco zcela nového, jak to n€kdy délaji nasi sociologové nebo
politologové v ramci nynéjSiho diskursu. I v 19. stoleti 1 pozdé€ji byly prece
politické védy, které se rtizné¢ jmenovaly a hraly jistou Glohu v raznych
ideologiich - podobné¢ je tomu s aredlovymi studiemi. Jsme tedy odhodlani — a byl
bych rad, kdyby tomu tak skute¢né bylo — Ze neminime psat v aredlovych studiich
rok nula, ale védomé& navazujeme na to, co se v této oblasti stalo v minulych

desetiletich az do 18. stoleti, samoziejmé funkéné a vybérove.

2) Diaraz na prostorové (spacidlni, zonové) vztahy také neni novy (Gaston
Bachelard, Mircea Eliade, Michail Bachtin), ale je tu zddraznén — oproti

poetologii a chronotopicnosti - aspekt sociologicky a politologicky.

3) S hranicemi nové védni discipliny a jejim rozpétim je spojen 1 problém
disciplinarity a interdisciplinarity, tedy hledani onoho priniku, jenz bude vlastnim
okruhem nového oboru. Rika se tomu n¢kdy ,.femeslo®, to znamena znalost
zékladnich ,,grifd“, které dobie zndme z véd pfirodnich, technickych, ale 1
exaktnich a humanitnich. Z tohoto hlediska se hyperbolicky uvadi, Ze tyto noveé
obory jsou ,,podvod®, tedy ze jejich absolventi umégji vlastné ,,v§echno a nic*, ze

jejich novy obor nema piesnéji vymezeny predmét a mechanicky vymezené



minimalni penzum toho, co se s oborem obvykle ztotoziiuje (souhrn
charakteristickych, trochu mytizovanych znalosti, které se traduji napt. v
matematice, fyzice, medicing, filologii apod. - s tim jsou spojeny i klicové
piredmeéty, ,,postrach® adeptll oboru, kdysi napt. v mediciné anatomie, ve filologii
historicka mluvnice nebo syntax apod.). Toto vSe se musi v novych oborech
vyprofilovat, patrné vSak jinak a s jinym vysledkem — neni mozné vsSechno

kopirovat podle obori, jez se rodily staleti.

S tim souvisi pomér filologického a socidlnévédniho studia v arealovych
oborech. V brnénském provedeni je to dano jiZ tim, Ze jde o filologicko-arealova
studia, tj. v podstaté o transcendenci filologie, kterd je vychodiskem 1 jadrem
oboru: aredlovost je v tomto pojeti nikoli mechanickou syntézou nebo ,,roztokem*

filologie a socidlnich véd, ale ptirozenym piesahem filologie.

4) Nutno se vyhnout modnosti arealovych studii, tedy nekritického zdlraziiovani
vSeho, co s arealem souvisi, naopak vSe relativizovat pravé vztahem cili relaci k
jinym pojmim a koncepcim. Zde bychom mohli vyty€it nékolik okruhi: 1)
Aredlovd studia a sociadlni védy, 2) Areal a fikéni svéty (to ponechme
povolanéjSim, ktefi to vytvofili a uporné o tom piSou) 3) Aredl a vizualizace
(napf. polska koncepce ikonosféry®) 4) Areal a d&jiny literary/teorie literarnich

déjin, 5) Aredl a dialog kultur, 6) Areél a kulturologie.

3 Viz napt. Dariusz Rott: Bracia Czescy w dawnej Polsce. Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu Slaskiego, Katowice 2002.
Slgsk literacki. Materialy V sesji $laskoznawczej Pracownikéw Naukowych, Studentéw i Gosci Wydziatu
Filologiczego Uniwersytetu Slaskiego, Katowice 8-9 listopada 2000. Pod red. Mariana Kisiela, Barbary Morcinek-
Cudak i Tomasza M. Glogowskiego. Pallas Silesia 2001. Zbigniew Kadlubek — Dariusz Rott — Renata Ryba —
Piotr Wilczek: Literatura Staropolska. Sredniowiecze — Renesans — Barok. Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu Slaskiego,
Katowice 2002.Dariusz Rott: Leksykon przypomnien. Literatura dawnej Polski. Sredniowiecze — renesans — barok.
Setnik pisarzy a dziet. Ex Libris, Warszawa 2002. Viz naSe recenze: Ruzné aspekty ikonosféry (Krystyna
Kossakowska-Jarosz: Slask znany. Slask nie znany. O kulturze literackiej na Goérnym Slasku przed pierwszym
progiem umasowienia. Uniwersytet Opolski, Opole 1999. Dwudziestowieczna ikonosfera w literaturach
europejskich: Wizualizacja w literaturze. Pod redakcja Bozeny Tokarz. ,,Slask®, Katowice 2002. Dariusz Rott:
Bracia czescy v dawnej Polsce. Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu Slaskiego, Katowice 2002). Slavica Litteraria, X 6,
2003, s. 187-188. Slezska poezie v kulturnim proudéni véki (Zbigniew Kadtubek — Dariusz Rott: Oczy Charibelli.
Slady petrarkizmu w siedemnastowiecznej lacifiskiej poezji $laskiej. Biblioteka fundacji ,Pallas Silesia“.
Redaktor serii: Dariusz Rott. Katowice — Pszczyna 2004. Frank Wedekind: Trost. Pocieszenie. Wybodr poez;ji.



Pravé sem bychom mohli vlozit 1 antropologii, ktera mize mit skute¢né
integrativni roli v literarni véde pravé proto, Ze sceluje vSechny tyto pokusy, je
jim jakoby nadfazend. Muzeme ji proto vyuzivat ve smyslu integrace
metodologie, aniZ bychom ji néjak specidlné vydelovali. Nebo mlizeme vytvofit
antropologickou literarni védu, jak se o to pokousel slovensky literarni védec

Andrej Cervenak (1932-2012).

Od pocatku Cervetidkovy védecké drahy bylo ziejmé, Ze je to badatel
nekonformni, ktery nahlizi literaturu z ne¢ekanych, ¢asto provokativnich zornych
hli. Ceho se Cervenak chytil, to postupné obnaZovalo své tajemstvi a Sokovalo
svou neobvyklosti: takto ostatn¢ pojal 1 svou provokujici knizku na dobové téma
tzv. socialistického realismu, kdyZ v ni zachytil vnitini krizi a nekonzistentnost
tohoto pojmu v literarni teorii a kritice. Od védecky exaktnich studii a knih
postoupil autor k esejistickym kniham, které vSak neztraceji teoretickou akribii,
jez mu byla vzdy vlastni (mj. Tajomstvo Dostojevského, 1991, Clovek
v literattire, 1986). Zpocatku je u ného sice pozorovatelna inspirace formalnimi a
strukturdlnimi metodami, pozd¢ji se stale silngji objevuji antropologické principy,
které v posledni dobé zcela ptevazuji. Dvacaté stoleti se z vétsi ¢asti odehravalo
ve znameni dominance imanentnich metod, ale jejich kofeny ukazuji na
nejednoznacnost jejich technologické orientace. Doklada to jiz znamy spor o
prameny Ceského €1 prazského strukturalismu. Ostatn€ sam inspirator téchto
metod Alexandr Veselovskij (1838-1906), ruskymi formalisty pokladany za
predchidce prijomu, je autorem pojmu vstficny pohyb (ecmpeunoe
npomusodsudicenue), s nimz pracoval i zminény Dionyz Duriin. Vychazi tedy
z Dostojevského, v némz je €loveék naziran z riiznych axiologickych hledisek; ale

1 jeho rusky odpirce Maxim Gorkij nazyval samu literaturu ,,védou o ¢lovéku*

Ausgewihlte Dichtungen. Przektad i opracowanie Teresa Kowalska. Biblioteka fundacji ,Pallas Silesia®.
Redaktor: Dariusz Rott. Katowice 2004). Slavica Litteraria, X 8, 2005, s. 226-227.



(uenoBekoBenenue). Antropologicky princip ruské literatury, silnéjsi nez u jinych,
byl tu vychodiskem hledani podstaty pisemnictvi v podob& ¢asto skrytych
impulst vcetné stavil zvlastnich, jako jsou deprese, sebevrazdy, Silenstvi nebo
sen. Rekl bych, Ze Cervenak antropologické vychodisko spise tematizoval, nez Ze

by je hloubkové promyslel v metodologii, 1 kdyz se o to snazil.

Pomalu se tedy u nas vytvarelo antropologické pozadi literarni védy, tedy
v okruhu d¢esko-slovenském nebo stiedoevropském, ale neni to ani nic
dominantniho, spiSe komplementace metod, jez vyvadéji literarni védu z jejiho

imanentniho metodologického ,,zajeti®.

Integrativni nebo integrujici nemusi byt jesté vSeobjimajici, spiSe majici
potenci scelovat, a to zdaleka nemusi byt totéz.* Z tohoto hlediska bych asi zamitl
pojem antropologicka literarni véda a naopak pftijal pojem antropologie literatury
jako zvlastni odvétvi kulturni antropologie, stejné€ jako existuje psychologie nebo
sociologie ¢1 filozofie literatury. Je tu vSak jesté jeden proces, jenzZ s tim souvisi.
Antropologie, pokud ma mit onen scelujici raz, musi nejen spojovat sama sebou,
ale také do sebe nové véci pojimat: tedy ona se tak méni moznd vice nez
discipliny, jeZ ma obohacovat, coz ov§em muze byt pro ni stejn¢ nebezpecné ve
smyslu rozosttenosti a disperze, kralikovsky feceno: vysoké miry ,,Spinavosti®.
Ptiklady vidim kolem sebe a hovoiim v toto souvislosti o ,,zliterarnéni‘ nékterych
véd, tieba filozofie, sociologie, politologie (tam mén¢, nebot’ je u nas pfilis
ideologickd a boji se ,,zaSpinit“ uménim), psychologie, historie aj. také v
souvislosti s metahistorii, piibéhovosti dé&jin.> Jak zndmo, dnes jiz historikové
nepisou klasické pozitivistické d¢jiny, ale své ,,ptibéhy* o tom, co bylo, a kazdy

ma svlj piibéh, kazdy ovSem jiny. Rezignace na obecnost, na obecné

4 Viz 1. Pospisil: Estetika, antropologie a tzv. duchovnost: problém piistupu. In: Esteticko-antropologicka
koncepcia literatiry a Andrej Cervenidk. Filozofickd fakulta, Univerzita Konstantina Filozofa, Nitra 2008, s. 29-
40.

® Viz na$i davnou recenzi na dnes jiz klasicka dila: The Writing of History. Literary Form and Historical
Understanding. University of Wisconsin 1978. Donald Fanger: Gogol and His Reader. Stanford 1978
(recenze).SPFF BU, D 30, 1983, s. 105-106.



prokazatelna, fakty dolozitelnd tvrzeni, vS8ak méni 1 samu povahu védy jako
takové. Je to také proto, aby se ptisluSné dé¢jiny ¢ehokoli dobie Cetly, aby to bylo
lehké cteni, také zabavné, a tudiz pfitazlivé: nékdy se ptiznacné tika, ze se tim
historie, ale jist& i jiné védy zlid§tuji.® A jsme opét u antropologie a jeji scelovaci
funkce. V souvislosti se vznikem ,,nové filologie®, nékteti badatel¢ dokonce
hovoti o védeckych a mimovédeckych kofenech integrace véd, vcetné viry,
nabozenstvi, mytologie apod., které by mély byt soucasti nového konceptu

novodobé ,,védy*.

