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DISPLAYING 'WORDS AND PLAYING WORDS 3Y MEANS OF ‘YORDS
(Enclaves of Theatre in Language and Literature)l

Ivo Osolsobé (3rmo)

Two basic assumptions kave been accepted almost generally
in all semiotics of literature aand theatre: the (tacit) presump-~
tion of the semlotic purity and homogeneity of language as the
one and only system upon which all literature 13 based, and the
(explicit) postulate of semiotic impurity and heterogeneity of
theatre conceived as a plurality and =aixture of gemiotic codes.
Strange as 1% may sceem, both the postulates are totally false.

Licerature, even 1f written in ar absolutely pure and unilin-
Zual "natioral idiom", is - semiotically - almost always "bilin-
éual". using two linguiagtically identical but semiotically
completely different codes. One code, the proper linguistic code,
is used for th verbal description, which means that in this code,
and by this code, events both of the outer and of the inner world
of the story - including verbal events - are described, that is,
verbally represented. The other code, completely different from
the first one, although, in most cases, linguistically (or rather
entbnolinguistically) absolutely identical with it, i3 a code in
which, and by which, words (utterances, texts) do not denote the:
world but simply exhibit themselves or play other words (utter-
ances, texts) presumbly uttered by the characters of the story.
Literature - but also ordinary-life story-telling - when de-
scribing interpersonal events and arriving at the topic of verbal
events, usually switches from the first code to the second one,
from the code of the symbols (in Peirce’s semse) to the code of
the icons of symbols, switching thus from the properly lingual,
verbal code (the code of, say, LOGOS) to other codes, to the code
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of display and to the code of play (or, let us say, MIMOS).

(The existence of a mixture of both the two codes called,
say, gseml-direct speech, style indirect libre, reported speech,
etc., does not deny the importance of distinguishing both codes.
dn the contrary: they should be distinguished -~ with help of the
linguistic annlymis of the so-called crypto-quotations - even
within the “nixed code".)

In contrast to literature, the semlotic system of the theat-
re is semiotically almost abgolutely pure and homogeneous (pro -
vided there exists something like pure and homogeneous codes).
1his is the domain of the almost exclusive validity of the second
of the two codes and of the "principle of MIi{0S", which could
also be call;d the principle of token: token modelling since,
according to this principle, tokens (or strings of tokens, or
clusters of tokens) do not represent the World, but, primarily,
other tokens (or strings or clusters of tokens) of the same type.
As result of this, the theatrical representation of gemiotically
heférogeneoua originals (viz., situdtions of human 1nteract;on)
by equally heterogeneous nmodels (viz. other situationg of human
interaction) 1s semiotically absolutely homogeneous. This applies,
a Zortiori, to the written draman (as far as 1td priancipal text
is concerned).

The above conclusions with ~espect to the heterogenelty of
language can be confirmed by the results obtalned froz a compari-
son between language (including literature) and painting, in par-
ticular between the depicticn of peintinga by pentings and the
"depiction" of language by language (or, better, of discourse by
diacourse). Painting-depicting paintings uti:ize obsolutely identi-

cal pictorial azeans, whether depicting pointings or depicting non

paintings Tn coatrast to it discourse, both w#rittven and spoken,
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shenever recurring to the oratio recta (or to the technique of
quoting) applies a literary device which aot only differs from
the devices used in its immediate ccatext, but which is of a to-
tally nonlinguistic semiotlic nature. To express it in visual art
teras, this device is nothihé but a lit;rnry counterpart of colla-
ge or ready made, the heterogeneity of which - with respect to
the remaining text - can be overlooked only by an eye - and naind
- totally free from any semiotic considerations. The Zoreign-
body character of quotations, quotations and cryptoquotations was
recognized by logicians (e. g. by Reichenbache) as well as by
linguists (e. g. by Wier:bickﬂB) decades ago; aowever, semiotics
of literature has, as yet, totally failed %o recogalze it. 3ut
semiotics ignoring basic semliotic facts - this is a contradiction
in terms!

