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1 Introduction

People are shown not what they were, but what st remember having been.

Michel Foucault

This dissertation has very little to say aboutestsdcialism. Rather, it is a work
about the memory of state socialism in the posiatist Czech Republic, about the ways
in which state socialism can be remembered in tlesemt From the perspective of
collective memory, “it is not only the ancien re@irthat produced revolution, but in some
respect the revolution produced the ancient reggneng it a shape, a sense of closure”
(Boym 2001, xvi). And there are indeed many, oftenflicted modes of remembering this
particular past. Frangoise Mayer, for example, lgntified several distinct types of
remembering the “communism” in Czech society (May$09). And her list is by no
means exhaustive. At the centre of this treatisteasCzech post-socialist cinema.

Cinematography is introduced here as a distincterafdrepresenting the past. In
the first chapter, | explore how cinema represémspast in comparison to historiography.
While historiography remains the maatthoritative discourse on the past. However, the
cinematic industry had soon discovered that thé¢ padkes a great resource for its story-
telling as well. Although representing the past haser been an exclusive concern of
cinematography, the genre of “history films” novarsis as the mogbpular discourse on
the past. The first chapter sets the terms forudsiag the relationship between the past
and the cinematic medium. The debate over what efayd/hite suggested to call

“historiophoty”, the visual representation of histo has essentially centered on the

! Some of my previous publications on the subjediuitte the following: (Hladik, 2009; Hladik, 2010) |
several places, | have used portions of these iiett® current dissertation thesis.



problem of code: can the visual and written nareatie considered equal, or do they, at
least, possess respective aptitudes that give oneheo other a kind of comparative
advantage for representing different types of es/ent

| propose to turn to the conceptual apparatus batwnmay be designated as
memory studies for the purpose of keeping the nr@am historical drama as an object of
critical analysis. | wish advocate a larger inteciplinary project that would include
sociological and anthropological concepts besitlesd of historiography and film studies
and that would treat a significant portion of theetnatographic representation of the past
as an integral part of collective and cultural meynd@he chapter thus offers a possible
resolution to the issues that have troubled thelackhip on filmic representation of the
past and the next parts of the dissertation builthes theoretical discussion.

The first part of the second chapter attempts tokweith an approach to the
sociology of culture inspired by Pierre Bourdieuw aris concept of the field of cultural
production which has the advantage of holding togiethe creative and artistic substance
of cultural artifacts without loosing the sighttbe wider social and economic context that
makes cultural production possible. In terms of lgumemory, its main carriers are
considered to be intellectuals (Eyerman, 2001)sTddaim should hold particularly for
Central Europe, where intellectuals have often baemdds with the ruling regimes.
Intellectuals were the guardians of counter-men(ggal 2004; Esbenshade 1995).

In the next chapter, | deal with conscious attengbtBlmmakers to represent the
state socialist past. This step should providenaight into the place of remembrance in
Czech post-socialist cinematography. For the assass of how Czech filmmakers
express the remembering of state socialism (andr@mmorate it for their audiences), |
initially chose the thematic approach and iderdifiee historical feature flms made after

1989 whose entire or substantial part of the [@kés place between the years 1948-1989.



On the basis of available data, | demonstratettieatmportance of the corpus is based on
legitimacy both internal and external to the fielidcinematic production. The cinematic
expressions of collective memory on the part ahffilakers have a discernible symbolic
aspect. | trace then trace how the cinematic reptations of state socialism have evolved
over the two decades following 1989. In the desicnipof individual films, | pay attention
to their commemorative aspect and to how some f@ihitics comment on the films’
capacity to represent the state socialist pastteTappears to be a tendency of filmmakers
to create films in clusters pertinent to differpost-socialist periods.