TakZze stoji kulturni antropologie vlastné na kiizovatce, ve stfedu
holistického déni v literarni véde, ale také v jinych humanitnich a socialnich
védach. Praveé vztah k literarni védé ukazuje obnazené na svody i uskali tohoto
procesu, ale jeho hlubsi promysleni jiZ jde za rdmec tohoto zamysSleni.
tak méni mozna vice nez discipliny, jez ma obohacovat, coz ovsem miiZze byt pro ni stejné
nebezpecné ve smyslu rozosttenosti a disperze, kralikovsky feceno: vysoké miry ,,Spinavosti®.
Ptiklady vidim kolem sebe a hovoiim v toto souvislosti o ,,zliterarnéni* nékterych véd, tieba
filozofie, sociologie, politologie (tam ménég, nebot’ je u nas pftili§ ideologické a boji se

,»zaSpinit“ uménim), psychologie, historie aj. také v souvislosti s metahistorii, pfibéhovosti
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Comparative Literary Studies and Area Studies: Advantages and

Obstacles

Ivo Pospisil (Brno, Czech Republic)
Abstract

The author of the present contribution deals with the connection of comparative literary studies
and area studies, its advantages and obstacles or pitfalls. He opens his explanation with the
analysis of various concepts of space and time in the literary artefact, of the space as a
constitutive element of the formation of the artefact. The danger of the application of area
studies in general to comparative studies consists in the defocusing and obscuring of the

philological textual kernel of literature in its comparative aspect.
Key Words

connection of comparative literary studies and area studies, methodological dispersion,
obstacles and pitfalls of the permeation of comparative literary and area studies, area studies

as a litter bin, search for methodological integrity

The problem of the relation between comparative literary studies and area studies consists
in their methodological dispersion and a relatively wide field of their intersection. The latest
tedences in comparative literary studies which appeared some 60-70 years ago, stand very close
to the spatial aspect of literary studies in general (POSPISIL 2009, 1983, 1986, 1/2005, 2/2005,
3/2005, 2006).

The first cluster of questions is connected with the intrinsic structure of both
comparative and area studies (POSPISIL 2002). They both went through several stages of
development. The former went through the stage of positivist thematology (Stoffgeschichte),
morphological or structuralist stage to a sort of cultural comparative studies enriched by
relevant methodological approaches of recent decades, such as feminist criticism, gender
studies, post-colonial literature, modern hermeneutics, deconstructive criticism etc. (BASSLER
2001). The latter belonged to a big cluster of spatial approaches in which we were supposed to
differentiate intrinsic and extrinsic kernels. The intrinsic one concern the space as a constitutive
element of the structure of a literary artefact, the extrinsic one seems to express its outer

relations, the semantic fields the whole process of literary communication is being realised in.



The intrinsic is usually associated with Gaston Bachelard’s and Mikhail Bakhtin’s (BACHTIN
1975, 1979, BACHELARD 1957, HODROVA 1989) concepts and those of their epigons. On
the other hand, the extrinsic concept is based on some philosophical presuppositions of French
economists of the 17"-18" centuries, mercantilists and physiocrats continued by those who
wanted to form supranational complexes, such as the concept of united Europe - Fortress
Europe (German “Festung Europa”), Central European visions and the study of the enemy as

part of the former iron curtain policy during the cold war.

In the sphere of linguistics area studies expressed the necessity to study the changes in
the language as a result of spatial, zonal or area relations. The concept of area studies is based
on the comlex approach, complex investigation, and, therefore, it has to be linked to several
scholarly disciplines. We can also compare it, for example, with aesthetics which represents a
generalized version of a complex of disciplines based prevalently on one of them as a starting
point; for example, the aesthetician started his career in the sphere of philology, history and
theory of of visual arts, musicology, study of architecture, urbanism etc. So each aesthetician
studied, first of all, one of the arts, e. g. music, literature, painting, architecture etc., and later
generalize this experience in a wider concept of aesthetics. The area studies are more or less
heterogeneous structures with the prevalent majority of history, political science, philosophy,
philology, psychology etc. The best chance how to connect comparative and area studies is
therefore the concept based on the material of the studied subject, i.e. language and literature
(POSPISIL 2013, 1/2014, 2/2014, 2015) Such a concept was both theoretically and practically
launched by the Institute of Slavic studies at Masaryk University in Brno, Czech Republic, in
the mid-1990s and was symptomatically called philological-area studies in which philology as
such became a natural starting point constructing a hypothetical bridge between the outer and

the inner spatial concept both in area and comparative literary studies.

The boundaries of area and comparative studies are associated with their different objects
of investigation in which area studies in general draws comparative studies to be more open
and wider, to leave the pure field of literature for a more complex sphere of culture. This
dispersion represents, however, its pitfalls or obstacles of its further productive development
based on practical results (WELLEK, 1936, DURISIN 1987-1993, 1992, GREENBLATT
2000).

The methodological starting point of the research of area studies which should enrich
philologies and the teaching of languages and literatures was primarily the Brno project —

mentioned above - going back to the mid-1990s of the integrational genre and comparative



typology, the traditional Brno conception of poetology and the study of literary currents,
streams and tendencies, and, of course, philological-area conception in the form of case studies,
a cluster of approaches going back not only to the area studies as part of Sovietology from the
years of the cold war and iron curtain policy, but also to Josef Dobovsky and the autochthonous
Slavonic studies of the 18th and 19th centuries not speaking about the already mentioned roots
of French mercantilism and economic teachings studying the whole geopolitical area. The
problem of area studies consists not only in the enrichment of philology from the point of view
of information and contextual background, but also in the strengthening of the philological
kernel and the neighbouring cluster of different disciplines overcoming the philological

isolation and, moreover, in practical purposes (OSMAKOV 1/1979, 2/1979, 1981).

A traditional philologist rarely deals with economy, politics and international relations.
The old-fashioned concept of life and institutions seems to be usatisfactory nowadays. The
concept of area studies also strengthens the former philological unity motivating linguistics and
literary criticism to a more intensive mutual cooperation. The language represents the basic
material for literature, iterature is a representative space for the development of language; each
language is being realised through literary texts, it is its mode of existence. Unlike traditional
philology, the area concept is based on the study of the cultural space which is heterogeneous
covering all from the natural and social framework towards sexual life. Therefore philology has
to be completed by sociology, political science, philosophy, psychology, gender studies, the
concept of post-colonial culture etc. It is evident that both languages and literatures do not cover
the cultural space/area completely; on the other hand the cultural area speaks various cultural

languages and their products (texts).

Though area studies are generally respected now — in spite of the traditionalists’
resistence -, but very often are being realised through history and historians or political science
and its representatives. It is high time we started to conceive area studies not as a new religion,
but as a practical cognitive tool. The negative evaluation of area studies is usually connected
with the fact that sometimes they function as a sort of a litter bin, i. e. a sphere of everything, a
kind of a mixture, a mess of all and nothing at the same time. This is nothing new as new
scholarly disciplines have the same ,biography“. They have to define the object of their
research and the discipline’s borders which concern information science, newly conceived

political science, international relations etc.

The accentuation of space/zonal relations is, of course, not new (Gaston Bachelard,

Mircea Eliade, Mikhail Bakhtin, his concept of the chronotope). The boundaries of area studies



are associated with their range and with the problem of disciplinarity and interdisciplinarity, i.
e. with the search for a new object, a specific ,,craft* typical of a new discipline, the knowledge
of ,, know-how* techniques which are well-known from natural and technological sciences, but
also from some social sciences and humanities. Sometimes it is asserted that new disciplines
are a sort of a fake, false sciences which have no disctinctive limits; each discipline has to have
a certain amount of basic knowledge and approaches, sometimes mythologized, i. e. in
mathematics, medicine, philology etc. connected with certain subjects the students are usually
afraid of, say, anatomy in medicine or historical grammar or syntax in linguistics. This all has
to be formulated in the course of the establishing of this new discipline called area studies or

philological-area studies.

This is all closely connected with the relations between philology and social sciences;
if the kernel of area studies is represented by philology, we call them “philological-area
studies”); the discipline represents a specific form of a transcendence of philology towards
social sciences; at the same time the philological kernel of area studies has to be preserved. The
area character is not a mere mechanical synthesis or a solution of philology and social sciences,

but a natural transcendence of philology.

It is inevitable to ignore a fashion od area studies, i. €. a non-critical accentuation of
everything which is closely connected with area or space conceptions at any cost; on the
contrary, it is extremely useful to stress their connections with other disciplines or notions; area
or philological-area studies should be associated with the following terms, such as visualization
(ROTT 2002, TOKARZ 2002, history of ideas (Ideengeschichte), the theory of literary history,
the dialogue of cultures (POSPI@IL 2002, 2004, 2007), culture/cultural studies.

The concept of the net of world cultural areas depends on how detailed and elaborate it
should be. The typology of world cultural areas could be identified with that of continents, e.
g. North, Central or North America, Asia subdivided into Western, Southern, Eastern or South-
Eastern, Australia and Oceania, Africa subdivided due to natural contiditions, ethnicity or

religion into different regions, such as Sub-Saharan Africa, North Africa, Muslim Africa etc.

The kernel of European areas is closely associated with their complicated history and
cultural development with its language heterogeneity and old and new contrasts and
contradictions. Traditionally speaking, there are Western Europe, Northern Europe or
Scandinavia, Southern Europe, the Balkan, Central Europe, East and South-Eastern Europe; it

is usual to speak of the Mediterranean area.



The Central European area represents the most complicated cultural complex, the region
with colourful historical and religious developments, the cradle of revolutions and world wars.
It reminds a little of the Balkan area though its intrinsic structure — both diachronous and
synchronous is quite different (NEUBAUER — CORNIS-POPE 2004-2010, NEUPOKOJEVA
1976, POSPISIL-MOSER 2004).

There is nothing stable in the typology of areas in general and European areas in
particular; though the formation of cultural areas is a long-time process, there are some
important shifts and modifications; one possible example might be represented by Italy: a centre
of Renaissance and humanism naturally belonged to West European area in the Middle Ages;
its Renaissance concept was then realised in France and England, later when the kernel of Italian
culture — the North of Italy with Milan and Venice — became part of Habsburg monarchy —
Italy was regarded as part of Central Europe. We can even conclude that very important parts
of Central European area have a transitive character: besides Italy, for example, Slovenia
(Central Europe — Balkan), former Galicia, now partly Poland, partly Ukraine (Central Europe
— Eastern Europe), Transylvania (Siebenbiirgen, Erdély, Ardeal — Central Europe - Balkan),
Croatia (Central Europe — Balkan) etc.

The transitiveness may function as a distinctive feature of the whole of Central Europe
which gives it a more flexible, rich, complex and synthetic character leading to its really
“central” position, and the rest of European areas which, of course, tended to transcend to other
countries and determine their chatacters (former African colonies — Britain, France, up to 1918
Germany, then also Portugal, Spain, colonies in Asia, America). It is also often stressed in
recent individual or team publication dealing with the problem of aesthetic values, with rather
the controversial subject of “East-Central Europe” (Ostmitteleuropa) or the comparative aspect
of area studies in general and Central European studies in particular (POSPISIL 2006, 1/2007,
2/2007, 3/2007, 4/2007, 1/2009, 2/2009, MATHAUSER 2005, POSPISIL, ZOUHAR 2008,
WRITING LITERARY HISTORY 2006).

From this point of view it is very important to accentuate the significance of the
axiological character of literary artefacts, to integrate the area studies also into the concept of
comparative philological studies. The contemporary literary history must also cover the theory
of aesthetic values though it is not acceptable to apply here a concept of the so-called positive
discrimination. No literary cannon can be determined by the representatives of single national
literatures only, literature is a supranational phenomenon as part of the communicative process

predetermined by the category of the recipient (reader); the product of the process — a literary



text — is being mediated through the receptional environment, e. g. translations etc.). In some
of the studies dealing with area studies in general and Central European area in particular you
can find a term ,,belatedness* which is a little pejorative, negatively axiological. Each national
literature has it own developmental paradigm, its trajectory of evolution independent on other
litreratures, so there is no need to gain on or overcome something, it is autonomous, prepared
to be integrated with other literary entities, to transform their impulses, but otherwise it has its
own evolutinary rhythm and pattern, it is axiologically autochthonous. In some articles of mine
I called it ,,pre-post effect* or ,,pre-post paradox*“. The term ,,literary culture* brings us a little
back to the 19th-century cultural-historical school denying the specificity of literature as a kind
of arts stressing the importance of cultural studies, semiotics and spatial character of the knots

of intersection of various cultural streams and tendencies.

The key relations of area studies including Central European studies covering the
cardinal problem of area comparative studies, cultural studies, dialogue of cultures, and genre
studies is very close to the yet unsolved problem of the extrinsic and the intrinsic mentioned in
the Theory of Literature by A. Warren and mainly by R. Wellek (WELLEK — WARREN 1948,
1968), the interconnection of which is a dominant task of literary criticism including its area

aspect.

The weak aspects of contemporary comparative studies are connected — as mentioned above
- with their methodological dispersion and non-existent methodological memory; new
comparatists are often forced to discover again and again the methods and come to the results

already revealed.