What consequences can be drawn as a result of recognition
of these facts? It does not seem to be reasonable - and it is
by no means the objective of this study - to raise any territo-
rial claim and to change the accepted borderline betwsen theatre
and liferature. As to the bome of contention, 1. e. the dramatic
text, 1t seems better to have 1t shared by both theatre and li-
terature - even in a compqt;tive way - than to leave if outside
the spheres of interest of each of them. The objective of thias
atudy, its claim and aim i3, in a sense, more nodest and, at the
same time, more immoderate: not to demand revision of the border-
line of theatre with respect to other forms of art but to demand
its recognition as a principle of life and knowledge. Te do not
place theatre on the same level as literature considering it
("only") an art, but on the same level as language. Theatre in
this general, semiotic sense (we can call it "the principle of
MIMOS", but the term does not seem sufficiently unambiguous) 1is
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a somlotic principle independent from language and, phyloseneti-'
cally, older than languages. In previous studles (e.g. in the
Prench study Cours de théatriatique .générale q’) I have tried to
prove the validity of this semiotic principle in various domains
of science and life, 9.g. e:cperimen\:atioﬁ. play, trial and erroz,
humour - at first sight a very dlscomnected field, indeed! -
whereas in the »resent atudy I am trying to prove the existence
of enclaves of validity of this semiotic principle oven within
the domain of language.

That 1s To be donme to carry on this program as a asemiotic
progran? The FIRST TASK would be a purely theoretical one: to
deepen, or, bYetier, to work out the theory of the prianciple it-
gelf. The SECCHND very important field seems %o be the aistory of
the problem, that i3 previocus reflections of this kind within
the framework of the developing views on literature and language.
Finally, the TETRD task is to f£ind, describe, and, if possible,
clagsify the dilferent domains of thaatre within language and
literature themnselves.

The principle itself and the FURE THEORY of it are, of course,
fully independenti of any literary or linguistic considera-
tions. This must be stressed betrorehand because the term token:
token icons (o> token: token models) may evoke direct linguistic
assoclations. Jo doubt, it is derived from a common linguistic
term (or, rather, from a semiotic term a0stly used in linguistics),
In spite of this, the theory of token: Soken models has, as to
its origin, nothing to do with linguistics or with semiotics but,
rather, with a {(nonexisting) theory of plural entities., Thilosgo-
Phy since Aris<totle through gnosticists up to Leibnitz or even
trawson has considered plural entities only as a background
against which particular and individual eatities can be individ-
uated; that i3 to say, it has not considered them at all (which
has been the orly way to cope with something with which we cazn-~
not cope in any reasonable senge). Fortunately, there exists one
kind of plural antity with which we can cope quite casily becau-
se we produce 1it. This i3 the case of production series (or ge-
ries of produccs) asbche artificial, human counterpart of the 3go-
called natural xinds” which can be - perhaps - considered pro-
duction series of rature, and this i3 also the case (at least
in a certain degree) of linguistic bokens. Zach tokea of a cer-
tain type (let us extend the tera token for any series product)
can be cognitively inthree principal ways: (1) as aa original
(4if, for some Teason, we are interested exactly in this parti-
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cular token only; (2) as a sample (1f we are interested in tge
whole series rather tnan in the sample token itself); and (3

as a nodel of some (or any) other member of the same series. Such
token: token models are supposed to be even the best models if we
can trust Arthuro Rosenblueth and Norbert Wiemer claiming that
"“"the best (..) model of a cat is (..) another (..) cat". Bven
though the quoted authors use this example only half-seriously,
token: tolten models exist and deserve a theory developed in

more technical andsleas amateurish fashion than has been dome by
the present author-.

Such a theory should taXe into consideration all ontological
modalities bf series, reals, past, future, potential, series that
are stable, and series that are improving or deterioratving, and
all possible variants of Sokens (tokens that are normal, paradig-
aatic tokens, and tokens that are foils, nisfits, or evea fakes).
this would have gome interesting corollaries, e. g. vThat there
can %e no (noraal) coken: token aodels of unfeasible originals,
The range of apvlication of such a theory would be extremely wide,
including not only such fields as theory of the so-called osten-
sion/ , theory of communication, and museology, dut also theory of
scientific experimentation (a series of experiments), theory of
speech recognition, theory of animal and childven's play, -—— and
also theory of quotation as well as of direct speech,