Since the category of the genre seems to be aatmee for the corpus, | focus on
it in a separate chapter. The concept of genretisally very conducive to sociological
inquiry into culture. It enables the analyst to mddasic assumptions about the meanings
of cultural objects, without requiring an in-deptiterpretation which is the domain of the
humanities. | then extend the question of the cogngashre from the collective to cultural
memory and argue for a locally and historicallyafie understanding of genre hierarchy,
in which the position of comedy is of particulargartance. The contemporary status of
the comedy genre in Czech cultural memory not traly roots in the country’s pseudo-
colonial history, but it is also a rather directntiouation of the field of state socialist
cultural forms What | call the generic enigma d# ffost-socialist cinema — the dominance
of the comedy genre in the representation of anpiadey traumatic, state socialist past —
turns out to be more of an irony, in which the gastenounced by the very forms that it
has nurtured. Moreover, the irony is a double teeause the continuity of forms betrays
the present as a failed renunciation of the past.

The last chapter shows representations of the thastmay be considered as the
most powerful counterparts of the collective memafrfilmmakers and cultural producers.

The chapter addresses strategies of history wrémd) legislative orders for remembering



and forgetting what may be considered as pivot#haiiies on the past in the public
sphere devoted to commemoration. While history affidial memory seem to be very
close to each other, they are distinct from cinézmaemory. Nonetheless, the latest trends
in cinematography suggest a possible rapprochement.

The interdisciplinary scope of my work implies tige of a diverse set of methods.
The first chapter, theoretical in nature, relies am extensive literature review and
argumentation. The second chapter uses deductibeuiastically re-organize primary and
secondary sources on Czech cinematography. Theetiw premises are based on Pierre
Bourdieu’s concept of social fields. In the follogi chapter, | analyze several different
types of quantitative data for descriptive purpodealso employ rudimentary textual
analysis in order to build-up and then describeogpus of cinematic works. The last
chapter is partly methodological, as it strivesettablish the relevance of genre analysis
for the sociology of culture. In the remainder loé tvork | use the genre analysis to reveal
historical trajectory of the genre of comedy anghhight the historically specific way in
which it connects cultural producers and consumiém®ugh symbolic objects —

representations



2 The past on film: History or memory?

This chapter will explore how cinema represents fast in comparison to
historiography. In the Western systems of thoudhstoriography remains the most
authoritative discourse on the past. On the other hand, cinemetibns primarily as an
industry. Actually, it was a model for culture iredty that has since become a major
economic and — so the argument goes (Adorno anklhdoner, 1988) — ideological force
of the late capitalism. The cinematic industry lsadn discovered that the past makes a
great resource for its story-telling machinery. tbiig films, such as David W. Griffith’s
ill-reputed, but classical narrative @he Birth of a Nation or Sergei Eisenstein’s more
avant-garderhe Battleship Potemkiwere crucial works that helped to define cinematic
language.Although representing the past has never been ahusexe concern of
cinematography, the genre of “history films” novarsis as the mogbpular discourse on

the past.

2.1 Historiography and cinematography: an uneasy re  lationship

Not infrequently, historical films themselves exggeertain disdain for the work of
historians. They pose as an alternative to histohych hereafter should be understood as
the past insofar as it described by historiograflinus, a spectator of historical films often
gets to hear words such as those in the mBvaeheartin which the narratorial voice
(presumably the character of Robert the Brucekihg of Scotland) states in the opening:
“l shall tell you of William Wallace. Historiansdm England will say | am a liar, but
history is written by those who have hanged hetdesistorical film habitually claims to
be a more authentic representation of the past thstiory made by historians. Such

declarations scarcely amount to anything else bjutsafication for the departure from



known history. At one level, however, they can rety an undisputable characteristic of
most films — “the synchronization of senses” to ethiStanley Aronowitz attributes the

“film’s power to produce a reality that never wasdato represent the never-was as
history”. (Aronowitz 1979, 112)