The contemporary status of comparative literary studies is, therefore, rather
complicated; on the one hand, traditional comparative studies are newly revealed as inspiring
from some aspects, sometimes they are regarded as predecessors of more modern approaches
(area studies), on the other, there is a strong quest for further innovations. And, last but not
least, comparative studies appeared in the focus of application as a methodological tool when
conceiving a new model of literary history or a history of any national literature which cannot

be undestood outside its comparative framework.

Comparative literary studies may function as a loose net of historically tested
approaches, single methods and visions or as a link of a chain of more complex approaches
connected with new subjects and problems of world literature, with the prevalence of certain

genre clusters and with the dominant impact of mass literature in general.



1) Genesis of area studies and its relation to comparativ literary studies
2) Spatial aspect

3) Boundaries of area and comparative literary studies

4) Area studies and social sciences

5) Area and visualisation (Polish concept of iconosphere)

6) Area and history/theory of literary history

7) Area and dialogue of cultures

8) Area and culture studies

There are the two ways of how to reform comparative studies:

1) Minimalisation, deepening, concentration on the text
2) Maximalization: a widening, a wider concept, new realtions (postcolonial literature,

gender studies, dialogue of cultures, area studies, territorial studies)

The reformed comparative studies permeated by area studies transcends the sphere of literature
towards society, culture, other humanities and social sciences which gives birth to a more

complex use of comparative methods.

Obstacles, pitfalls:

1) Vague boundaries of this concept of comparative literary studies
2) Weakening of the pure craft of literary criticism

3) Dispersion of subjects and methods

4) Methodological, didactic and practical consequences — character of a graduate of a wider

concept of comparative studies

Some researchers call area studies a waste basket or litter bin, because it really represents a
mixture of various approaches and disciplines which is not methodologically pure and which

still seeks for its methodological integrity.



The process of the integration of area studies, or more exactly - philological-area studies and
comparative literary studies - though it is still deepening, and is more profound now than in the

past - is a complicated long-distance run.
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The Personalistic Approach as a Bridge

Ivo PospiSil (Brno, Czech Republic)

The comparison is a commonplace method of cognizance and comparative methods are
well-known from nearly all scientific disciplines. In the sphere of literary studies the
comparative literary studies have become a discipline which contains its history, theory,
terminology and research methods. This long history and elaborate theory and methodology

make comparative studies in literary criticism specific.

The comparison in literary studies has been closely connected with the formation of the
complex of European literatures, with the Mediterranean area, with ancient Greek and Roman
roots of European culture and, finally, with the domain of national literatures. Now, as it seems,
the evolutionary circle reached a certain point of return towards searching new syntheses. In
the past the comparison often served as an imitation of the classical models (Renaissance,
Neoclassicism). The comparison was at disposal mainly in the world of free artistic values
which communicated and interacted with one another. It was possible in the world of medieval
universalism, later in the Renaissance period and in the era of bourgeois revolutions and
Napoleonic wars liquidating the feudal isolation and social hierarchies, with the idea of a more
or less united Europe and, of course, in the period of Romanticism with its escapism on the one

hand, and social revolt on the other.

The constatation of the permanent crisis is a constant accompanying feature of literary
scholarship as such; it naturally also concerns comparative literary studies; let us just mention
René Wellek.® The crisis situation of comparative studies is more or less connected with the
crisis of methodology: positivist, morphological/eidological/immanent or receptionist. One of

the recent tools how to overcome this impasse consists in area or territorial studies.

9 R. Wellek: The Crisis of Comparative Literature, in: Proceedings of the Second International Congress of
Comparative Literature, red. W.P.Friedrich, 1., Chapel Hill 1959, s. 149-159.



The weak aspects of contemporary comparative studies are connected with their
methodological dispersion and non-existent methodological memory; new comparatists are

often forced to discover again and again the methods and come to the results already revealed.

The contemporary status of comparative literary studies is, therefore, rather complicated;
on the one hand, traditional comparative studies are newly revealed as inspiring from some
aspects, sometimes they are regarded as predecessors of more modern approaches (area
studies), on the other, there is a strong quest for further innovations. And, last but not least,
comparative studies appeared in the focus of application as a methodological tool when
conceiving a new model of literary history or a history of any national literature which cannot

be undestood outside its comparative framework.

Comparative literary studies may function as a loose net of historically tested
approaches, single methods and visions or as a link of a chain of more complex approaches
connected with new subjects and problems of world literature, with the prevalence of certain

genre clusters and with the dominant impact of mass literature in general.

While the methodological integrity of comparative studies is nowadays a mere fiction,
the importance of comparative studies manifested its strength in modern and postmodern
construction of the history of literature. In the 21st century it is not possible to write a history
of any national literature outside its comparative framework. The construction of any history of
literature is more or less connected with comparative criteria and with the notion of literary
streams, currents or tendencies — each term has, of course, its definite semantic content and
range. The general principle of periodization of the literary process consists in the search for a
net of mutually permeated criteria; the usual method is a peculiar hierarchy of social, political
and poetological/personalistic criteria; at the point of intersection of all these factors there are
the streams and currents as a specific historical-aesthetic manifestation of the develoment of
poetic forms. The problem of the so-called progress in literature has been put aside similarly as
that in the development of society. The periodization obviously has paradigmatic and
syntagmatic aspects. The former is represented by the evolution of literature split into
autonomous stages defined by the above-mentioned complex criteria. The latter, as a rule,
defines the horizontal boundaries of a literary process, say, in the framework of a national
literature. The problem is closely linked to the range of each national literature, in simple words,

what does belong to a certain national literature and what does not.



The problem has then been prolonged by the permanent existence of one or more other
literatures in the area of the major national literature and by the intersection, sometimes even
permeation giving birth to bi- or polyliterariness of the key-authors; sometimes the rise of the
,,cordon sanitaire*, the hermetic closure and the international isolation of these literatures; it si
partly the case of Czech and German literatures in certain periods of their development,
especially towards the end of the 19th century and later after the First World War. The
oscillation between openness and isolation determined in a way the whole image of literature,
especially at the time we are interested in — the 20th-century interwar period when the occurence

of the national tendencies became obvious.

Another problem is linked to the intrinsic structure of a national literature; of course, the
dominant role has been played by the literature created in capitals (literary centrism), a natural
centres of national life, but due to the historical development literatures were differentiated in
greater detail according to their regional roots; e. g. in Czech cultural environment the German
or Austrian-German impacts and some other facts connected with the cultural orientation of the
19th-century national revival (Czech pro-Russian, pro-French and pro-Anglo-American
orientation as a specific counterbalance to the prevalent German impact or influnce). Probably
in Czech literature the range of influences might be a little wider and also its volitional element,
e.g. the immense impact of Russian literature during the whole 19th and in the first half of the

20th century (Russian poetry, the Russian Golden and Silver Ages, the Soviet avantgarde).

The crucial factor has also been represented by the changing area and political
administration framework the national literature developed in: in modern times in Central
Europe Austro-Hungary, Yugoslavia and Czechoslovakia and the Russian and later Soviet
influence and the split of both bigger countries after 1990. Its is obvious that all the vestiges
linked to these processes are potentially still present in the corpus of both national literatures —

in both the positive and the negative sense.

What is even more important is the fact that area studies together with the dialogue of
cultures can play an important role in the conception not only of history of literature, but also
of the theory of literary history (Wellek, 1936). From this point of view, the new editions
reacting on a certain absence of historicity in contemporary literary criticism are a mere
reflection of Wellek’s attempts (Greenblatt, 1993, 2000, 2005; Bassler, 2001, Elbrich, 1999,
Kelly, 2002, Papousek-Turecek, 2005, Kako pisati..., 2003, Writing Literary History, 2006) .
In the framework of this return to diachronic approach some new researchers in Russian studies

of a younger generation appeared (Tihanov, 2000, 2002, Pospisil, 2006).



The contemporary status of comparative literary studies is, therefore, rather
complicated; on the one hand, traditional comparative studies are newly revealed as inspiring
from some aspects, sometimes they are regarded as predecessors of more modern approaches
(area studies), on the other, there is a strong quest for further innovations. And, last but not
least, comparative studies appeared in the focus of application as a methodological tool when
conceiving a new model of literary history or a history of any national literature which cannot

be undestood outside its comparative framework.

It is probable that the future of comparative literary studies consist in its heterogeneity,
polyfunctionality, and plurality of approaches and ranges, not in the rejection of the old and its
substitution by the new. It would stand against the natural character of speculative scholarship
literary comparative studies and the whole of literary criticism in their cultural, cognitive and
area forms are parts of. Nothing put in it cannot be completely lost, rather be integrated into
bigger wholes on the one hand, or function separately as alternatives on the other. Comparative
literary studies as a set of approaches and models of investigationn has a common goal: a more
profound analysis of literature in its many-sided contexts can function as a loose framework not
limiting, but still with certain boundaries which do not defocus, deconstruct and destroy it. At
this very stage of development this aim has not been reached yet.

On the one hand comparative literary studies widen it basement communicating with
dialogue of cultures, area studies, postcolonial literature, gender studies, literary feminism,
feminist criticism etc., on the other it should be desirable to penetrate deeper into the inner
structure of the artefact we nearly forgot about under the impact of cultural comparative studies
connected with social sciences and humanities, politicalk scénce, so-called European studies
and such vague terms and spheres comparative studies found itself and got stuck in recent

decades.

One of the possible answers to this question are returns to the innovative shapes of some of the
old, semi-forgotten methods. When Jefim Etkind started to speak about psychopoetics, it
seemed to be brand new, but it was not.’® When he spoke about the intrinsic/inner man and the
extrinsic/outer speech, began to be clearer that the roots of this thought went back to the 19th-
century Russian conceptions the fathers of which are Apollon Grigoryev, Alexander Potebnya

and Lev Vygotskii.

10 E. Otkung;: lenxonodTuka. ,,BHyTpeHuI Yen0BEK U ,,BHEINHAS pedb’. CTATbH ¥ UCCIIEN0BAHUS.
,JckycerBo®, Cankt-IlerepOypr 2005.



The ignorance of more subjective approaches must be substituted by a more careful,
gradual, but decisive integration of these approaches into the compact concept of comparative
literary studies. Nihil novi sub sole — we are speaking about the well-known personalistic

approach.

In the old 19th-century concept of Apollon Grigoryev it is based on a more delicate
approach to the literary artefact, to hermetic roots of modern literature (,,organic criticism*)
opposed to the prevalent radical positivists called revolutionary democrats in Russia. In
Potebnya they are disconnection, disjunction, decoupling between language (word) and thought
in his famous treatise Thought and Language (1862). The cult of psychology in modernism was
then followed by the attempt at the permeation of formalism and psychological methods in Lev
Vygotskii’s Psychology of Art with his brilliant case studies including that of Ivan Bunin’ short
story Light Breath. In one of our articles devoted to this stream in Russian literary scholarship
we used the term autoreflection and autoaxiology and demonstrate this at the example of
Potebnya’s analysis of Russian and Ukrainian folklore as well as his notes on Dostoevsky and
Tolstoy.'* But there are - except Russian thought - also some Czech vestiges of rennovated
psychological methods. Some of them can be read in a famous book written by Karel Capek
Talks with T. G. Masaryk, specially important is their final supplement called Silence with T.
G. M. In the situation when it was very difficult to express the idea by words President often
used to say in Czech: ,,To...* which literally means ,,it“ or ,,this* in the meaning of
,behold...*, usually accompanied by a typical gesture embracing the whole world. The shift of
emphasis as a commonplace procedure in the direction of the interiorizing of the text as an
expression of the hidden, intrinsic psychic, mental motions might function as a necessary pole
of complex comparative analysis. The inevitable restoration, revitalization of older
psychological methods, now more closely connected with the structure of the text itself as a
result of the conflict betweeen the thought and the potentiality of the system of the language,

could function as a possible balance between the widening and the deepening of the concept of

11 See our studies: Syntetickd metodologie Apollona Grigorjeva. SPFFBU, D 36-37, 1989-1990, s. 57-66.
Vozvras€enije k istokam (Razmyslenija o nekotorych poloZenijach A. A. Potebni v ¢ernovych zametkach o L. N.
Tolstom i F. M. Dostojevskom). In: Naukova spad$¢yna O. O. Potebni. U slov‘janskomu kul'turnomu prostori.
Institut movoznavstva im. O. Potebni Nacionainoj Akademii nauk Ukrajiny, Vydavny¢yj Dim Dmytra Buraho,
Kyjiv 2013, 5. 29-49. ISBN 978-966-489-198-8. Avtorefleksija/avtoaksiologija tvorcestva i odna tradicija russkoj
esteti¢eskoj mysli. In: Mirgorod. Zurnal, posvjaéennyj voprosam epistemologii literaturovedenije. Akademia
Podlaska, Université de Lausanne, Section de langues et civilisations slaves, 2010, No. 2, s. 203-210. ISSN 1897-
1431.



comparative literary studies. The great return of the writer as a hero of literary communication

is thus taking place as the category of the reader was unjustly and incorrectly overestimated.

