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V rozporu s béZznym vnimanim je ¢eskoslovenska a polska literarni véda (literarni teorie, literarni
historie, literarni kritika) sedmdesatych a osmdesatych let 20. stoleti velmi rozmanitym polem.
Zatimco univerzitni katedry se zamétuji na vyuku téch koncepci literatury, které se etablovaly

v pozdnich ¢tyficatych letech a na poc¢atku let padesatych pod etiketou ,socialistického realismu®,
a zatimco — prinejmensim implicitné — pretrvavaji ramce narodni literatury vytvorené v 19. stoleti,
samizdatové publikace a neoficidlni seminéte poradané v soukromych bytech se snazi uchovat
zajem o tradici mezivalecné teorie, jako je prazsky strukturalismus. Soucasné s tim literarni
instituce na zavedenych akademiich véd, které jsou 1épe vybavené nez napt. redaktori
samizdatovych periodik a které se nachazeji mimo pedagogickou sféru univerzitni literarni védy,
nabizeji — alespon do uréité miry — niky pro inovativni literarni vyzkum. Pfestoze institucionalni

a diskurzivni kontexty byvaji vétSinou prisné odd€lovany, v nékterych ptipadech se oblasti jejich
ptsobnosti piekryvaji, takZze nekonvenéni, nebo dokonce politicky provokativni perspektivy mohou
pronikat do oficidlniho akademického diskurzu.

S védomim tohoto pozadi se workshop zamértuje na literarni védce Marii Janion (¥1926)

a Vladimira Macuru (1945—1999). Janion pracuje vice nez Sest desetileti v Instytutu Badan
Literackich Polské akademie véd. Zatimco se — ponékud paradoxné — zapojuje do opozi¢ni védecké
organizace Towarzyszstwo Kurs6w Naukowych, je zaroven i profesorkou Gdarnské univerzity.

V pozdnich sedmdesatych letech publikuje svou prvni knihu o polském romantismu (Romantyzm
i historia, 1979, s Marii Zmigrodzkou). Problémem, k némuz se v pritbéhu svého piisobeni neustale
vraci, je konceptualizace daného obdobi jako formativniho prvku polské kultury (napt. Czas formy
otwartej. Tematy i media romantyczne, 1984; Projekt krytyki fantazmatycznej. Szkice o
egzystencjach ludzi i duchéw, 1991; Romantyzm i egzystencja, 2004). Macura je od roku 1971
zaméstnancem Ustavu pro éeskou literaturu Ceskoslovenské akademie véd — od roku 1993 aZ do
své smrti jako jeho Feditel (to uz v rdmci Akademie véd Ceské republiky). V roce 1974 zaklada
Baltsky svaz, volnou skupinu védci, kteri se zabyvaji studiem a hravou prezentaci estonské

a posléze i lotySské a litevské literatury; jejich oborova emancipace od kontextu vSesovétské
literatury do jisté miry implicitné slouZi jako metafora pro pohled jeho ¢leni na ¢esko(slovenskou)
literaturu. Také Macurovo dilo se zaméruje na historické obdobi narodniho obrozeni a jeho
pokracujici dopad na narodni a kulturni sebepojeti — jako napi. monografie Znamenti zrodu (1983,



také Cesky sen, 1998); pozdéji Macura tento piistup rozsifuje na dalsi historicka obdobi a témata —
jako ¢eskoslovenska socialistické kultura (Stastny vék, 1992).

Pres tyto institucionélni analogie i pfes nedostatek dokladi, Ze by Janion a Macura vzajemné
recipovali sva dila nebo Ze by se nékdy osobné setkali, komparativni vizkum jejich dél odhali
nékolik paralel:

Oba se tcastni dalekosahlé rekonceptualizace své vlastni discipliny. Macurovy studie o klicovém
prinosu filologickych debat pro formovani ¢eského narodniho védomi se nezamétuji pouze na
performativni dimenzi védeckych diskurzi, ale v nékterych ohledech pfipominaji také Imagined
Communities Benedikta Andersona (publikovano 1983). Janion, zaméfujici se na mesianistické

a historiozofické aspekty polského romantismu, nepovazuje literaturu za reprezentaci, nybrz za
soubor predstav, které predchézeji fakt. Oba navrhuji vyslovné performativni porozumeéni literarni
véde, které se z dnesniho pohledu jevi témér jako vizionaiské.

