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Autorka ve své disertalni praci zkoumd reprezentaci aspekth globalizace na tfindcti
prozaickych dilech deviti nizozemskych a vlamskych autori napsanych v letech 1989 az
2007. Zaméfila se na ifi aspekty globalizace: kosmopolitismus (,.kulturni®), spotfebu a
konzumerismus (,,ekonomicky*) a socialni polarizaci (,,socidlni*). Z tohoto rozdeéleni vychazi
také struktura celé prace: ¢tyfi dila jsou analyzovana v kapitole 2 s ndzvem ,,Kosmopolitisme*
(,, Kosmopolitismus*, str. 30-85), p&t dé€l v kapitole 3 ,,Consumptie en consumentisme™
(., Spotfeba a konzumerismus ", str. 86-144) a Sest d&l v kapitole 4 ,,Winnaars en verliezers“
(,,Vitézové a porazeni; str. 145-221), (ptiCemz dvé dila jsou analyzovana dvakrat). Analyzy
se zaklddaji na pfedpokladech ,kulturnich studii** (sensu Vaessens, str. 14f) a jako
interpretaéni nastroj slouZi klasickd strukturalni analyza. V zavérecné Casti (kapitola 5, str.
222-243) jsou shrnuty hlavni vysledky vyzkumu, ktery ukazal, Ze v analyzovanych
prozaickych textech je piitomno né&kolik aspektd globalizace, v nichZ je patrnd tendence klast

diraz na negativnf disledky tohoto fenoménu (srov. 243 et passim).

Hned na zafatku bych rdd zdiraznil, Ze¢ podle mého nézoru pfedloZena disertadni prace
sphiuje akademické pozadavky stanovené pro tento typ prace. Autorka se zaméfila na velice
relevantni a komplexni téma (globalizaci), na které nacetla mnoho dileZitych studii. Podatilo
se ji dokézat, Ze podstatna Cast modernich nizozemsky psanych prozaickych dél jasné
vykazuje spdjitost s jevy, které lze povaZovat za souvisejici s globalizaci, a tudiZ se vyroky o
nedostatku ,,straat-rumoer” (,,pouli¢niho ruchu®} v nizozemské literatufe za posledni dvé
desetileti jevi jako neadekvatni. Obzvlast presvédcEivé jsou del$ kapitoly pojednavajici o
dosud ne moc &asto analyzovanych textech Paula Mennese (3.2.2) a Rachidy Lamrabet
(4.2.4), které by se mély stat vychodiskem pro daldi vyzkum. Celd préce je navic jasné
strukturovand a &tiva, proto ji doporucuji k obhajob& a navrhuji, aby byl autorce udélen

doktorsky titul.
Pfesto bych s autorkou rad prodiskutoval nékolik bodl:

1. Vystiznost zaméfeni? Autorka na nékolika strandch spravné zdiraziluje, Ze je téméf
nemoZné popsat globalizaci jako celek (srov. str. 13), ale jiZ se nezabyva tim, zda neni
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ponékud problematické si ji zvolit jako téma disertace v oblasti literarni kritiky. Tento
problém se v disertaci projevuje na nékolika rovinach, napf. pii vybéru jiZ zminénych
aspektil. Neni jasné, pro€ a na zakladé jakych kritérif si autorka vybrala pravé tyto tfi
aspekty globalizace, a ne jiné (napf. ne multikulturalismus!). Média/internet jsou
globalizace (srov. str. 16/17). Pro¢ tedy nejsou soucésti analyzy? Navic problém tak
Sirokého a komplexniho tématu, jakym je globalizace, se projevuje tam, kde autorka
vybira dvé nebo tii nov&jsi studie pro své ,teoretické” vody ke kosmopolitismu (2.1},
konzumerismu (3.1) a socialni polarizaci (4.1), pfi€emz se z v&tSi &asti omezuje na
jejich parafrazovani. Takova omezeni jsou samoziejmé nezbytnd, pokud se Clovék
zabyva tématy, z nichZ kaZzdé by si zaslouZilo samostatnou disertatni praci, pfesto by
podle mého nézoru autorka mela dat jasn& najevo, pro& se rozhodla pravé pro tyto
knihy (od Tomlinsona, Giddense, Becka, Baumana &j.), a ne pro jiné. Pro€ zde neni
napifklad ani zminka o Cosmopolis (1990) Stephena Toulmina? Pro¢ jsou néktefi
autofi, z nichZ vychazi hlavni aspekty pro analyzy (,.esteticky kosmopolitismus® Johna
Urryho — srov. str. 40, 81, 226), casino culture neboli kultura kasina® (George
Steinera — str. 105) pouze parafrazovani z jinych knih (viz n€kolik vySe zminénych
autorl), misto aby se o nich pfimo diskutovalo anebo na né€ pfimo odkazovalo? A
koneéné ponékud uz§i volbou relevantnich aspekth globalizace by bylo snaz§i vyhnout
se kontradikcim, které najdeme ve zminénych trech teoretickych €astech (napiiklad:
Nahlizi se na kosmopolitismus jako na ,.koncept” (str. 31), anebo ,,zplisob byti* (str.
32)7 Jsou migranti/exulanti ,,ztélesnénim ducha kosmopolitni spole¢nosti (srov. str.
32, Pollock et al. 2000), anebo naopak nejsou kviili ,,nedostatku kulturnich dispozic*
(srov. str. 36, Tomlinson 1999)? Poskytuje moderni konzumerismus minimum
prostoru pro okouzleni (,,weinig ruimte voor betovering® — srov. str. 103), anebo jde
naopak o naprosté okouzleni spotiebitele (,,betovering van de consument® — srov. str.