The writer as a real creator of a literary artefact - a crucial node and crossroads of all the
factors in literary creation and reception. The restoration and revitalization of a new concept of
the author has to be understood as a completion to the hyperbolized, exegerated, overestimated
reader. As the reader becomes the author and the author is allowed to enter his work and work
only as a reader, the author himself/herself may function as a complex reader transforming his
experience into an active literary creation converting, transforming hi sown psychic and
existential situation into a literara artefact. The author in all his aspects cannot be ignored or
suppressed by the text itself, by wider concpept integrating literature into culture and free
literature from its specific characteristics. To search for the balance of both poles of literary

creation and communication was the real intention of these remarks.

We could give a more detailed evidence from the Czech more or less academic criticism.
The Prague Linguistic Circle was not the only important methodology in the interwar period.
This was also Geisteswissenschaft represented by the specialist in Czech and German studies
Vojtéch Jirat, permeation of positivism, Nietzscheanism, psychoanalysis in Czech Modernism,
biographical method, and aesthopsychology (E. Hennequin) in the most important Czech 20th-
century literary critic F. X. Salda, some other original morphological approaches which stood
closer to structuralism represented by Frank Wollman, and several specialists in Germanic and
Romance literary studies, e. g. Frantisek Chudoba, Véclav Cerny, Otakar Levy, and Prokop
Haskovec who stood close to Vilém Mathesius, paradoxically a co-founder of Prague Linguistic
Circle and his cultural activism. In Czech structuralism there were potential layers trancending

towards these softer approaches taking into account the creator of a literary artefact.

Revitalization of comparative studies means not only its dissolution in culture, area, and
gender studies and the dialogue of cultures, but also the innovation of older methods in a

different context.
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Comparative Literary Studies and Area Studies: Advantages and

Obstacles
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AOcTpakT

ABTOp HACTOSIILEH CTAThU 3aHUMAETCS CBA3BI0 MEXY CPAaBHUTEIbHBIM JIUTEPATyPOBEICHUEM
U apeaJbHbIMU HCCICJOBAaHUSMM, MX BBITOJAMH, INPENATCTBUAMU M TPyAHOCTAMH. Ero
M3JIOKEHUE HAYMHACTCA C aHaJIM3a PAa3sHOBUIHBIX KOHIENIMU IIPOCTPAHCTBA U BPEMEHH B
JIUTEPaTypHOM  IPOU3BEICHUH, IMPOCTPAHCTBOM  KAK  CTPOMUTEIBHBIM  DJIEMEHTOM
KOHCTPYUPOBaHMs JUTeparypHoro apredakra. OnacHOCTb TNPUMEHEHHUs apeallbHbIX
HCCIIEIOBaHUM K JIUTEpaTypHON KOMIIApaTUBHUCTUKE B 00ILIEM COCTOUT B pac(hOKyCUPOBAHUH U
3aTyMaHUBaHUH (UIIOJIOTHYECKOT0, TEKCTYaJIbHOTO SiIpa JIUTEPATyphl B €€ CPAaBHUTECIHLHOM

IIJ1aHC.

Abstract

The author of the present contribution deals with the connection of comparative literary studies
and area studies, its advantages and obstacles or pitfalls. He opens his explanation with the
analysis of various concepts of space and time in the literary artefact, of the space as a
constitutive element of the formation of the artefact. The danger of the application of area
studies in general to comparative studies consists in the defocusing and obscuring of the

philological textual kernel of literature in its comparative aspect.
Kirouesrble ciioBa

CBs13b CPaBHUTEIIBHOTO JIUTEPATYPOBEACHUS U apealIbHbIX HCCIIEIOBAHUN, METO0JIOTUYECKAS
JACTIEPCHS, PACCEUBAHUE, MIPEIISTCTBUS U 3aTPYAHEHHUS B IPOLECCE IPOHUKHOBEHUS
JINTEPATYPHON KOMIIAPATUBUCTUKH U apeabHbIX UCCIIEA0BAaHUM, apeaIbHbIE UCCIIEI0BaHUS

KaK MYCOPHBIH SIIUK, TOMCKH METOJO0JIOTUYECKOM IIETOCTHOCTH
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The problem of the relation between comparative literary studies and area studies consists
in their methodological dispersion and a relatively wide field of their intersection. The latest
tedences in comparative literary studies which appeared some 60-70 years ago, stand very close
to the spatial aspect of literary studies in general (POSPISIL 2009, 1983, 1986, 1/2005, 2/2005,
3/2005, 2006).

The first cluster of questions is connected with the intrinsic structure of both
comparative and area studies (POSPISIL 2002). They both went through several stages of
development. The former went through the stage of positivist thematology (Stoffgeschichte),
morphological or structuralist stage to a sort of cultural comparative studies enriched by
relevant methodological approaches of recent decades, such as feminist criticism, gender
studies, post-colonial literature, modern hermeneutics, deconstructive criticism etc. (BASSLER
2001). The latter belonged to a big cluster of spatial approaches in which we were supposed to
differentiate intrinsic and extrinsic kernels. The intrinsic one concerns the space as a
constitutive element of the structure of a literary artefact, the extrinsic one seems to express its
outer relations, the semantic fields the whole process of literary communication is being realised
in. The intrinsic is usually associated with Gaston Bachelard’s and Mikhail Bakhtin’s
(BACHTIN 1975, 1979, BACHELARD 1957, HODROVA 1989) concepts and those of their
epigons. On the other hand, the extrinsic concept is based on some philosophical
presuppositions of French economists of the 17"-18" centuries, mercantilists and physiocrats
continued by those who wanted to form supranational complexes, such as the concept of united
Europe - Fortress Europe (German “Festung Europa’), Central European visions and the study

of the enemy as part of the former iron curtain policy during the cold war.

In the sphere of linguistics area studies expressed the necessity to study the changes in

the language as a result of spatial, zonal or area relations. The concept of area studies is based



on the complex approach, complex investigation, and, therefore, it has to be linked to several
scholarly disciplines. We can also compare it, for example, with aesthetics which represents a
generalized version of a complex of disciplines based prevalently on one of them as a starting
point; for example, the aesthetician started his career in the sphere of philology, history and
theory of visual arts, musicology, study of architecture, urbanism etc. So each aesthetician
studied, first of all, one of the arts, e. g. music, literature, painting, architecture etc., and later
generalized this experience in a wider concept of aesthetics. The area studies are more or less
heterogeneous structures with the prevalent majority of history, political science, philosophy,
philology, psychology etc. The best chance how to connect comparative and area studies is
therefore the concept based on the material of the studied subject, i.e. language and literature
(POSPISIL 2013, 1/2014, 2/2014, 2015) Such a concept was both theoretically and practically
launched by the Institute of Slavic studies at Masaryk University in Brno, Czech Republic, in
the mid-1990s and was symptomatically called philological-area studies in which philology as
such became a natural starting point constructing a hypothetical bridge between the outer and

the inner spatial concept both in area and comparative literary studies.

The boundaries of area and comparative studies are associated with their different objects
of investigation in which area studies in general inspires comparative studies to be more open
and wider, to leave the pure field of literature for a more complex sphere of culture. This
dispersion represents, however, its pitfalls or obstacles of its further productive development
based on practical results (WELLEK, 1936, DURISIN 1987-1993, 1992, GREENBLATT
2000).

The methodological starting point of the research of area studies which should enrich
philologies and the teaching of languages and literatures was primarily the Brno project —
mentioned above - going back to the mid-1990s of the integrational genre and comparative
typology, the traditional Brno conception of poetology and the study of literary currents,
streams and tendencies, and, of course, philological-area conception in the form of case studies,
a cluster of approaches going back not only to the area studies as part of Sovietology from the
years of the cold war and iron curtain policy, but also to Josef Dobrovsky and the autochthonous
Slavonic studies of the 18th and 19th centuries not speaking about the already mentioned roots
of French mercantilism and economic teachings studying the whole geopolitical area. The
problem of area studies consists not only in the enrichment of philology from the point of view

of information and contextual background, but also in the strengthening of the philological



kernel and the neighbouring cluster of different disciplines overcoming the philological

isolation and, moreover, in practical purposes (OSMAKOV 1/1979, 2/1979, 1981).

A traditional philologist rarely deals with economy, politics and international relations.
The old-fashioned concept of life and institutions seems to be unsatisfactory nowadays. The
concept of area studies also strengthens the former philological unity motivating linguistics and
literary criticism to a more intensive mutual cooperation. The language represents the basic
material for literature, literature is a representative space for the development of language; each
language is being realised through literary texts, it is its mode of existence. Unlike traditional
philology, the area concept is based on the study of the cultural space which is heterogeneous
covering all from the natural and social framework towards sexual life. Therefore philology has
to be completed by sociology, political science, philosophy, psychology, gender studies, the
concept of post-colonial culture etc. It is evident that both languages and literatures do not cover
the cultural space/area completely; on the other hand the cultural area speaks various cultural

languages and their products (texts).

Area studies are generally respected now — in spite of the traditionalists’ resistence — but
very often are being realised through history and historians or political science and its
representatives. It is high time we started to conceive area studies not as a new religion, but as
a practical cognitive tool. The negative evaluation of area studies is usually connected with the
fact that sometimes they function as a sort of a litter bin, i. e. a sphere of everything, a kind of
a mixture, a mess of all and nothing at the same time. This is nothing new as new scholarly
disciplines have the same “biography*. They have to define the object of their research and the
discipline’s borders which concern information science, newly conceived political science,

international relations etc.

The accentuation of space/zonal relations is, of course, not new (Gaston Bachelard,
Mircea Eliade, Mikhail Bakhtin, his concept of the chronotope). The boundaries of area studies
are associated with their range and with the problem of disciplinarity and interdisciplinarity, i.
e. with the search for a new object, a specific “craft” typical of a new discipline, the knowledge
of “know-how* techniques which are well-known from natural and technological sciences, but
also from some social sciences and humanities. Sometimes it is asserted that new disciplines
are a sort of a fake, false sciences which have no disctinctive limits; each discipline has to have
a certain amount of basic knowledge and approaches, sometimes mythologized, i. e. in
mathematics, medicine, philology etc. connected with certain subjects the students are usually

afraid of, say, anatomy in medicine or historical grammar or syntax in linguistics. This all has



to be formulated in the course of the establishing of this new discipline called area studies or

philological-area studies.

This is all closely connected with the relations between philology and social sciences;
if the kernel of area studies is represented by philology, we call them “philological-area
studies”; the discipline represents a specific form of a transcendence of philology towards social
sciences; at the same time the philological kernel of area studies has to be preserved. The area
character is not a mere mechanical synthesis or a solution of philology and social sciences, but

a natural transcendence of philology.

It is inevitable to ignore a fashion of area studies, 1. e. a non-critical accentuation of
everything which is closely connected with area or space conceptions at any cost; on the
contrary, it is extremely useful to stress their connections with other disciplines or notions; area
or philological-area studies should be associated with the following terms, such as visualization
(ROTT 2002, TOKARZ 2002), history of ideas (Ideengeschichte), the theory of literary history,
the dialogue of cultures (POSPiéIL 2002, 2004, 2007), culture/cultural studies.

The concept of the net of world cultural areas depends on how detailed and elaborate it
should be. The typology of world cultural areas could be identified with that of continents, e.
g. North, Central or North America, Asia subdivided into Western, Southern, Eastern or South-
Eastern, Australia and Oceania, Africa subdivided due to natural contiditions, ethnicity or

religion into different regions, such as Sub-Saharan Africa, North Africa, Muslim Africa etc.

The kernel of European areas is closely associated with their complicated history and
cultural development with its language heterogeneity and old and new contrasts and
contradictions. Traditionally speaking, there are Western Europe, Northern Europe or
Scandinavia, Southern Europe, the Balkan, Central Europe, East and South-Eastern Europe; it

is usual to speak of the Mediterranean area.