At the same time, flmmakers collaborate with pssienal historians who serve as
advisors for historical films. (Their involvemerst @ven more pronounced in documentary
films.) The film staff usually makes sure that pgogind costumes conform to historical
knowledge. While, in the storyline, departure fromstorical accounts, or adherence to less
plausible ones, falls under artistic license, tlierdion to detail constitutes a generic
component of historical films. Philip Rosen conssd&knowledge of the detail” to be “an
implicit aspect of the experience of mainstreantanisal films”, which, on the part of the
audience, stimulates participation in what he dbbsrett's Game. The inspiration for the
term was a letter of complaint written to a filnudio by certain Mr. Everett, who wished
to point out a historical inaccuracy that he haticeol in a movie. The rule of the Everett's
Game requires “that every detail of the film betgot'right’ or else he [Mr. Everett] can
assert a victory, consisting in a claim of knowledyf the detail superior to that of the
film”. (Rosen, 2001, 156) Should filmmakers win shgame, they must turn to
historiography for support.

In what relationship, then, do these two discoyrsesorical and cinematic, on the
past stand? Are they interchangeable, interdepéndenthey contradict each other, can
they be ranked hierarchically? Filmmakers have catarexhibited an interest for these
questions. To the extent that cinema is considére@ as an industry, the work of
historians has only unwittingly supplied it withoses about the past. In contrast, many
historians have raised concerns about the immengmpular cinematographic

representations of the past. It was actually onethef best-reputed journals of the



discipline,TheAmerican Historical Reviewthat had in the late 1980s offered its pages to a
debate among historians on the position of theicigline to cinematographic renditions of
historical material. | now want recall the basisuss raised in this exchange on visual

history.

2.1.1 The historiophoty debate

Robert A. Rosenstone, a historian who belongs anttemgnost vocal advocates for
history on film, stimulated the debate by the #etitdistory in Images/History in Words”.
According to him, historians have no other optiont do take cinematographic
representations of the past seriously, as this duposes itself upon them through the
development of mass-media and visual culture, whicdates “a world deluged with
images, one in which people increasingly receivartileas about the past from motion
pictures and television, from feature films, doardas, mini-series, and network
documentaries”. (Rosenstone 1988, 1174) This psot¢emubles historians, as it lies
“almost wholly outside the control of those of ufhovdevote our lives to history”.
(Rosenstone 1988, 1174) In the view of metathemketriticisms and methodological
developments in historiography, Rosenstone pokdsrépresentative claims of narrative
discourse in both written and visual media as d@sgnequal with regard to their validity.
On the one hand, history can never fully discasdfittitious elements, and on the other
hand, historical films cannot be reduced to thewwweler, in order to be able to appreciate
history on film, historians must stop using thetten history as a yardstick and instead
attempt to approach visual history “in terms ofatgn”. (Rosenstone, 1988 1181)

When seen in the context of seemingly rigid histgraphy that refuses to take into
consideration the far-reaching changes of the madi@scape, Rosenstone’s willingness to

judge cinema by its own standards appears as codahkn However, | wish to contend



this shift of epistemological gear that stems friva influential McLuhanite conception of
the medium as its own message. Rosenstone maleshhious when he asserts: “The
most serious problems the historian has with ttst pa the screen arise out of the nature
of demands of the visual medium itself’. (Rosenstoh988 1173) This version of
technological determinism, however, fails to acddonthe discursive nature of historical
knowledge.

Things look a bit different in Hayden White’s syntipetic response to Rosenstone.
(White 1988) White overlooks the deterministic cagione of Rosenstone’s
argumentation, which would in effect require tworgmetely disparate sets of conceptual
tools for written history on the one hand, and &tinhistory on the othér.White

reformulates the difference between the two a®hlem of code:

“The representation of historical events, agents] processes in visual images
presupposes the mastery of a lexicon, grammar,sgnthx — in other words, a
language and a discursive mode — quite differemhfthat conventionally used for

their representation in verbal discourse alone.hif¢/1988, 1193)