Jak je jiz zfejmé, oba do zavedeného kritického a teoretického diskurzu vnaseji urc¢ité pojmy
imaginarna. Kdezto fada Macurovych textl se opira o pojmy jako ,mytus® a ,mystifikace®, Janion je
nejvice znama tim, Ze do polského teoretického diskurzu zavadi pojem ,fantazma“. Zatimco prvni
dva pojmy jsou definovany sémioticky, druhy je pevné svazan s psychoanalytickou teorii.

Texty obou badatelil, Janion i Macury, svéd¢i o recepci zejména francouzské a anglosaské literarni
teorie. Ve skute¢nosti by pojmy jako Macuriv ,mytus“ nebo ,fantazma“ Janion byly nemyslitelné bez
toho, ze by autofi studovali mimo jiné spisy Rolanda Barthesa a Jacquese Lacana. Blizsi zkoumani
metodologickych reflexi Janion odhaluje jeji obezndmenost s Edwardem Saidem, ktery ve své knize
Orientalismus (1978) nazval filologii ,vynalézavou disciplinou®. Ve skutecnosti se oba, vedle své
kritické prace, zapojili do zprostiedkovani zapadni teorie. Janion plisobila jako redaktorka fady
Transgresje (1981—1988), série antologii, kde byla kromé prozy a poezie publikovana také teoreticka
dila takovych autord, jako jsou Michel Foucault, Gilles Deleuze a Georges Bataille, ¢asto ve viibec
prvnim polském piekladu. Macura byl inicidtorem a spoluautorem Priivodce po svétové literarni
teorii (1988), objemné ptirucky o zahraniéni literarni teorii — s medailony a bibliografickymi tdaji
fady praci Rolanda Barthesa, Umberta Eka, Gérarda Genetta, Julie Kristevy aj., z nichz mnoho
nebylo v té dobé k dispozici v ¢eském ani ve slovenském piekladu.

Oba, Janion i Macura, uptfednostiiuji netradi¢ni zanry védeckého diskurzu. Neni ptekvapivé, ze
Janion s ohledem na pojeti svého dila jako projektu ,krytyki fantazmatycznej“ voli Zanr eseje.
Macura své pozdni texty oznacuje jako ,sémiotické eseje“, nebo dokonce ,,semi(o)fejetony*

a v devadesatych letech se pfedstavuje jako autor né€kolika historickych romand, které byvaji ¢teny
jako beletrizace jeho literarnévédnych badani o narodnim obrozeni. I kdyz je to zfidkakdy uvedeno
explicitné, také zde musime predpokladat vliv autord, jako je Roland Barthes.

Vyuzivame tohoto ptehledu k tomu, abychom pozvali literarni védce i badatele piibuznych obort,
jako jsou dé&jiny védy, k diskusi mimo jiné nad nasledujicimi tématy a otazkami:

Historické kontexty. Jaké byly institucionalni podminky a jaka byla omezeni literarni védy

v Polsku a Ceskoslovensku v sedmdesétych a osmdesétych letech 20. stoleti? Jak vzidjemné souvisela
literarni véda ,,univerzitni“ a ,mimouniverzitni®, ,,oficialni“ a ,neoficialni“? A kde se nachazela
zavedena mista literdrnévédného badani v rimci akademii véd? Jaké paralely, a pfedevsim jaké
rozdily mezi Polskem a Ceskoslovenskem je tieba vzit v tivahu?