To survey the secong field, i. e. the HISTORY OF THE PROBLEM,
we must begin with Plato®, the first theoretician of the "theatre
in literature". Unfortunately the straight forward moralizing and
naive social reformatory ideas prevent the modera reader from
taking nhis arguments seripusly. Be that as it =aay, it was, perhaps,
thanks to this motivation that Plato’s obsgervational capacity in
a degree that made him draw a clear distinction between words
describing facts (both real and fictitious facts) and words play-
ing other words (also real or fictitious), i. e., in Plato’s
original terms, between diegesis and nimesis. Diomedesa, the late
Roman grammarian, took over Plato’s trichotomy of poetry but,
alas, rephrased it in his own terms. With Plato it is the way of
representation (that is the word itself, whether it denotes, or
mimes, or switches from one %o the other) that distiﬁuishea and
claagifies literary genres, with Diomedes i¢ is the "person of
the speaker': whether the poet, the character of tkhe story, or
voth. This seemingly alight skift¢, wbich may seeu to have sone
pedagogical advantages, results, ian fact, in a terrible confusion
if we take it in a literary sense (which 1s usually the case).
There can be only one speaking person: the poet, the author. He
is only one who is really speaking and who can really speak. But
he can choose between two different nahners of verbal represen-
tation: he can describe, or he can play. When Curtius-+V neglects
this difference and interprets Platc in Diomedes’ terms, i3 is
guite pardonable, the more so because he has no semiotic ambiotlons,

But if the same happens to Kristeva.l who pretends tu be a -semio-
tician, it is p serious migtake, because it was exactly here where
there was the opportunity to prove 1t, Unless she i3 not respon-—
sible for what she has written because 1t 13 not she - that "per-
son who is speaking” - but Curtius (in the statements signed by
Kristova) and Diomedes (through *he stateaents signed by Curtius).

the issue left open by Pl&to and %o start a dialogue over tﬁenty—
throe centuries. 3akhtin draws almogt the same distinction as
Plato, aoreover alamost ir the same terms. Neversheless - and this



is one additional reason for a genuine dialogue with Plato - his
notivation is totally different from that of his partner, and

as for their evaluations of the zame vhenomena, %hey are exactly
opposite. What Plato wished to banish from the ideal state (and
what, in fact, always has been banished from the "real culture"
to its "vulgar" periphery and to the underground of literature) -
the spontaneous vulgar culture of carnival -~ is promoted by RBakh-
tin to the very core of literature in the vernacular and consi-
dered a fons vitae of all fiction writing. Needless to say, dakh-
tin’s concept of carnival is identical with Plato'’s concept of
miming and with our principle of theatre. hat else could carni-
val be, 1f not an improvised piece play, and role played by eaci
for the other, and, at the same time, by all Zor all and by eve-
rybody for everybody?

Little wonder that the person who entered after 30 many cen-
turies the dilalogue with the dialectician Plato was, himself,
a svheorist of dialogue, that is, %o use anis own Vverm, of the "dia-
logic speech". The same can De said about ukaTovsiky. Surprising-
1y, his studies about dialogue have nothing %o do with our pro-
blen; their proper concern 13 dialogue in life. Hlevertheless,
when wrising about Xarel Capek ~< he clearly diatinguishes short
stories describing events from short storles retelling somebody
alse’s description or events. The saze distinction is obvious
aven for Xarel Capek himself? who, in his cheoretical essays
(Marasyas or A% the Periphery of Literature), classifies (Jokesa)
as aicro-comedies rather than as aicro-stories. 13

As for the last requirement of our semiotic program, viz,
the TYFOLOGY OF THEATRE IN LITERATURE, the best approach to this
problem seems to be via quotations. People produce verbal tokxens
in two huge sub-series, spoken and written, and each of the two
sub-geries can contain quotations from i1tgelf as from the other
series. Thus we can have written quotations from written texts
(usually described in terms of dispiay rather than play, or, in
other words, in terms of showing rather than in terms of token:
token modelling), and spoken quotations from the written texts
(even here the spoken utterance functions as a token: type sanmple
of the written sentence rather than as a token: token model).

On the other hand, we can also have written quotations of spoken
utterances (e. g. protocols), and, finally, spoken quotatiomns
of gpoken utterances (here the token: token principle seems %o
fit almost perfectly).

The first thing we can do with these four basic cases i3 to
extend them from one-sentence quotation to entire-text quotations.
The £irst possibility (written:written) will then include not
only such variants ags collections of quotations, but also such
as, say, editions of letters, collections of articles originally
printed in periodicals, readers, anthologles, etc. If such editions
are realised as facsimiles, the lapregsion of an exhibition only
can be stressed. The second variant (spoken £rom written) can /
perhaps be extended from reading (that is quoting) short passages
of written texts within apoken lectures to word-by-word reading
of written papers, that i1s, from citation %o re-citatioa. A lectu-
rer reading word by word his own text, or a poet reciting his own
poem, 13 it not in fact something like extended auto-quotation?