White suggests to call “historiophoty” the disci@ithat would master the language
and discursive modes of visual representation ®ptist. Yet while Rosenstone would like
to validate such a discipline on the grounds oppligability of the standards of written

history in the visual medium, White makes a cotitngsmove and subjects historiophoty

% In his later work, Rosenstone would still maint#iis distinction: “The visual form of historicatinking
should not and cannot be judged by the criteriaapply to the history that is produced on the page.”
(Rosenstone, 2006, 37) At the same time, he hagnbtgrefer more often to White's theories, andaas
consequence, make claims such as the followinge ‘Whitten biography and the biographical film aged
different than they may appear to be. The overaljget of telling a life is similar in both media(Robert A
Rosenstone 2006:92) It is difficult not to see h@méncongruence, if not an outright contradiction.

10



and historiography to the same underlying principgie accordance with his previous

works, this principle stands on the tropologicauna of knowledge in human sciences:

“Every written history is a product of processes aoindensation, displacement,
symbolization, and qualification exactly like thassed in the production of a filmed
representation. It is only the medium that differst the way in which messages are

produced.” (White 1988, 1194)

White had previously made an argument that hisgoaiphy, as “a verbal structure
in the form of a narrative prose discourse” (WHI8¥5, ix), does not substantially differ
from fiction, inasmuch as it depends on “prefigimat of its object — the past — in
rhetorical terms. In the debate on historiophoty, dssentially extends the argument to
cinematic representation. Thus the distinction lkeetwthe media has only secondary
importance in his theory.

In my view, both of the arguments and their develepts by other authors fall
short on two accounts. First, they do not engageptiactice of human sciences and the
operation of power therein. Technological detersmmifails to see, so to speak, the
technology of power; or it reduces its forms topeafic effect of the medium. In the
notion of tropological discourse, White effaces thewer from the production of
knowledge by equating tropes with cognition. Hesjo® doubt, allow for thinking about
the ideological dimension of historiographical woHowever, in this perspective, the
power enters historiography from outside, whiledig$ining feature rests with its figurative
character. Second, and ultimately this follows fréme previous point, by focusing on
either the medium or the code of representatioesegharguments neglect other practices

that make up historiography. The following remasksuld elaborate on these criticisms of

11



how historiophoty has been hitherto advocated dfet an alternative perspective on its
viability within historiography. In addition, another conceptugbrapch, one based on
memory studies, will need to be proposed for thealidgs with cinematographic

representations of the pamitsideof historiography/historiophoty.

2.1.2 The demands of history on film

Perhaps the most important reason that has atfréwteattention of academics to
the possibility of historiophoty is the popular fims occupied by mainstream history
drama in public representations of the past. Atsame time, it is precisely the genre of
mainstream historical drama that makes it partitplburdensome for historiophoty to
sustain its epistemological claims. | want to argiu@ the relationship of the so-called
history feature film to historical discourse isigbk at the very least. That is to say that it
might, for instance, inspire historiographical @®d, or thwart popularization of historical
knowledge. Yet while the narrative form of histofiym approximates conventional
historiographical narratives, this could be saidviofually any narration, from everyday
anecdotal discourse to science-fiction. Pursuing lthe of investigation thus contributes
to our knowledge of narrative form, but such antralocsion does not advance the
understanding of either historiographical or cingémaarratives as specific realizations of
that form.

Drawing on Paul Ricoeur’s philosophy of history ghlib help us to better
understand the possibilities of historiophoty asllves its limits. In so doing, the
relationship of history film to historiophoty widllso be elucidated. Firstly, lets sketch out
some basic principles that Ricouer sees as cotmg#itof historiography. Historical

discourse, he argues:

12



“Would be better understood in terms of alterrativodels for which the referent,
whatever it might be, constitutes a irreducible elxsion of discourse addressed by
someone to someone about something. It would retoagive an account of the
specificity of referentiality in the historiograplal domain. My thesis is that this
cannot be discerned solely on the plane of thetiomiag that historical discourse
assumes, but that it must pass through the docamyeptoof, the causal and
teleological explanation, and the literary emplatné his threefold frame remains

the secret of historical knowledge.” (Ricoeur 20P40)