The Central European area represents the most complicated cultural complex, the region
with colourful historical and religious developments, the cradle of revolutions and world wars.
It reminds a little of the Balkan area though its intrinsic structure — both diachronous and
synchronous is quite different (NEUBAUER — CORNIS-POPE 2004-2010, NEUPOKOJEVA
1976, POSPISIL-MOSER 2004).

There is nothing stable in the typology of areas in general and European areas in

particular; though the formation of cultural areas is a long-time process, there are some



important shifts and modifications; one possible example might be represented by Italy: a centre
of Renaissance and humanism naturally belonged to the West European area in the Middle
Ages; its Renaissance concept was then realised in France and England; later when the kernel
of Italian culture — the North of Italy with Milan and Venice — became part of Habsburg
monarchy, Italy was regarded as part of Central Europe. We can even conclude that very
important parts of the Central European area have a transitive character: besides Italy, for
example, Slovenia (Central Europe — Balkan), former Galicia, now partly Poland, partly
Ukraine (Central Europe — Eastern Europe), Transylvania (Siebenbiirgen, Erdély, Ardeal —
Central Europe - Balkan), Croatia (Central Europe — Balkan) etc.

The transitiveness may function as a distinctive feature of the whole of Central Europe
which gives it a more flexible, rich, complex and synthetic character leading to its really
“central” position, and the rest of European areas which, of course, tended to transcend to other
countries and determine their chatacters (former African colonies — Britain, France, up to 1918
Germany, then also Portugal, Spain, colonies in Asia, America). It is also often stressed in
recent individual or team publications dealing with the problem of aesthetic values, with the
rather controversial subject of “East-Central Europe” (Ostmitteleuropa) or the comparative
aspect of area studies in general and Central European studies in particular (POSPISIL 2006,
1/2007, 2/2007, 3/2007, 4/2007, 1/2009, 2/2009, MATHAUSER 2005, POSPISIL, ZOUHAR
2008, WRITING LITERARY HISTORY 2006).

From this point of view it is very important to accentuate the significance of the
axiological character of literary artefacts, to integrate the area studies also into the concept of
comparative philological studies. The contemporary literary history must also cover the theory
of aesthetic values though it is not acceptable to apply here a concept of the so-called positive
discrimination. No literary cannon can be determined by the representatives of single national
literatures only, literature is a supranational phenomenon as part of the communicative process
predetermined by the category of the recipient (reader); the product of the process — a literary
text — is being mediated through the receptional environment, e. g. translations etc.). In some
of the studies dealing with area studies in general and Central European area in particular you
can find the term “belatedness‘ which is a little pejorative, negatively axiological. Each national
literature has its own developmental paradigm, its trajectory of evolution independent of other
litreratures, so there is no need to gain on or overcome something, it is autonomous, prepared
to be integrated with other literary entities, to transform their impulses, but otherwise it has its

own evolutinary rhythm and pattern, it is axiologically autochthonous. In some articles of mine



I called it “pre-post effect* or “pre-post paradox*“. The term “literary culture* brings us a little
back to the 19th-century cultural-historical school denying the specificity of literature as a kind
of art stressing the importance of cultural studies, semiotics and spatial character of the knots

of intersection of various cultural streams and tendencies.

The key relations of area studies including Central European studies covering the
cardinal problem of area comparative studies, cultural studies, dialogue of cultures, and genre
studies is very close to the yet unsolved problem of the extrinsic and the intrinsic mentioned in
the Theory of Literature by Warren and mainly by Wellek (WELLEK — WARREN 1948, 1968),

the interconnection of which is a dominant task of literary criticism including its area aspect.

The weak aspects of contemporary comparative studies are connected — as mentioned above
- with their methodological dispersion and non-existent methodological memory; new
comparatists are often forced to discover again and again the methods and come to the results

already revealed.

The contemporary status of comparative literary studies is, therefore, rather
complicated; on the one hand, traditional comparative studies are newly revealed as inspiring
from some aspects, sometimes they are regarded as predecessors of more modern approaches
(area studies), on the other, there is a strong quest for further innovations. And, last but not
least, comparative studies appeared in the focus of application as a methodological tool when
conceiving a new model of literary history or a history of any national literature which cannot

be understood outside its comparative framework.

Comparative literary studies may function as a loose net of historically tested
approaches, single methods and visions or as a link of a chain of more complex approaches
connected with new subjects and problems of world literature, with the prevalence of certain

genre clusters and with the dominant impact of mass literature in general.
1) Genesis of area studies and its relation to comparative literary studies
2) Spatial aspect

3) Boundaries of area and comparative literary studies

4) Area studies and social sciences

5) Area and visualisation (Polish concept of iconosphere)

6) Area and history/theory of literary history



7) Area and dialogue of cultures
8) Area and culture studies

There are two ways to reform comparative studies:

1) Minimalisation, deepening, concentration on the text
2) Maximalization: a widening, a wider concept, new relations (postcolonial literature,

gender studies, dialogue of cultures, area studies, territorial studies)

The reformed comparative studies permeated by area studies transcends the sphere of literature
towards society, culture, other humanities and social sciences which gives birth to a more

complex use of comparative methods.

Obstacles, pitfalls:

1) Vague boundaries of this concept of comparative literary studies
2) Weakening of the pure craft of literary criticism

3) Dispersion of subjects and methods

4) Methodological, didactic and practical consequences — character of a graduate of a wider

concept of comparative studies

Some researchers call area studies a waste basket or litter bin, because it really represents a
mixture of various approaches and disciplines which is not methodologically pure and which

still seeks for its methodological integrity.

The process of the integration of area studies, or more exactly philological-area studies, and
comparative literary studies, though it is intensifying and is more profound now than in the past,

is a complicated long-distance run.
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Abstract

The genesis and the generally respected usage of new terms could be classfied into several
types: 1) New or relatively new notions; 2) Accentuation of respected terms; 3) The change of
the meaning of already existing terms; 4) Re-defining of well-known terms; 5) New
contextualization of respected terms. The most important thing, is, however, especially in the
case of philology, are the language barriers the textual background of each national literature.
The examples of my own new terms: chronicle space pulsation, poetics of the concrete, the
chronicle as a basis of myth, the appearance and the disappearance of the causality of the plot,
dominant, formative and catenary lines of the plot, dispersion of elegy and the idyll, the
deviation of the chronicle character, pre-post effect/paradox, special terms applied to each

national literature, mainly at the example of Russian literature

Navazujeme volné, ale zaroven organicky na nedavno ve Philologii uvefejnény blok studii o
filologii, resp. pokusech o ,,novou filologii“**: v tomto smyslu je jeho podstatnou soucasti i
problém promén metodologie a terminologie. Bez stézejnich pojmi a jejich vymezeni neni
skute¢ného poznani a pochopeni predmétu zkoumani. I kdyZ problematika terminologie obecné

a jednotlivych védnich obori zvlasteé neni ve védeckém badani nijak popularni, existuje 1

12 Philologia XXVI1/2, 2016, s. 7-123. Viz nasi Gvodni studii Filologie jako zakleti i svoboda: pokusy o novou
filologii. Philologia XXV1/2, ¢asopis Ustavu filologickych $tadii Pedagogickej fakulty Univerzity Komenského
v Bratislave, Univerzita Komenského v Bratislave, 2016, ISSN 1336-2026, s. 7-15.



specialni véda o terminech: Rusové ji fikaji ,,terminovedenije®: Cesky nebo slovensky bychom
asi jeji nazev nemohli zcela presn¢ pielozit, nebot’ ,terminologie/terminologia, stejn¢ jako
metodologie/metodologia, jsou chdpany spise jako soubory terminti, resp. metod; tedy snad

,,véda o terminech®.

To, co je zjevné, je souvislost terminologie jako soustavy pojml s metodami, jejich
konkrétni podobou a vyvojem obecné a v daném typu badani zvlasté. Piistup ke zkoumanému
predmétu, tedy konglomerat metod, si vytvaii vlastni pojmoslovi a to zase ,,miizku®, ktera
vymezuje pole pouzitych metod. Kazda metoda neho soubor metod si vytvareji vlastni
terminologii, ale jeji vyuzivani Casto piekracuje dané metodologické rozpéti a stava se soucasti
jinych pfistupi, ovSem po dikladném redefinovani. Ve védeckém badani obecné dochazi tedy
k vzniku kolobéhu metod a termint, jejich vzdjemnému spojovani, rozpojovani a ovliviiovani:
metody si pfizplisobuji terminologii, terminologie piisobi na podobu a praktickou aplikaci

metod.

Kdyz obratime svou pozornost konkrétné k metodam literarni védy, zjiStujeme, ze —
stejn¢ jako jinde — maji inter- a transdisciplinarni charakter. Véda o terminologii obecné a
aplikaci na literarni védu tedy zkouma rtizné oblasti vztahu mezi terminologii a metodologii a
ovSem rtizné podoby aplikace soustavy termint, stejné jako samu genezi pojmi. Vychazi se ze
zkoumani typologie specidlniho lexika, ze srovnavaci védy o terminech ¢ili terminologické
komparatistiky, soucasné z funkcionalni a onomasiologické védy o terminech, stejné jako
z metaveédy o terminech, z jejiho vyvoje a terminové lexikologie a lexikografie. O terminologii
a véde o ni existuje znacn€ rozsahla literatura, ovSem rtizného vyznamu a hloubky.** V ¢eském
prostiedi existuje fada riznych slovniki, které s terminologii a jejim vyvojem v literarni védeé
souviseji. ZnichZz chci vyzvednout alespont jeden, ponékud zasuty a nékdy zdmérné
ostrakizovany, ktery vynika otevienosti i pojmovou hloubkou." Z jinych pfiruc¢ek rtzného
rozpéti uvadime nékolik, které jsou Casto vyuzivané a maji n€kdy i1 metaterminologicky raz.

Podstatna je ovSem konzervativnost sféry literarnévédnych terminti: jakékoli inovace vznikaji

13 Sergej Grinov-Grinévi¢: Terminovedenije. Moskva 2008. Sergej Grifiov-Grinévi¢: Vvedenije

v terminovedenije. Moskva 1993. Sergej Grinov-Grinévi¢: Vvedenije v terminografiju. Moskva 1995. W.
Nowicki: Podstawy terminologii. Wroctaw 1986. Licht, H., Draskau, J.: Terminology: an Introduction. Guildford,
Surrey 1985.

14 Libor Pavera, FrantiSek V3eti¢ka: Lexikon literarnich pojmt. Nakladatelstvi Olomouc, Olomouc 2002.



spiSe aditivn€é, nez by ménily zasadni povahu lexikografickych ptiru¢ek. Problémy, jez tu

vznikaji, maji také spojitost s piivodnosti. To plati v ceském prostiedi v podstaté bez vyjimky.*

Véda o terminech se zabyva spiSe obecnymi polohami terminologie — chybi nam vsak
specidlni metavéda o literarnich terminech. K ni vede pomémné¢ slozita cesta: na jedné stran¢
jsou tu obecné, deduktivni porocesy spjaté s védou o terminech, na stran¢ druhé induktivné
vytvareny materidl, jenz nutno s pevnymi predstavami konfrontovat. Pravé zde se problémy
filologie nebo ,,nové filologie®, diskutované ve zminéném bloku z Philologie roku 2016,

protinaji s clusterem otazek terminologicko-metodologickych.

Je zfejmé, ze prave filologickd a konkrétné literarnévédna terminologie je podrobovana
slozitym procestim tim, ze terminologie jako jazykové pojmenovani jevli ma vystihnout, ¢asto
metaforicky pfenosem z jinych oblasti, problémy jazyka a jeho textovych produktid. Odtud
nejednoznacnost termint, coz je vlastn€ contradictio in adiecto, nebot’ termin je terminem jen
potud, pokud je tzce a bezvyjimecné piesny, a permanentni diskuse o terminech a hlavné jejich

obtizné §irsi prosazovani.