121)?

2. Rozsah vysledkin? Hlavnim vysledkem préce je reprezentace aspektil globalizace ve 13
analyzovanych dilech. Jaky vyznam viak v tomto vysledku vidi autorka? Nepohybuje
se tak trochu v kruhu, kdyZ nejdiive fik4, Ze pfi vybéru korpusu ,,musely romany

z tematického hlediska zobrazovat rlizné aspekty globalizace“ (str. 21) a poté na konci



konstatuje: ,,Dokéazala jsem, Ze rlizné aspekty mnohostranného tématu globalizace jsou

pritomny v souéasné nizozemské literatufe® (str. 223)?

Pfitomnost aspektl globalizace ve zkoumanych dilech je pfesvédéiva. Aviak otdzkou,
zda maji tyto aspekty pouze okrajovy vyznam pro interpretaci téchto texti/poetiku
autorti, anebo zda maji vyznam kli€ovy, se autorka nezabyva. Proto je t&zké posoudit
relevanci vysledkil. Byvalo by pomohlo, kdyby autorka systematicky prodiskutovavala
stav svého vyzkumu d¢] Grunberga, Lanoye aj., coz se nestalo. Také by mé zajimalo,
jak se autorka diva na vztah mezi svym korpusem a ostatni nizozemskou literaturou.
Tvofi onéch 9 vybranych autordl z jejiho pohledu spife vyjimku, anebo se nachazeji

uprostied hlavniho proudu nizozemské literatury poslednich dvou desitek let? A pro&?

. Literdrni funkce , globalizace®? Autorka vychaz{ z pfedpokladu, Ze nizozemska
literatura ,,promlouva o aktualnim déni, a miZe tak pfispivat k debaté o tématech jako
je globalizace® (str. 15). Neni mi zcela jasny vztah mezi tvrzenimi ,reprezentuje
globalizaci® a ,piispivd kdebat® o globalizaci“. Literatura miZe reprezentovat
cokoliv, ale podle mého ndzoru nemusi kaZda reprezentace zékonité pfispivat k urdité
debaté. Kdy se podle autorky z reprezentace stava piispévek k debaté a jaké pro to
pouZiva kritéria? Na tuto otdzku jsem v disertaéni praci nenasel odpovéd’, ani jsem
v teoretické &4sti nenaSel piiklad, kde by literatura byla soudasti debaty. Takové
uvaZovani by dle mého nazoru muselo poéitat také s moZnosti, Ze reprezentace
aspektil globalizace by mohla mit i jiné neZ ,,varovné“ funkce (,,waarschuwende
beelden te creéren™ — p. 243), naptiklad specifické poetické, literarng-strategické
anebo komerdni funkce, kieré se eventuelné mohou lisit v zavislosti na riznych

autorech, atd.

Komplexni témata nuti ¢lovéka uvazovat nad komplexnimi problémy. To, Ze tato disertaéni

prace vyvolala vySe zmin&né otazky, povaZzuji za dalsi jeji pfednost, a proto bych znovu rad

zdtraznil, Ze si podle mého nédzoru autorka zaslouZi doktorsky titul.

Oldenburg, 26. iijna 2011 4
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Goedegebuure

In her dissertation the author examines the representation of aspects of
globalization in thirteen prose-texts between 1989 and 2007, written by
nine Dutch and Flemish authors, The main focus on globalization is
divided into three: cosmopolitism (,,cultural®), consumption (,,economic*)
and social polarisation (,,social®). This partition is also used to structure
the dissertation as a whole, analysing four texts in chapter 2:
»Kosmopolitisme*™ (pp. 30-85), five texts in chapter 3: ,,Consumptie en
consumentisme* (pp. 86-144), and six texts in chapter 4 “Winnaars en
verliezers” (pp. 145-221) (with two texts analysed twice). The analyses
are founded on assumptions of “cultural studies” {sensu Vaessens, p.
14£.), taking classical structural analysis (Van Boven/Dorleijn, cf. p. 27)
as tool of interpretation. In the conclusion (chapter 5, pp. 222-243) the
major results are summarised: several aspects of globalization turned out
to be present in the prose-texts, represented overall with a tendency

stressing the negative consequences of the phenomena (cf. 243 et passim).
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Let me make clear right from the start that in my view the dissertation
fulfils the academic requirements for this sort of text. The author has
focused on a very relevant and very complex topic (globalisation), on
which she has read many important studies. She succeeded in showing
that a substantial number of modern prose-texts in Dutch language do
show clear connections to phenomena that can be seen as related to
globalization, so that possible complaints about a lack of “street-rumour”
in Dutch literature seem not adequate for the last two decades. Especially
the longer chapters on the — until now very seldom analysed — texts by
Paul Mennes (3.2.2) and Rachida Lamrabet (4.2.4} are convincing and
deserve to be taken as point of reference for further research. All of this is
presented in a clearly structured, well readable text. Therefore 1
recommend the dissertation for the defence and the award of a doctoral

degree.