Janion a Macura a jejich (re)konceptualizace literarni védy: literarni véda jako ,,d€jiny
kulturni imaginace®, jako déjiny ideji, jako ,krytyka fantazmatyczna“ (Janion); literarni véda jako
dekonstrukce kulturnich mytt (Macura); Macurova kulturni sémiotika; literarni véda jako
performativni, vynalézava disciplina.

Kliéové pojmy: fantazma“, ,duchovni“ (Janion), ,mytus®, ,mystifikace”, ,sen”, ,kulturni typ“
(Macura).

Zanry literarni védy: esej, ,sémioticky esej“, ,,semi(o)fejeton”, narativni literatura (Macura).
Recepce zahranic¢nich teorii: napr. Barthes, Eco, Lotman (Macura); Said, Lacan, Foucault
(Janion); co ¢tou Janion a Macura a jak se to odrazi v jejich dile? Jak ¢tou? Maji k dispozici polské,
ceské nebo slovenské preklady recipovanych dél; pokud nemaji, ve kterych jazycich ¢tou a jak s nimi
pracuji? Do jaké miry je u nich recepce zahrani¢nich kontextti kombinovéana s autochtonni teorii
(napft. prazskym strukturalismem)
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Contrary to common perceptions, literary studies (literary theory, literary history, literary criticism)
in 1970s and 80s Czechoslovakia and Poland, are a highly diverse field. While university
departments focus on the teaching of conceptions of the literary which had been established

in the late 1940s and early 1950s under the label of ‘socialist realism’, while, at least implicitely,
perpetuating frames of national literature that had been coined in the 19th century, samizdat
publications and inofficial seminars held in private appartments try to maintain the interest

in prewar theoretical traditions, such as Prague structuralism; outside the pedagogical realm

of universitarian literary studies but, at the same time, better equiped than, e.g. the editors

of samizdat periodicals, literary insitutes at the respective Academies of science offer, at least to
a certain extend, niches for innovative literary research. Despite institutional and discursive
contexts being mostly kept strictly seperat, in some cases, the spheres overlap, thus letting
unconventional or even politically provocative perspectives penetrate the official academic
discourse.

It is against this backdrop, that the workshop focusses on literary scholars Maria Janion (*1926)
and Vladimir Macura (1945-1999). Janion works, for more than six decades, for the Instytut Badan
Literackich at the Polish Academy of Science, while, quite paradoxically, both engaging

in the oppositional scientific organization Towarzystwo Kurséw Naukowych and holding a full
professorship at the University of Gdansk. In the late 70s, she publishes a first book on Polish
Romanticism (Romantyzm i historia, 1979, with Maria Zmigrodzka), a subject she keeps on
returning to throughout her career, conceptualizing the period in question as a formative element
of Polish culture (e.g. Czas formy otwartej. Tematy i media romantyczne, 1984; Projekt krytyki
fantazmatycznej. Skice o egzystencjach ludzi i duchéw, 1991; Romantyzm i egzystencja, 2004).
Macura is employed, from 1971, at the Ustav pro ¢eskou literaturu of the Czechoslovak and later
Czech Academy of Science, and serves, from 1993 until his death, as its director; in 1974, he founds
the Baltsky svaz, a loose group of scholars who engage in the study and playfull performance

of Estonian and later also Latvian and Lithuanian literature; to a certain extend, their disciplinary
emancipation from the context of an all-soviet culture hereby implicitely serves as a metaphor for
the member’s perspectives on Czech(oslovak) literature. Macura’s work, too, focusses

on a historical period of ‘Narodni obrozeni’ and its continuing impact on national and cultural self-
conceptualizations, such as in his monograph Znamenti zrodu (1983, also Ceskyj sen, 1998); he later



expands this approach to other historical periods and subjects, such as Czechoslovak socialist
culture (Stastny vék, 1992).