5 Slovnik literdrni  teorie.  Zpracoval  kolektiv ~ Ustavu pro  &eskou literaturu ~ CSAV
v Praze a v Brné. Redigoval Stépan Vlasin Bibliografii sestavil Josef Peterka, rejstfik literarnévédnych pojmi
Jifina Taborska. Praha, Ceskoslovensky spisovatel 1984. Vydani druhé, rozsifené. Slovnik novéjsi literarni teorie
- Glosat pojmii. Eds. Richard Miiller, Pavel Sidak. Academia, Praha 2012. Ansgar Niinning: Lexikon teorie
literatury a kultury. HOST, Brno 2006. Priivodce po svétové literarni teorii. Ed. M. Zeman, V. Macura et al.
Panorama, Praha 1988. Privodce po svétové literarni teorii 20. stoleti. Ed. Vladimir Macura, Alice Jedlickova et
al. HOST, Brno 2012. Encyklopedie literarnich zanrt. Ed. Dagmar Mocna, J. Peterka et al. Paseka, Praha —

Litomysl 2004. J. Pavelka — I. Pospisil: Slovnik epoch, sméri, skupin a manifesti. Georgetown, Brno 1993.



Terminologii jsem se zabyval v tadé recenzi, studii a v Castech knih; nékde jsem
sledoval 1 vlastni terminologické pokusy.’ Soucasné jsem se snazil malou anketou zjistit,
nakolik je problematika terminologie soucasti obecnéj$iho povédomi doktorandi filologickych,

ale 1 jinych obort."’

16 Viz nade studie a recenze: Terminologie meziliterarnosti. Dionyz Durigin: Osobitné medziliterarne spoloéenstva 6.
Pojmy a principy. Ustav svetovej literatlry SAV, Bratislava 1993, 210 s. SPFFBU, D 41, ro¢. 1994, s. 169-170.
Integrovana Zanrova typologie (Komparativni genologie). Projekt — metodologie — terminologie — struktura oboru —
studie. Hlavni autofi: Ivo PospiSil — Jifi Gazda - Jan Holzer. Editor: Ivo Pospisil. Masarykova univerzita, Brno 1999.
Invence a problémy: Literdrnévédna terminologie (Maly terminologicky slovnik literarnévédnych ekvivalentd.
Kolektiv autord. Univerzita Palackého, Filozoficka fakulta, Olomouc 1999. Autofi: anglicka ¢ast Martina Michalkova-
Chvatalova, francouzska ¢ast Hana Bednatikova, némecka ¢ast Eva Chromiakova, ruska ¢ast Zdenék Pechal, vykonna
red. Hana Bednafikova). Slavica Litteraria, X 3, 2000, s. 129-130. Problema literaturnych napravlenij v sovremennoj
russkoj literature (metodologiceskije i terminologiCeskije predposylki). In: Abstracts. VI ICCEES World Congress,
Tampere, Finland, 29 July - 3 August 2000., s. 339-340. Komentovana Citanka ¢eského strukturalismu s otazniky.
Grygar, M.: Terminologicky slovnik ¢eského strukturalismu. HOST, Brno 1999. Opera Slavica 2000, roc€. X, ¢. 3, s. 45-
46. Terminoldgia romanti¢na. Cast 1. In: Slovansky romantismus — esteti¢no genologickych kategérii. Katedra
slovanskych jazykl Filologické fakulty UMB, Banska Bystrica 2003, s. 109-114. Short Narrative Prose: Problems of
Terminology and Methodology. In: Slovenska kratka pripovedna proza. Univerza v Ljubljani, Filozofska fakulteta,
Oddelek za slovenistiko, Center za slovens¢ino kot drugi/tuji jezik, Ljubljana 2006, s. 281-290. Problema enciklopedij
literaturoveddeskoj terminologii: brnenskij proekt nac¢ala XXI veka. In: Mirgorod. Zurnal, posvjacennyj voprosam
epistemologii literaturovedenije. Akademia Podlaska, Université de Lausanne, Section de langues et civilisations
slaves, 2010, No. 2, s. 19-28. ISSN 1897-1431. Problema sovremennoj literaturnoj komparativistiki (je3¢e neskotko
zamecanij po povodu metodologii, terminologii, aksiologii i novych svjazej i kontekstov). In: Conversatoria Litteraria.
Aktualne problemy komparatystyki. Teoria i metodolgia badan literaturoznawczych. Red. Danuta Szymonik. Siedlce
— Banska Bystrica 2010, s. 23-28. Problémy terminologie a stfedni Evropa. In: Brnénska hungaroslavistika a ¢esko-
slovensko-madarské vztahy. Eds: Istvan Kafer, Ivo Pospisil, red. Erika Sztakovicsova. Vydanie podporil IVF 21110172
Academic discussion on history, culture and religion of Visegrad nations: new directions. Gerhardus Kiadd. Vydané v
spolupréci s Kabinetom hungaroslavistiky Ustavu slavistiky FF MU (Brno) a Ceskou asociaciou slavistov, Visegrad
Fund, Segedin 2012, s. 45-57. Novela: metodologie, terminologie, evoluce a pfipad ¢eské protektoratni novely. In:
Premena poetiky novely 20. storocia v eurépskom kontexte. Eds: Maria Batorova, Rendta Bojnitanova, Eva Faithova.
Kabinet Dionyze Durisina Ustavu filologickych studii Pedagogicke] fakulty Univerzity Komenského v Bratislavé 2014,
s. 27-44. Genologie: shrnuti nékolika okruhi metodologickych a terminologickych. In: Libor Pavera a kol.: Zanry na
okraji. Zanrové metamorfézy v stfedoevropském  kontextu/Metamorfozy gatunkéw w  kontekscie
$rodkowoeuropejskim, sv. VII., Verbum, Praha 2015, s. 14-27. Europa Srodkowa: kryzys koncepcji i terminu, resztki
nadziei. Postscriptum Polonistyczne, Szkota Jezyka i Kultury Polskiej, Uniwersytet Slaski w Katowicach, 2015, 1 (15),
s. 81-95. ISSN 1898-1593. Viz nase studiel: Problema struktury, funkcii i ispolzovanija literaturovedéeskich terminov:
po sledam sobstvennych popytok. Mirgorod 2016 n. 2 (8), s. 26-31.

17 Polozili jsme pétici otdzek, na néz doktorandi z Filozofické fakulty Masarykovy univerzity v ramci mé
prednasky o terminologii odpovédéli. Ukazalo se, Ze si dulezitost literarnévédnych pojmi a hlavné pfemysleni o
nich uvédomuyji, ze je rizné hluboce reflektuji: 1) Jaké terminy ve své védni oblasti jste dosud nejcastéji pouzivali?
2) Meéli jste neékdy pochybnosti o  vyznamu nékterych terminit a  jejich  smyslu?
3) Pokusili jste se n€kdy vymyslet néjaky novy termin? Pokud ano, co vas k tomu vedlo a jaky to byl termin? 4)
Jak byste nazvali metodologicky diskurs, ktery ve svém badani vedete, a jak byste charakterizovali jeho
terminologii? 5) Uved'te pojmy ze sféry filologie, které¢ byly podle Vaseho nazoru pfevzaty z jinych védnich
oboru?



Vznik a $irSi, vSeobecné uznavané uplatnéni novych termini Ize klasifikovat do
n¢kolika typt: 1) Nové pojmy nebo relativné nové pojmy, 2) Zvyraznéni zndmych pojmd, 3)
Zména vyznamu znamych pojmu, 4) Redefinovani znamych pojma 5) Nova kontextualizace
znamych pojmu. Pfitom velmi podstatné, zejména v piipad¢ filologie, ktera se zabyva riznymi
jazyky a literaturami a pfechazi z jednoho narodniho prostiedi do druhého, jsou dulezité bariéry

jazyka a textového pozadi v narodnich literaturach.

V pribehu poslednich zhruba 40 let jsem se pfi badani pokusil v fad¢ ptipadi uvést do
ob¢hu néekjteré relativné nové pojmy, jez by vystihovaly specifikum dané vyzkumné oblasti.
V souvislosti s knihami a studiemi o roméanové kronice, res. kronice jako takové, jsem pouzival

n¢kolik pojmu.

Prvnim byla kronikalni prostorova pulzace, jiz jsem myslel oscilaci syZetu od lokality
k totalité, tedy od omezeného mista déje ke svétu, v podstaté oscilaci domova a svéta, coZ jsem
pokladal za zdkladni strukturni znak tzv. romanové kroniky kombinujici znaky kroniky a
romanu. S tim byl spojen pojem ,poetika konkrétniho* souvisejici se slabou syZetovosti
kroniky a s jejim odmitnutim dramatické stavby. Jde o hromadéni popisti a uméleckych detaila,
které mohly preriistat do soustavy symbolickych obrazii. Jiz samo hromadéni pojmi ma

dostate¢ny sémanticky akcent.

S témito zédkladnimi pojmy byly pfi zkoumani roménové kroniky a kroniky jako takové
nekdy vyuzivany dalsi, v podstaté¢ nové, komplementdrni pojmy; jednim byla hodnotova
antinomicnost romanové kroniky spocivajici v preferenci minulosti, star¢ho, domova a klidu,

nehybnosti pied pritomnosti a budoucnosti, novym, svétem a pohybem.

Pojem ,.kronika jako podlozi mytu* ukazovala na kroniku jako vychozi plochu, ktera -
podobné jako chemnicka latka - poutd k sob€ valencemi jind Zanrova seskupeni, napf. mytus.*®
Pojem ,,prepéti* odkazoval k stresovym situacim, v nichZ se kroniky odehravaly a pfed nimiz
kronikalni postavy unikaji do minulosti, pfirody, exotiky apod., do zapomnéni volné plynoucich

casovych vin a do prostorové nehybnosti.

18 Viz 1. Pospisil: Smysl i kontekst Zanrovoj konvergencii mifa i chroniki. Zagadnienia rodzajow literackich 1992,
2,s.69-77.



S tim byl spojen 1 pojem ,,vynofovani a mizeni kauzality syZetu* nebo ,,juxtapozicnost
syzetu®, tedy absentovani pifimych pti¢innych (kauzalnich) vazeb v syzetu a preference kladeni

epizod vedle sebe, bez pfi¢inné souvislosti.*

Pifi zkoumani poetiky a zejména syZetu romanové kroniky jsem zjistil tfi typy
syzetovych linii*®, které jsem pojmenoval ,,dominantni®, ,formativni“ a ,katenalni“
(fetézcové): dominantni byly zanroveé urcujici, formativni tvarovaly syzet v duchu dramatické
stavby, katendlni podporovaly juxtapozicni ,,plynuti* jako zakladni charakteristiku nékterych
zanrovych seskupeni typickych pro ruskou literaturu. S tematicko-zanrovy zameéfenim
romanové kroniky bylo spojeno ,,rozptylovani idyly a elegie®, tedy roztrouseni zanrovych
znakll obou zanrd v kronice, ale soucasn¢ budovani jejich opozice v podob¢ antiidyly a
antielegie; idyla Casto paradoxné funguje jako pramen rozporu, jako prostiedek kritiky
spoleCenské reality a systému odkazovanim k idylickym a elegickym modelim. Podivinstvi

kronikovych postav jsem nazval ,,vyboceni kronikového hrdiny*.

Pii zkoumani poetiky slovanskych literatur, zejména ruské, jsem jejich specifikum
charakterizoval pojmem ,,prae-post efekt®, spo¢ivajici v tom, Ze imitativni faze typicka napft.
pro ruskou literaturu 18. stoleti nebyl dokonald a tato nedokonalost, tvarova anomalnost otvirala
nova ,,okna“ ve vyvoji literatury. To jsem dolozil na problematice literarnich ¢i uméleckych

smért a mimo jiné i na fenoménu ruského roménu.

Jak jsme o tom jiz nejednou psali?’, problémy literarni evoluce vyvstaly velmi oste v

dobé pozitivismu a silném impaktu darwinismu: zasdhly koncepci literarni historie, ale také

19 Viz: Ruskd romanova kronika a utilitarismus. Cs. rusistika 1982, &. 3, s. 114-119. Sujetkausalitit und
Romanchronik. Zeitschrift fiir Slawistik 1984, 3, s. 421-434.

20 Syzetologie je dnes napil zapomenuta literarnévédna disciplina, kterou od 70. let 20. stoleti systémové studoval
nékdejsi badatelsky tym Leonida Maksovice Cilevice (1925-2017) v loty§ském Daugavpilsu; viz
http://www.russkije.lv/ru/lib/read/I-tsilevich.html, 23. 9. 2018, 17:43). V letech 1974-1983 vydal sedm svazku
sbornikdi  Voprosy sjuzetoslozenija, naklad. ,,Zvajzgne®, Riga, mj. Voprosy sjuzetoslozenija 4. Sjuzet i
kompozicija. Sam je autorem monografie Sjuzet ¢echovskogo rasskaza, 1974, spolu se svou zenou L. S.
Levitanovou napsali SjuZzet i ideja. ,,Zvajgzne®, Riga 1973, Osnovy izuCenija sjuzeta. ,,Zvajgzne®, Riga 1990,
Sjuzet v chudozestvennoj sisteme literaturnogo proizvedenija. ,,Zvajgzne®, Riga 1990 aj. Od roku 1994 zil
s rodinou v Izraeli.