The referent in question is the past. The cautlanguage (of “whatever it might
be”) alludes to the difficulties that we have witte ontology of the past. The problem is
not, of course, that there would be nothing prewgdihe present. The difficulty lies with
the access to it from the present. Can the paahhzbject of knowledge independently of
its recollection? These are, no doubt, importanéstjons for philosophers. For the
purposes of this essay, however, it does not météémuch if such an object truly exists,
or whether it comes to being only through discoubsd refers to it. The salient feature
here pertains to the very fiat of historical diss®uto have a referent, regardless of its
ontological status. We can extrapolate from thiscréique of the conflation of
historiography with literature. Historiography maymay not be able to shed the elements
of fiction in the representations that it producéscannot, however, escape its own
referentiality without ceasing to be historiographperature, in contrast, eschews the duty
of reference without, for that reason, subvertisglf?

Furthermore, Ricoeur posits three stages of whatdils the “historiographical

operation”, which intervenes between the past g&mence and the past as history. The

% Ricoeur and White had much mutual respect and bbthem strongly asserted the role of rhetorithie
formation of knowledge. On the question of histgraphy, however, Ricoeur opposes his “criticalissal
to what he perceives as White’s ultimate relativigiRicoeur 2004:251-257)

13



order of the stages is epistemological rather thmittly sequentiaf: 1) documentary
phase, 2) the phase of explanation/understandimg, 3) the phase of literary
representation. The documentary phase concernsapiymthe transformation of
testimony, voluntary or involuntary, into a docurnémat can be archived, examined, and
studied. The explanation/understanding phase sntadking sense of documents and
constructing plausible causal claims. The phasditefary representation then uses a
narrative to stand for the past as it was docungeniaderstood, and explained. Let us
emphasize from the outset that Ricoeur singlesliterary representation as a distinct
moment in historiographical operation, albeit ttistinction only comes into sight for a
“distantiated epistemological gaze”.

The other important qualification that he puts fard/ regarding the phase of
literary representation concerns its non-identitthvinterpretation. It might be customary
to regard a history book as an interpretation stdnical data. Even historians leaning
more towards positivism are willing to accept tvigw, with the proviso that their
methodology guides historiographical interpretatiand thus assures its objectivity.

Hayden White challenges the claim of objectivitydasuggests that “interpretation’ in
historical thought may very well consist of the jpation, on the cognitive, aesthetic, and
moral (or ideological) levels of conceptualizatioof the various tropes authorizing
prefigurations of the phenomenal field in natueaiduages in general”(White 1973, 312).
In light of the epistemology proposed by Ricoewwhver, such a suggestion fails to see
other operative moments in historiography, or mtiteunrightfully elevates the literary
representation to a master mechanism. It obscheeslémentary referentiality of historical

discourse that requires a conceptualization of fthenomenal field” in the creation of

documentary proof. The latter process occurs throddferent type of writing, an

“ “It is not a question of distinct chronologicahges, but of methodological moments, interwovei wite
another.” (Ricoeur 2004:137)

14



inscription into archive, that does not immediatebnfound with the writing of historical

representation. If there is any sense on epistegitcalbgrounds to speak of historiography
outside of literature, the tension between theniteel reference and the potentially self-
referential representation must be maintathatius, according to Ricoeur, interpretation

is more precisely an activity that intervenes ialldhe stages of historian’s work:

“There is interpretation at all three levels oftbrgcal discourse: at the documentary
level, at the level of explanation/understandingg at the level of the literary
representation of the past. In this sense, intepoa is a feature of the search for
truth in history that runs across these three teVeterpretation is a component of
the very intending of truth in all the historioghagal operations” (Ricoeur 2004,

185).