However, there are several points I would have liked to discuss with the
author:

1. Sharpness of focus? The author rightfully stresses on several pages that
it is nearly impossible to describe globalisation as a whole (cf. p. 13) —
but she does not discuss whether the consequence of this might be that it
is therefore problematic to use it as a main-focus for a dissertation on the
field of literary criticism. This problem can be recognized in the
dissertation on several levels, for example where the author chooses the
above mentioned the aspects. Why those three aspects of globalization are
chosen, and not others {no multiculturalism!), and on what criteria, is not
cfear — media/the world wide web are called for example “without any
doubt the most important trigger” of the process of globalization (cf. p.
16/17): why are they not part of the analysis? Furthermore, the problem of
such a wide and complex focus as “globalisation” becomes evident,
where the author generally chooses two or three relevant recent studies
for her “theoretical” introductions on cosmopolitism (2.1), consumption
(3.1) and social polarisation (4.1), and mostly restricts herself to

paraphrasing those. Of course one has to restrict oneself when dealing



with topics that each of them deserve dissertations of their own, but still it
seems necessary to me that the author should make clear why she has
chosen these books to rely on (Tomlinson, Giddens, Beck, Baumann...),
and not others. For example, why is Stephen Toulmins Cosmopolis
(1990) not even mentioned? Why are some authors with central aspects
for the analyses (John Urry’s “aesthetic cosmopolitism™ (cf. p. 40, 81,
226); George Steiners “casino culture” (p. 105)) only paraphrased on the
basis of other books (those two or three referred to above), and not
discussed/referred to directly? Finally, a sharper choice of relevant
aspects of “globalization” probably would have made it easier to avoid
contradictions - contradictions that now made their way into the three
theoretical parts (for example: is cosmopolitism seen as a “concept” (p.
31) or as a “way of existence” (p. 32)? Do migrants/exiles “represent the
spirtt of the cosmopolitic community™ (cf. p. 32, Pollock et al. 2000) or
do they not for lack of cultural disposition (cf. p. 36, Tomlinson 1999)?
Does modern consumption offer no space for magic (“weinig ruimte voor
betovering”, cf. p. 103) or is it pure magic for the customer (“de
betovering van de consument”, cf. p. 121)?

2. Scope of the results? The main result of the dissertation is that aspects
of globalisation indeed are represented in the 13 texts analysed. But what
is the relevance of that result in the eyes of the author? To start with, isn’t
there a circular dimension in the dissertation when the author goes out to
chose her corpus with the criterion that “thematicaily the novels had to
present an image of the different aspects of globalisation” (p. 21), and
ends up with stating that “I have shown that the different aspects of the
multilayered theme of globalisation is indeed present in recent Dutch
literature™ (p. 223)?

The presence of aspects of globalisation in the prose-texts is convincing,
However, the question whether these aspects are of marginal relevance
for the interpretation of those texts/the poetics of the writers, or of central
relevance, is not tackled by the author. Therefore it is difficult to assess
the relevance of the results. It could have helped in this regard if the
author would have systematically discussed the state of the research on

Grunberg, Lanoye and others — which she did not. Also I am curious how
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the author sees the relation between the corpus she has chosen and the rest
of Dutch literature: are these 9 authors exceptions in her view, or are they
in the middle of the main stream of Dutch prose in the last two decades —
and why so?

3. Literary function of ‘globalisation’? The author departs from the
assumption that Dutch literature “makes claims about the recent societal
phenomena and by this makes a contribution to the debate on subjects as
globalisation” (p. 15). To start with, the relation between “representing”
globalisation and “make a contribution to the debate on globalisation” is
not clear to me. Literature can represent everything (also aspects or
concepts of globalisation, of course), but in my view it is not self-evident
that every representation would be a contribution to a specific debate.
‘When does representation turn into such a contribution in the eyes of the
author, and what criteria does she use for that? I could not find an answer
to that question in the dissertation, as I also could not find an example in
the theoretical parts where literature would have been part of the debate.
Such a reflection in my view would have to take into account also the
possibility that representation of aspects of globalisation also might have
other functions except “warning” (“waarschuwende beelden te creéren”,
p- 243): for example specific poetic functions, specific literary-strategic
functions, commercial functions — all of those possibly different with

regard to the different authors - ctc.

Complex topics stimulate the reflection of complex problems — I see it as
another merit of this dissertation that it stimulated guestions as those
above. Therefore let me stress again that in my view the author deserves

being awarded a doctoral degree.

Oldenburg, October 26, 2011