21 Viz naSe studie a knihy: K nekotorym specifieskim Eertam razvitija russkoj literatury

In: Slavica Litteraria X 3, 2000, s. 29 — 42. Problémy literarni evoluce a

slovanskeé literatury. In: Bohemica Litteraria: Sbornik praci Filozofické fakulty brnénské univerzity, fada
literarnévédna bohemistickd, 8, 2005, s. 91 — 101. Tyz:Uvahy o vyvojovém paradigmatu ruské literatury

v souvislostech: kontinuuta a zlomy. Slavica Nitriensia2012, ¢. 1, s. 20-40. Rusky roman znovu navstiveny.
Historie, uzlové body vyvoje, teorie amezinarodni souvislosti: Od poc¢atki k vyhledu do soucasnosti. Ed.:
Jaroslav Malina, obalka, grafické atypograficka uprava Josef Zeman — Tomas Moikovsky, Martin Cuta, ilustrace
Boris Jirkt. Nadace Universitas, Edice Scientia, Akademické nakladatelstvi CERM v Brné, Nakladatelstvi a
vydavatelstvi NAUMA v Brné€,Brno 2005. Na forpostach teorii i istorii klassi¢eskoj russkoj literatury. Colloquia
Litteraria Sedlcensia XX, Instytut Neofilologii i Badan Interdyscyplinarnych Uniwersytetu Przyrodniczo



http://www.russkije.lv/ru/lib/read/l-tsilevich.html

naptiklad pfemysleni o literarnich zanrech (F. Brunetiere). V tad¢ studii, které byly postupné
publikovany jsem formuloval koncepci tzv. ,,prae-post efektu™ nebo ,,prae-post paradoxu?.
Tyka se sice primarn¢ vyvoje ruské literatury, ale do jisté miry vyvoje slovanskych literatur
v jejich celkovosti nebo alespont v nékterych jejich obdobich; nasli bychom jeji stopy nebo
pouzitelné rysy i v jinych ndrodnich literaturach. Tlak poetologickych impulsii bohatych
literatur evropskych, naptiklad francouzské, italské, némecké, anglické aj., vedl k imitaci téchto
poetik, ale také k tomu, ze n¢které podnéty byly pfejaty jen obrysoveé a vytvarely zcela jiné
celky, jez pak pusobily inovativné: transformace podnétl naptiklad na ruské ptidé¢ nakonec
vedla k tomu, co nazyvame zazrakem ruské literatury. Jinak feceno: nedokonalé pfijeti
poetologického impulsu vedlo k vytvofeni jiné, nové poetiky. Napiiklad ruskd literatura
ptfijimala poetologické podnéty ,,silnych® evropskych literatur zejména od 18. stoleti, a to
v n¢kolika vlnach: tim soucasné koriguji teorii, ze ruské 18. stoleti, které¢ bylo dilnou ruské
literatury, postacilo k dikladnému vstiebani téchto impulst, stejné jako mi neni zcela blizka

koncepce fazového posunu z pera Vadima Kozinova.?

Ptikladd pravé v dé&jinach ruské literatury najdeme mnoho. Piedev§im nés piekvapi, ze
ptiblizné od zlomu v 18. stoleti se vyvoj ruské literatury se zapadni Evropou jako by srovnal:
rusky romantismus v dile V. A. Zukovského zagina diive nez v Anglii, ktera od 30. let 18.
stoleti kultivovala v poezii sentimentalismus (pozdé&ji i v proze) a byla v jistém slova smyslu
vzorem preromantického proudéni a jen o néco pozdéji neZ némecka univerzitni ,,romantika“
(die deutsche Romantik) typu ,,poezie modrého kvétu“.?*, rozhodné diive nez rany romantismus
francouzsky prezentovany F.-R. Chateaubriandem na samém pocatku 19. stoleti. I kdyZ si
Horyna v uvadéné monografii pohrava se slovy kolem ,romantiky* trochu svévolnég, jeho
zasadni koncepce je velmi piijatelnd: ukazuje, Ze randa némecka romantika byla néco zcela

jiného nez ucebnicove uctivany romantismus pozd¢€jsi, Ze vlastné §lo v jistim smyslu o zradu

Humanistycznego w Siedlcach, Siedlce 2015.

22 1. Pospisil: Existence, struktura, rozpéti a transcendence staroruské literatury. In: Slavica Litteraria, 1, 1998, 1,
s. 27 —37. Tyz: Paradoxes of Genre Evolution: the 19*-Century Russian Novel. In: Zagadnienia rodzajow
literackich, tom XLII, zeszyt 1-2 (83-84), £.6dz, 1999, s. 25 —47. Tyz: Baroko jako historicky vymezeny
fenomén a jako kulturni typ. In: Pons Strigoniensis. Studia. Nové interpretace c¢eského baroka. A Cseh
barokk 1 interpretracioi, 2004, s. 11 —24.

2 V. Kozinov: K sociologii russkoj literatury XVIII — XIX vekov (K probleme literaturnych napravlenij). In:
Literatuzra i sociologija. Moskva 1977, s. 137 — 177.

24 Viz B. Horyna: Dé&jiny rané romantiky. Fichte, Schlegel, Novalis. Praha 2005.



puvodniho ,,m¢kkého®, ale nikoli neradikdlniho romantismu, piesn¢ji némecké romantiky,
kterd méla zietelné kontinualni rdz. Nenegovala osvicenstvi, ale spise je ,,dotahovala“ do konce.
Rana romantika byla hrava, ironickd, ambivalentni, Glomkovita, vtipna; jakmile se prolomila

do tzv. vaznosti, zradila samu sebe.

V posledni dob¢€ znovu se vracejici téma uméleckych a ize literarnich smérti a proudt
nastavuje problematiku z jiného zorného uhlu proto, Ze jejich schematicko-normativni,
didaktické vyuzivani oklestovalo bohatost literatury a deformovalo jeji podstatu, zejména
pokud jde o wvystizeni vyznamnych osobnosti. Jejich jednoznané spojovani s jednim
uméleckym smérem, napt. A. S. Puskina sromantismem, V. Nezvala s poetismem a
surrealismem, V. Majakovského s futurismem, T. Tzary s dadaismem, T. S. Eliota
s imagismem, S. Jesenina s imaZinismem, bylo ¢asto zavad¢jici, zvlasté kdyz se zacala budovat
generalni komparatistika a generalni genologie usilujici o umélecké sméry a zanry — to je vSak

véc dosud znacné utopicka, jak se o tom dnes a denn¢ pfesvédcujeme.

Nektetfi badatelé na rtizném materidlu poukazali na prostupujici se poetologické linie
vytvarejici pozoruhodné spojitosti, naptiklad baroka, romantismu a futurismu®. Ukézali také
na linie jdouci od minulosti k soucasnosti a do znacné miry zrelativizovali pojem ostrymi
konturami historicky ohrani¢eného poetologického systému, at’ jiz subjektivné uvédomovaného
(tedy sméru, napf. romantismu nebo surrealismu), nebo naopak neuvédomovaného (jako byla
soustava baroka); soucCasné se pojmy oznacujici literarni sméry pielévaly z jednoho druhu
uméni do druhého. Koncept literarniho baroka se vytvatfel postupné predevS§im v minulém
stoleti. V prvni fadé Slo o jeho rozSifovani, spojovani fragmentli roztrouSenych v riiznych
literaturach a modelovani kontinua barokni literatury. SoubéZné také Slo o piekonani
ideologického vymezeni a omezeni baroka, které bylo spojovano pouze s protireformacnim
usilim katolické cirkve. Nové srovnavaci analyzy prokazaly, Ze jde o obecny styl epochy, ktery
zasahl v podstaté celou Evropu. Vaclav Cerny haji synteticky model baroka a kompletuje jeho

narodni varianty, takze naptiklad dobov€ znacné piekvapivé vydélil francouzské baroko z

25 Viz I. Smirnov: Diachronieskije transformacii literaturnych Zanrov i motivov. In: Wiener Slawistischer
Almanach, Sonderband 4, Wien, 1981. Tyz: ChudoZestvennyj smysl i evoljucija poeticeskich sistem.
Moskva: Nauka, 1977. S. Mathauserova: Cestami staleti: systémové vztahy v déjinach ruské
literatury. Praha 1988.



raného klasicismu; podobné chapal baroko Zden¢k Kalista?®; nové badani vtahlo do sféry

baroka i ¢ast literatury vychodnich Slovant, jak jsme o tom psali jiz jinde?’.

Literarni a obecnéji kulturni proudy a sméry se tak nyni jevi jinak nez v minulosti, ktera
je chapala spiSe jako historicky determinované: vidime je - metaforicky feceno - jako ponorné
feky vice ¢i méné skryté propojujici zdanlivé odlehlé vyvojové etapy. Takto je vidén
sentimentalismus, romantismus, dekorativni sméry, jako byly rokoko a secese, takto je vidéno
1 baroko, které je ve své plné §ifi teprve objevovano. Takto jsme také — z dvojiho zorného ihlu
— pojimali ty, ktefi se snazi materialové baroko kompletovat (M. Kopecky), nebo je ukazat jako
ponorny proud se stdle novymi vystupy, reflexemi, reminiscencemi a ohlasy (J. Durych, Z.

Rotrekl).

Specifickym dikazem fungovani prae-post efektu v ruské literatuie je rusky roman.
Evropsky roman z rtznych kofend, pfedevSim z drobnych epickych narativnich struktur,
ptevypravénych mytl, pohadek a eposu. Také rusky roman mél pluralitni zéklad; polarita cizich
a domécich prament ruského romanu je vSak vyraznéjsi nez v jinych narodnich literaturach: je
to dano rozporem doméciho, pfedevsim oralniho zakladu literatury a importovanych modelt z
Byzance, které se sem dostavaly bud’ v feckych originalech, nebo v ptekladu do cirkevni
slovanstiny nebo cirkevni slovanstiny vychodoslovanské redakce piechéazejici do tzv.
staroruStiny. Roman na ruské plid¢ vznikal tedy jednak autochtonné, tedy z prament, které
vznikaly ptimo v Rusku, resp. v Kyjevské Rusi, byt byly inspirovany z ciziny, v poc¢ate¢nim
obdobi zejména z Byzance nebo jinych slovanskych zemi véetnd Velké Moravy, Cech a
Bulharska, jednak pfimo z cizich zdroja jejich imitaci, ,,kopirovanim®, pfevody a volnymi

preklady a parafrazemi.

Podle jednéch vznika rusky roman de facto az v 18. stoleti praveé z tohoto pramene, tedy
v obdobi kon¢iciho klasicismu a pocinajiciho sentimentalismu - to tvrdi i medievista D. S.
Lichacov, ktery v staroruské literatufe nenachdzi nic, co by byt jen vzdalené pfipominalo

roman. Na druh¢ stran¢ vSak nemtizeme pominout rozsahlé epické vrstvy, tedy lidovou epiku,

26y, Cerny (ed.): Kéz hoti popel milj. Z poezie evropského baroka. Praha 1967. Tyz: Esej o basnickém baroku.
Praha: Orbis, 1937. Z. Kalista: Ceské baroko: studie, texty, poznamky. Praha 1941.

271. Pospisil: Baroko jako historicky vymezeny fenomén a jako kulturni typ. In: Pons Strigoniensis. Studia. Nové
interpretace ceského baroka. A Cseh barokk 1j interpretracioi, 2004, s. 11 — 24. Tyz: Barokni literatura
z pohledu komparativne genologické slavistiky. K barokologickym studiim Milana Kopeckého. In:
Slovensky literarny barok, 67, 2005, 3, s. 180 — 188.



jakou predstavuji byliny, Slovo o pluku Igorové, pokud je ovSem pokladame za pravé,
hagiografie, kdzani a pouceni, vojenskd povidka apod. Je zfejmé, ze viceméné autochtonni
prameny romdnu tu slably, tu zase silily, ale nikdy je nelze zcela eliminovat - romén tedy
vznikal vzajemnym a postupnym prolinanim domaci epiky, ¢asto i oralni slovesnosti, a imitaci

cizich zdrojt.