The importance of this comment for the considerat historiophoty lies in the
dissociation of most critical operations from thhegess of writing of the final text. From a
standpoint inspired by Ricoeur, it becomes cleat thost of the arguments in favor of
historiophoty center on the third phase of hisgmaphical operation, that of literary
representation, which they strive to put on a péh wisual representation. Even if the
arguments were convincing on this level, howevenvauld remain to be shown that
historiophoty and historiography coincide in otipbiases too and employ matching forms
of interpretation.

Lets now address the main axis of written and Vidiscourse, around which most
of the debate on historical film has revolved so Fer example, lan C. Jarvie, a dedicated
critic of history on film, resolutely asserts: “Wing is vastly superior as a discursive

medium. Complex alternatives can be stated andedrgoncisely and delicately. Film

® Strictly speaking, this claim only opens a theioe¢tpossibility for a historiography autonomousrfr
literature. Below, | attempt to show that for thisssibility to become effective, the epistemolobd@main
thus delimitated needs be sustained by historidtgecappractice (which it also makes possible).

15



cannot do this.” (Jarvie 1978, 377) Similarly, retaforementioned intellectual exchange
on the possibility of historiophoty that took plame the pages ofhe American Historical

Review historian David Herlihy argues:

“Warnings of any sort, appeals to maintain critidatachment, cannot be easily
photographed. Doubt is not visual. Warnings reqairetreat from the visual to the
verbal. [...] Knowledge of the past is overwhelminglynveyed in written words;

can criticism of those words be aught but verbaPtqHerlihy 1988, 1189)

It seems to me, firstly, that Herlihy confounds twwwoments of intellectual
operation distinguished by Ricouer — representadiod interpretation. Anyone who has
ever gone to a cinema with a group of friends kntves nobody takes a film for its face
value. Discussions that almost inevitably follove@eening simply prove this point. The
suspension of disbelief, although necessary forapgy cinematic experience, is only
temporary. Films do stimulate a critical discoutkat typically uses lay terms but is
critical nonetheless. In Ricoeur's terms, this nseathat interpretation follows
representation even if the latter is visual. It asgguable that a reader of written
representation also suspends her disbelief, althdbg time-lag between reading and
criticism may be smaller. While criticism indeededaetreat to verbal means, in actuality,
both visual and written representations can supiglyobject. This is not to say that
representation stands fully apart from interpretatithat the latter does not produce the
first, or that the first has no clues for the latfehe point is, instead, that interpretation and
representation are distinct moments, although tipeyate through each other.

A second problem with Herlihy’s argument is thatiiderestimates the signifying

possibilities of visual discourse and the forcegehre rules. Once again, this reveals the

16



ubiquity of thinking about the media in a manneteaxhnological determinism. Only this
time it is the written word to which Herlihy asceb the very possibility of critical
detachment. However, once with dispense with tlea ithat a medium produces effects
independently of its culturally prescribed uses, fimel that there are sufficient visual
means for historiophoty to develop a set of si¢nas tould convey doubt and warning. A
footnote does not signify warninmgr se rather, there are genre conventions on the bésis
which both author and reader know that they shdudat it as a warning. Similar
techniques could be easily devised for cinema. &kisting lack of training in reading
visual discourse and the lack of rules for consingcit do not, in principle, prevent a
future development of critical visual apparatusud,hHerlihy’s argument should be taken
as targeting thetatus quobut not as a substantive refutation of the idle@sual history
on theoretical plane.