The third possibility (written from spoken) can be, naturally,
extended to include all protocols and proceedings, provided they
are written in direct speech. As for the fourth case (sgolen:spo-

/
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ken) this variant will tend not so much to the quantitative exten-
gsion (i, e. towards longer utterances), but, first of all, to-
wards an expansion crossing the boundaries of purely linguistic
quotation and aiming, via paralinguistics ond kinetics, at the
gtatus of a (marginal) aicrotheatre.

A3 yet we have consldered only the modality of real texts,
spoken or written. Our next step aims at the inclusion of quoting
from fictitious texts. It 1s intergating that the alement of fic-
tionality (quoting from fictitious originals) reinforces the thea-
trical character of the resulting product whether spoken or writ-
ten. The written:written variant includes such cases of theatre
in literature as novels pretending to be collections of letters
(e. g. Werther or Les liaisons dangereusesa), of "posthumous pa-
pers"”, of clippings ‘the Salamander War by iarel Capek), oreven
novels pretending (or, rather, playing) Festschrifts (Life and
Work of Composer Foltyn, by the same author). Finally, the "writ-
ten-from-spoken' variant is theatre, genuire theatre, whether on
stage or in life.

As for other modal variants, let us mention quoting from pos-
sible uses of the same word in a different context, which i3 -
within a serious text - usually signalized by an excesasive use
of quotation marks indicating our distancing from a "real" use
of the inappropriate expression in this context. (Cf. the quota-
tion marks at the aexpression "real" in the preceding sentence.)

-Like other models (and in contrast to language), Soken: to-
ken models (including quotations) have no built-in information
concerning their modality (that is, no information whether they
represent originals existing, potential, past, future, etc.).
Moreover - and in contrast to other models - token: token models
have no built-in information whether they are meant (offered) by
their senders as original or as models. In addition to all this,
quotations - as verbal token: token models - occur in verbal con=-
texts. Consequently, both easy confusion, and easy prevention
from confusion by explicit metacommunication are aqually possible:
this is why the domain' of token: token models of (possible) utte

ances or texts occuring within aormal uvterances or texts is a
world ' of eagy deception, mystification, and at the same &time of
(relatively) easy recognition of deception and thus the domain
of joke, fun and play.

The principle of theatre in literature and of token: token
models in general can Y€, perhaps, used as an explanatory princi-
pleof Ziction in general. Fictionality, in contrast to other onto-
logical modalities, 1s never sigoalized by mechaniams built into
language: on the coatrary, language signolizes it, deceptively, as
a normal reality, Cbviously, the substance of fictionality has
nothing %o do with illocution (f{rom in-loquor), that is with

speech-acts, but very auch %o do with illusioa (froam in-ludo},
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that 1s "play-acts", particularly with "play-acts with speech-acts",

i. e, with illusion in the (and of the) illocusion.l“

Finally let us pay regard to a different concept of theatre,lj
1. e. to that form of theatre that can be found in amusement
parks, Disneyland attractions, carousels, swiags, etc. This is
a type of, say, theatre where the consumer, ccnfronted with a
mechanical device, has to be involved in an active participation,
becoming thus (most usually) the one-verson public of hia .owmn
experiencing. It =ay seem totally out of placo; but identical
structures of token: token modelling can bg found in Jisneyland’s
Space 2rip (the picture of Zarth diminishes at the bottom "win-
dow" of the "space ship” whereas the whole auditoriua, staring
at it, plays the oonle of the_cosﬁie voyageurs), 1z baroque churches.
with through~the @ open-ceiling-views-of-the-open-heaveans trom-
pe 1l'oeil painting (the entire church, including the 7isitor’s
gaze, plays the role another church: of a church where She vault
has just opened and a airacle is happening so that we can see the
canopy of heaven open), in some cultic behaviour (kaseling and
kissing a lying cross; the holy communion; praying of "amechanical"
prayers, i. e., prayers with pre-established (order of) "apeech
events" and "narrated eveants"), and in the so-callsd "inner mono-
logue™ or "gstream of consciousness" of post-Jjoycean proge. e
aight ask whether also "private" reading of fiction should not
be placed in this category, because, perhaps, even tke priated
tokens play (and evoke) the "imner Sokens” of the "inner momdlo=-
gue" of the reader's aind.