Despite these institutional analogies and despite the lack of proof that Janion and Macura have
received their respective works let alone have ever met in person, a comparative study of their
writings reveal a series of fascinating parallels:

Both engage in a far-reaching reconceptualization of their own discipline. Macuras study

of the crucial contribution of philological debates to the formation of Czech nationhood not only
focusses on the performative dimension of scholarly discourses, but, in certain ways, also reminds of
Benedict Anderson’s Imagined Communities (also published 1983). Focussing on messianic and
historiosophic aspects of Polish romanticism, Janion, too, views literature not as representation but
as a body of imaginations which preceed the factual. Both propose an explicitely performative
understanding of literary studies, which, viewed from today’s perspective, seems almost visionary.
As already visible in this, both introduce certain notions of the imaginary into the respectives critical
and theoretical discourse. While many of Macura’s writings rely on concepts such as ‘mytus’ and
‘mystifikace’, Janion is best known for introducing the concept of ‘fantazma’ into Polish theoretical
discourse. While the former two are semiotically defined, the latter heavily draw on psychoanalytical
theory.

Both Janion’s and Macura’s writings bear witness to a reception of especially French and Anglosaxon
literary theory which is, with regard to the period in question, very unusual. In fact, concepts such

as Macura’s ‘mytus’ or Janion’s ‘fantazma’ would be unthinkable without the respective author’s
study of, among others, writings by Roland Barthes and Jacques Lacan, and a closer investigation

of Janion’s methodological reflections reveals her endebtment to Edward Said, who, in his book
Orientalism (1978), called philology an “inventive discipline”. In fact, in addition to their critical
work, both were heavily engaged in the mediation of Western literary theory. Janion served as editor
of Transgresje (1981-88), a series of anthologies, which, besides prose and poetry, also published
theoretical works by authors such as Michel Foucault, Gilles Deleuze, and Georges Batailles, often

in first-ever Polish translation. Macura initiated and co-edited Pritvodce po svétové literarni teorii
(1988) a volouminous handbook on foreign literary theory featuring outlines and bibliographial data
of countless theoretical works, e.g. by Roland Barthes, Umberto Eco, Gérard Genette, or Julia
Kristeva, many of which were, at that time, available, neither in Czech nor Slovak translation.

Both Janion and Macura display an obvious predelection for non-traditional genres of scholarly
discourse. Unsurprisingly with regard to the conceptualization of her own work as a “projekt krytyki
fantazmatycznej”, Janion’s genre of choice is the essay. Macura calls his later writings “semiotické
eseje” or even “semi(o)fejetony”, and, in the 1990s, authors a series of historical novels which often
read like the literarization of his scholarly work on Narodni obrozeni. Even if rarely explicitely stated,
here, too, an influence of authors such as Roland Barthes must be assumed.

Using this outline as a point of departure, scholars of literary studies and adjacent disciplines such
as the history of science are invited to discuss, among others, the following topics and questions:

historical contexts: what were the institutional conditions as well as limitations of literary studies
in Poland and Czechoslovakia the 1970s and 80s? How did ,universitarian‘ and ,non-universitarian‘,
,official’ and ,inofficial’ literary studies relate to each other? And what were the respective places

of literary studies within the Academies of Science? What parallels, and, above all, what differences
between Poland and Czechoslovakia are to be taken into consideration?

Janion’s and Macura’s (re)conceptualizations of literary studies: literary studies

as ,history of cultural imaginations®, as history of ideas, as ,krytyka fantazmatyczna“ (Janion);
literary studies as deconstruction of cultural myths (Macura); Macuras cultural semiotics; literary
studies as a performative, inventive discipline

key concepts: ,fantazma‘, ,ghosts’ (Janion), ,mytus‘, ,mystifikace’, ,dream’, ,kulturni typ“ (Macura)
genres of literary studies: essay, ,semioticky esej“, ,,semi(o)fejeton®, narrative literature
(Macura)

reception of foreign theorie: e.g. Barthes, Eco, Lotman (Macura); Said, Lacan, Foucault
(Janion); what do Janion and Macura read and how does it reflect in their work? How is it read? Are
Polish, Czech or Slovak translations of the received writings available? If not, which languages do
they read in and work with? To which extend is this combined with autochtonous theory (e.b. Prague
Structuralism)?