Proplétani domaciho a ciziho, jejich prolindni a prstupovani je v ruské literatute silngjsi
nez jinde také proto, ze v ruské literature se uplatiiuje jev, ktery jsme pracovné nazvali prae-
post efekt nebo prae-post paradox: jev piejaty z jinych narodnich literarnich struktur je
transformovany jakoby nedokonale tak, ze se jevi nejen jako vyvojova prefaze, ale také jako
postfaze, totiz jako originalni estetickd inovace (napf. sentimentéalni cestopis v podani A. N.
Radis¢eva nebo N. M. Karamzina, prvky gotického romanu vyuzivané F. M. Dostojevskym
aj.). Staci, kdyz se podivdme na anomalitu ruského roménu, ktery v ramci prae-post efektu
vytvari zcela jiné struktury: ,,roman ve verSich® A. S. Puskina EvZen Onégin, Lermontovova
varianta konfesionalniho romanu v Hrdinovi na$i doby, kde se postava PeCorina nahlizi
z riznych narativnich pozic, ,,poéma*“ Mrtvé duSe N. V. Gogola, ,.kosmicky roman“ F. M.

Dostojevského nebo ,,romdnovy epos* L. N. Tolstého.

,Zanry virtualni autenticity* se za¢inaji vyrazngji projevovat na pocatku postmodeny,
tj. od konce 60. let 20. stoleti; maji své pfedchiidce v inovované science fiction nebo
,»zahadologické produkce (L. Soucek); jsou to Utvary, které t&€zi v podstaté z preromantické a
romantické literatury a vytvareji zvlastni svét virtudlni autenticity, tj. pfehodnocuji tradicni
zanrové modely a schémata a vyuzivaji k tomu cCasto metatextu nebo kvazimetatextu
v souvislosti s Zanrovym podloZim detektivky nebo science fiction (Umberto Eco, ale i J. K.

Rowlingové nebo Dan Brown ¢i u nas Milo§ Urban).

Kvézipostmodernismem nazyvame vnéjskovou napodobu postmoderni intertextuality,
u nds napf. v dilech Michala Viewegha.?® Memoérové Zanry nebo texty ¢i kvazimemodary jsou
soucasné podoby klasickych paméti, v nichZ se objevuji rysy, pro néz jsem vymyslel pojmy
jako roztyleni, rozostfenost, uhybavost. V souvislosti se studiem axiologie literatury jsem

pouzil pojmu ,,axiologickd osa zanra*, tedy dominantni vyvojova linie, jez nese hodnotové

28 Viz nase studie: Lekce tviirciho psani a kvazipostmodernisticka poetika Michala Viewegha. Stil 4, Beograd 2005,
s. 303-313. Postmodernism and Quasipostmodernism (Michal Viewegh). Neohelicon. Acta Comparationis
Litterarum Universarum. Akadémiai Kiad6, Springer, 2006, tomus XXXIII, fasciculus 2, December, s. 37-44. Zanr
prozaického deniku Michala Viewegha, poetika, zanrové tradice a souvislosti. STIL 10, Beograd 2011, s. 309-322.



jadro uméleckého textu nebo jsou centrem jeho hodnototvorného usili. Pti studiu slovenské
literatury a Cesko-slovenskych vztahli jsem systematicky i v rdmci tradicnich brnénskych
cesko-slovenskych konferenci (od 1997), sumarné pak v knize Slovakistické reflexe (2017)
razil pojem ,,mazani ¢eské stopy* jako zamérné retuSovani nebo oslabovani ¢eského piisobeni
v slovenské literatutfe 1 ceského vlivu v slovenském jazyce a literatufe a na Slovensku viibec,
tedy pfesné opacné, nez jak to vikdi napt. Juraj Dolnik, ktery ¢eské ptisobeni v slovensting

poklada za organickou soucast vyvoje slovenského jazyka.

Aby se relativné nové nebo inovované pojmy staly ,,majetkem* jinych narodnich
kulturéch, je tfeba je ptelozit; o to jsme se vlastné z donuceni daném nutnosti vyskytu abstraktt
a kli¢ovych slov alespon v angli¢tiné a v mém piipade v rustiné (pro potieby ¢lanku vydaného

v Polsku) a snad i v némc¢iné pokusili.

Takze ,kronikédlni prostorova pulzace je ,.chronicle space pulsation, ,,poetika
konkrétniho* ,,poetics of the concrete®, ,hodnotovd antinomicnost romanové kroniky* je
»axiological antinomy of the novel chronicle®, , kronika jako podlozi mytu* je ,,chronicle as a
basement of myth®, ,prepéti“ je ,,overexertion®, ,,plynuti“ , passing®, ,,vynofovani a mizeni
kauzality syzetu je ,,the emerging and the disappearing of the plot“, ,,juxtapozicnost syzetu*

413
1

je ,,plot juxtaposion®, syZetové linie jsou ,,formativni“, tedy ,,formative®, ,,dominantni* jsou
»dominant and ,katenalni“ ,catenary*; ,rozptylovani idyly a elegie®, je ,,idyll and elegy
dispersion®, ,antiidyla® a ,antielegie“ jsou ,anti-idyll“ and ,anti-elegy”, ,,vyboceni
kronikového hrdiny* je ,,deviation of a chronicle hero/character®, ,, prae-post efekt/paradox* je
»pre-post effect/paradox®, ,,zanry virtudlni autenticity* jsou ,,genres of virtual authenticity*,
“kvazipostmodernismus®“ je ,,quasipostmodernism®, ,memodrové zanry“ jsou ,,memoir
genres*, ,.kvazimemodry* jsou ,,quasimemoirs®, ,,rozmazanost® je ,,.blurriness®, ,,rozostfenost
o cc

je ,,disfocusing®, ,,uhybavost® ,,evasiveness®, ,,axiologickd osa zanri‘ je ,,axiological axis of

genres®, ,,mazani ¢eské stopy* je ,,deletion of a Czech traces*.

Takze ,kronikalni prostorova pulzace® je ,.chronicle space pulsation®, ,,poetika
konkrétniho* ,,poetics of the concrete®, ,,hodnotova antinomicnost romanové kroniky* je
»axiological antinomy of the novel chronicle®, , kronika jako podlozi mytu® je ,,chronicle as a

ree
1

basement of myth®, | prepéti“ je ,,overexertion®, ,,plynuti“ , passing*, ,,vynofovani a mizeni
kauzality syZetu® je ,,the emerging and the disappearing of the plot®, ,,juxtapozi¢nost syzetu*
je ,,plot juxtaposion®, syZetové linie jsou ,,formativni®, tedy ,,formative®, ,,dominantni“ jsou
,dominant and ,katenalni“ ,,catenary*; ,rozptylovani idyly a elegie, je ,,idyll and elegy

dispersion®, ,antiidyla® a ,antielegie” jsou ,anti-idyll“ and ,anti-elegy”, ,,vyboceni



kronikového hrdiny* je ,,deviation of a chronicle hero/character®, ,, prae-post efekt/paradox* je
,pre-post effect/paradox®, ,,zanry virtudlni autenticity jsou ,,genres of virtual authenticity*,
“kvazipostmodernismus®“ je ,,quasipostmodernism®, , memodrové Zzanry“ jsou ,,memoir
genres®, ,,kvazimemoary* jsou ,,quasimemoirs®, ,,rozmazanost™ je ,,blurriness®, ,,rozostienost
je ,,disfocusing®, ,,uhybavost” ,,evasiveness®, ,,axiologickd osa zanrt“ je ,,axiological axis of

genres*, ,,mazani ¢eské stopy* je ,,deletion of a Czech traces*.

Rusky a némecky: ,,mo3THKa KOHKPETHOTO®, ,,0TKJIOHCHHE XPOHUKAIBLHOTO Tepos‘,
,paccenBaHue/pa3BeMBaHUE WIWUIMKM W JJE€TUU™, , JOMUHAHTHbIE, (OpPMATUBHBIE U
neneoOpa3Hbie  CIOKETHBIE  JIMHHU,  ,JIUCIEpCHUS W MPOTEKaHwWe, ,,[IPe-MocT
s dekr/mapagokc u ,,pacOKyCHpOBaHHE™, ,,pa3MBITOCTh, PACIUIBIBYATOCTh IKAHPOBBIX
IpaHMI . , KaHpPbl BHUPTYAJIbHOW ayTEHTHMYHOCTU®, ,,aKCHOJIOTMYECKAas OCh JKaHpOB®,
,»CMa3bIBAHME YEIICKOro ciuena“, ,,KBa3UMEMyaphl, ,pacCeMBAaHUE WIWIUIMM U DSJIEruu’,
,»XPOHHUKAJIbHAS MYJIbCAM, ,,XpOHHKA KaK MOAIMOYBa MHU(a“, , BCIUIBITHC U HCUC3HOBECHUE
Kay3aJbHOCTH CHOJKETa™, ,,0IICHOYHAsI/aCKUOJIOTHYeCKash aHTHHOMHYHOCTh pOMaHa-XPOHUKH *,

,,CIOKCTHAasA IOKCTaHOSI/II_II/IFI“ " Apyrue;

Chronikraumpulsation, die Poetik des Konkreten, axiologische Antinomien der Romanchornik,
dir Chronik als Grund des Mythos, die Uberspannung, das Vergehen, das Auftauchen und das
Verschwinden der Sujetkausalitit, Juxtaposition des Sujets, formative, dominante,
Kettensujetlinien, das Verstreuen der Idylle und der Elegie, ,,Antiidylle” a ,,Antielegie®, ,,die
Schwenkung der Chronikgestalt, ,,Prae-post-Effekt”, ,,Gattungen der virtuellen Autentizitét,
,»Quasi Postmodernismus®, ,,Memoirengattungen®, ,,Quasi Memoiren®, ,,die Verwischung®,
,»die Unschirfe, ,,die Ausweichendkeit, ,,axiologische Achse der Gattungen®, ,,die Loschung

der tschechischen Spur* aj.

TakZe je téch pojmi, které jsem se snaZil uplatnit pomérné hodné, ale jejich prosazeni
je krajn¢ obtizné. Zde se projevuje nékolikerym zpisobem. V podstaté¢ malokdy — pokud jde o
seridzni badatele, navic s ptatelskym postojem k autorovi a jeho pokusiim — se tyto pojmy
opravdu cituji a odkazuje se k jejich ptivodci — vzhledem k tomu, co bylo indikovdno vyse,
objektivni podminky k plagovani pojmil a jejich zcizovani jsou pravé ve filologii obecné a
v literarni véde zvlasteé neobycejné ptiznivé. Takze fada mych pojmil tykajicich se kroniky nebo
romanov kroniky se objevila, dokonce v jedé encyklopedii jako vytvor jedné z autorek, pfi¢emz

moje kniha byla citovdna kdesi vzadu — jsou to velmi obratné, nestydaté a zakeiné, jen tézko



napadnutelné praktiky, jimz se zadny diplomant nevyrovna. Ani za omluvu jim to nestoji.?*
Jinde jsem uz Cetl o ,,mazani Ceské stopy“, také bez uvedeni pramene, ale bylo to snad
piehlédnuti, nebot’ se s autorem v dobrém zname: je mozn¢, ze ¢lovek se zmocni né¢jakého
pojmu jaksi mimovolné a bez zlého umyslu ho pifijme za sviij, aniz si uvédomi souvislssti.
Takze cesta k vyuzivani novych pojmu je trnitd, obtizna, také pokud jde o uznani jejich
autorstvi, pavodnosti a ptivodce — néco vymyslet se prosté nevyplaci, je to role nevdécna.
Nicméné v dnesni dobé¢, kdy se socialné a myslenkové vracime ke stfedovéku, jak to kdysi
ostatn¢ predvidal Nikolaj Berdajev (1774-1948)%*, se individudlni autorstvi i v souvislosti
s postmoderni intertextualitou a celkovou hodnotovou rozostienosti rozplyva, rozpousti, i kdyz
prave dnes o to vice je az extrémné branéno, coz jsou jen dvé strany jedné mince. To vSak nic
neméni na tom, Ze terminologie, jeji vyvoj a celkové plisobeni na metody a zptisoby zkoumani

zUstava v literarni véde — stejné jako jinde - klicovou.
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