This study i3 dedicated So Prof. PhDr. Josef Vachek, DrSec. ,
to whoa we owe the foraulation of the principle theorems of the

theory of the "second sub-series” in wkich verbal tokens are
produced, that is of the writtea language.
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DIVADELNOST JAKO XTASIFIKACNI KRITERIUM SEMIOTICKE A
GENOLOGICKE

Ivo Osolsob@ (Brno)

Divadelnost v nadplse tohoto shrauti je 3pi3 poutal neZ ter-
min a méla by byt v uvozovkidch. Terminologicky pTesnéj3i by bylo
aluvit o "token":"token" modelech (&1 modelech v mé&Tititu 1l:1 a
v materidlu originalu), to jest modelech, kde model i origindl
jsou prvky téZe hromadné entity (tfidy, prirozeného druhu), a kde
tedy jeden prvek (Jjedno Jedinecné Soken) je modelem jiného “token”
(Jiného jedineéného token) téZe hromadné eniity (tého% typu). _
Ov3em vzhledem k tomu, Ze nam jde pfevainé jen o literaturu, »Ti-
padnd o jeji matetAl, Feé, jazyk, vystadime docela dobfe s terai-
nen kvazicitat a kvazisitatovost.

Na prvni gohled nemiZe byt nic vzajomnd cizejiiho neZ citat
(tato doména ulenocsti) a divadlo (toto hajemstvi Dionjza). Ve sku-
tednosti viak to, co se i v tom nejsuchoparnéjsim projevu odehra-
va mezl slovy "cituji" a "kone¢ citatu”, je néco velmi blizkého
ne-1li pfimo divadlu, tedy aspon vystavni sini, Logikové, napriklad
Reichenbach, &1 filozofové Jazyka, gako tfeba Searle ve svgch
Speech Actg, dAvmo zjistili, Ze citaty jsou vlastnd cizi télesa

v Jinak homogennim proudu psaného &i mluveného Jazykového textu,

a Ze tedy svou podstatou nepatii do kategorie jazyka, ale do kate-
gorie piedmdtd ?1 kdy%Z - v tomto piipadd - ndhodou predméti, vy-
tvolenych ze slov). Cituji-li, jako bych do avé promluvy vilenil
redlny predmét: Jjako bych - b{t malifem - vlepil do avého platna
redlnou hraci kartu, jidelni listek, Zeleznilni jizdenku &1 Jjinou
"ready made"™ wvdc: jen dik tomu, Ze v tomto pfipad¥ "platno" Je
jazykové, verbalni, a vlepend vdc rovndi jazykovd (at ui jde

o jazyk mluveny &i jazyk psany), ujde tato redlna vdc, toto cizi
téleso na3i pozormosti. To, co ujde pozormosti nds 1idi, neujds
pozornostl stroji: ke stejnému zavéru jako filozofové jazyka a
logici do31i totiZ 1 matematilti lingvisté: citaty jim hatily
vdechny Jjazykové analyzy a poéitale Je vyplivovaly jako "nestra-
vitelné"”, tj. neanalyzovatelné, coZ vedlo wvzapéti k objevu
toeitatd (skrytych citatl) popisovanych v praci A. Wierzbické.

TQ k Eemu do3la moderni lgfika a lingvistika, vé8d3l uZ ddwvno
stary flato, ktery v Politel pfian& rozlisil basnictvi lyricke-
epické na strand jedné a dramatické na strand druhé, pfilemZ roz-
li3ovacim kritériem byl pravd zpisob napodobeni (tedy,jak bychom
dnes asi fekli, zpusob modelovani), Platonovo rozd3leni poezie na
lyricko-epickou, dramatickou a smi3enou bylo oviem vzapdti zasti-
néno rozddlenim Aristotelovym, délicim poezii na lyrickou, epickou
a dramatickou, rozd3lenim, s nim% pracujeme dodnes. Aristotelovo
d3leni Je z praktickjch a historickjch divodd vhodnéjsi, oviem
logicky disiednd3j3i a principidlndjsi je puivodni d8leni Flatonovo.
V historii poetiky se ndkolikrat krisi, bohuiel nikoli ve své
autentické podobé. Diomedes Je sice pLlejimA, zdroven Je v3ak in-
terpretuje (a ve skutednosti komoli) po avém: od ného pochézi zna-
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a4 formulace "aluvi autor*, "aluvi postava' atd. Je To foramulace
pedagogicky sice (a danl‘ve) vyhod_a ve akutecnosti v3ak matou=-
ci a zcela odlisna od jasného &rluerla Platonova, 7o skutec¢nosti
totiZ v celém dile nemluvi, ani aemuZe mluvit nikdo jiay ned
autor, bYasnik,., AuZe vsak mluvit a poplsovat poéinani avych postav,
sdotné jejich poéinani slovnikto, zufe vsak saké mluvit a svyod
slovy jejich slovai verdalai poéinani arat. 1 pravé Sakoveu arou,
7 2iz vlastal slovo autora zraje cizi slovo h_d.nj ‘sou ony xya-
~1u1.étj sroaluv fiktivnich nostav, Kterya T ikame »>Iiaa Tecd. Jsou
$o =niklavy divgdla, »yze divadelnlno 2plisobu dodelovani, Ziscd
divadelni semidzy uprostied svrchovaného uczemi jazyka a literatury.

dluvill jsme o kr-yptocitatech, Iekldi Jsae xvaz icitaty, ale

stejné Jdoble bychoa mwchli aluvit docela prosté o civatech a pro-
Alasi., Ze pfima Ze€ a citaty jsou jedno a totéz, Jak koneckonci
naznaéujl i uvozovky. lakto vyostiend foraulace aile ovien v:bu—
31s nu:i.xy. Jsae zvykli chapat cisaty diachronicky, zistoricky
aaplad Su oyl }akysi Sext ’"3rocote:c") a Seprve po nénm a 3 odvo-
lania na 2éj aule vzniimout jeho citace, citit. Vo srutednosti
v3ak povahu citatu, ba pli{ao fotograficikého faksimile aaji i vy-
stri-ky se_sbizky fixtivniho pana Povondry = Sapkovy Valiky s alo-
Xy, plestoie Zadny prototext, ba ani protovitisk novin, = néhoi
by aorly byt vysti -enJ. _acexistuje. Zodobaya vystiiZken (21 xva-
zivysciiZken) textu, jenZe 7 tomto oripadé aluveného, je i kaZda
prima Peé Ziktivai povahy. I tato fed je citat, L xdy: citat
fiktivaiho prototextu. Tak je tomu aspon z nlediska sémiotiky, &1
~ plesnéji - z hlediska teorie modelcvani. Zasimeco jazyk nodolude
skuteézost a modeluje ji v méTitku aZ l:o={co jiného Je slovo
vesnir poméfeno avym nekonednym demotatem!), citaty modeluji vj-
ludaé sexty a modeluji jJe v nérfitiu l:1 (a navic L v materialu
modelovaného oénfinélu) Jo to nejazykovy, divadelni, herecky
zpusob zodelov a xaZdy citat, kvazicitit a zejména pseudoci-~
tat jJe vpravdsd divadlo. Jak blizko 24 citdt x divadlu vyplyva aj.
i z ctoho, %e velice &asto v kafdodennim hovoru, Jakmile citujeme
2 promluv n&koho jiného, obylejné zalneme tohoto "ndkoho jineho"
nejen citovat, ale pfimo imitovat, hratv., Citat aeni vibec nsdco
sude védeckého a 3kolometsikého ("cituji" "conec citatu"!), ale
cosi bytostné blizkého divadlu.

Domnivém se, Ze tyto principy stoji za to, aby se 1 v lite-
raraf védé podrobily dikladaému zikounmani. Najdeme-li a uplatniue
dostatedné obecnj zakladni princip - vakovy, jaky aabizi xupf,
teorle aodelovani nebo ponékud reforané pojata gémiocika -, aZeme
pTevéat na spoleiného jacnovatele dokonce ! takové aalirské postu-
Py, Jjako Je tzv. 1luzivai malda typu nastropalao trompe-1’oeil
v baroknich tatedradlach 31 typu daroldova panorazatu Sitva u Lipan,

s vakovyni postupy, jake jsou techniky oolopri:e %1 aevlastni pri-
mé fedi v ~oménu: v jednoa i v druhem pripadé ikonicks zobrazeni
nepozorované prechazi v token: Soken modelin vyatavovanych objek-
td. Moina, Z2e pak najdeme cosl spoledaédhcel v takovych atrakecich,
jakymi jsou Disneyiv snovy jarmark Disneyland a joyceovaky bdéle
snovy 'vmitIni aonolog. ¥a prvani poslech to vypada anehorazné - ale
nevypadalo gnad na prvai pchled anchorazné i to, xdyi 3achtin alu-
vil jedaia dechem o Dostojevskéa a o - kxaraevalu?!