Another wedge that some historians who feel unaeasyt historiophoty may feel
inclined to drive between cinema and history conse¢he putative distinction between fact
and fiction. Once again, influenced by post-streadtsm, Hayden White has been keen on

impugning the binary:

“Many historians continue to treat their ‘facts’ #®ugh they were ‘given’ and
refuse to recognize, unlike most scientists, thatytare not so much found as
constructed by the kinds of questions which thestigator asks of the phenomena

before him.”(White 1978, 43)

Since the time that White had carried out his esitenassault on the presumed

objectivity in historical science, the number otbrians who would still think of their

facts as “given” has undoubtedly shrunk. If Whitetgticism was correct, the case for
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history films to count as history, would be fundantadly strengthened. Yet the previously
encountered problem would reappear. With the ce#lapf distinction between fact and
fiction, how could history still be talked about amengfully, if it makes more sense to
speak simply of literature (or by extension, ofmithaking rather than historiophoty).
Ricoeur’s position reminds us again of the neethiak of historiography as a referential
discourse. The facts may very well be constructethirpretations of data (with the data
themselves being interpretations of testimoniedt the particularity of properly

historiographical interpretation, as Ricoeur woplat it, rests on the “intending of the
truth”. If facts are conceptualized as construcitimatintendthe truth, rather than givens
that expressthe truth, much of the critique of objectivity instorical knowledge would

still apply without the need of subsuming historegghy fully under literature.

2.1.3 The boundaries of history

Thus far, | have relied on Ricoeur to sidestepapperias that seem to have bogged
down the dispute over historiophoty. His expositiointhe epistemology of historical
science has the capacity to accommodate many iargoxritiques of the idea of
transparent representation that have been put fdrlassamany scholars since the linguistic
turn in social theory. At the same time, Ricoestance has the advantage of incorporating
such insights without a must to renounce the hgoaphical project altogether. In one
respect, however, | find his philosophy insuffidierRicoeur’s phenomenological
background makes him attentive to the nuances sfotmography, such as the
identification of its three operative phases. Yetdnt to raise an issue with his approach
that, in the quest for the essence of historiogyapdnds to obscure the very history of
historiography and its social conditioning. Whilehit¢ can only relate a genesis of

historical sciences in terms of increasing refléyithrough the transformation of tropes
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from metaphor to irony, Ricoeur seems to suggesisen of increasing intellectual
complexity that always needs to stop when it readtsdimits defined by referentiality and
encouters the sphere of testimony and memory, fsbioh it originally departed. To both
of the thinkers, then, the development of histaiapdpy as a discipline amounts to varying
levels of epistemological awareness. Neither of provides means for understanding
historiography as a discipline with its own histaii trajectory that could include its
institutional and organizational development.

Along with Pierre Bourdieu, | believe that an urgdanding of scientific fields
cannot be exhausted by a report on epistemologynards to include a consideration of
their “epistemic doxa The ternf attempts to convey that epistemology rests on ¢$et
fundamental beliefs which does not even need taskerted in the form of an explicit and
self-conscious dogma”. (Bourdieu 2000, 15) This afebeliefs, in turn, requires certain
“conditions of possibility” as well as acquiremenfta particular “disposition”. Bourdieu
thus provides a theory that serves as a middlengrbetween the outlined epistemological

positions:

“Social science endeavours to establish the geggalbthe objective structures of
the scholastic fields [...] and of the cognitive stures which are both the product
and the condition of their functioning. [...] Againstlativistic reductionism, it

shows that, while it does not differ in an absolrtey from other fields in terms of
the motivations engaged in it, the scientific fislidnds quite apart from them in
terms of the constraints [...] which an agent hasdcept in order to secure the

triumph of his passions or interests.” (Bourdie0@0115-116)

®“An oxymoron likely to awaken philosophers froneihscholastic slumber.” (Bourdieu 2000:15)
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If we review the previously discussed epistemolalgistances in light of
Bourdieu’s proposition for the sociology of sciesc@hite’s arguments suddenly appear
as quite insufficient. The exclusive focus on tmp@ad language leaves out reflection on
how historians undergo scholarly training, durinbictr they learn, for example, how to
write in a way that their senior colleagues accdpt.other words, they acquire a
disposition. They also rely on university departtsgnwhere such knowledge is
transmitted. And their books and articles requiraeawork of publishers, distributors,
libraries and so on. That is to say, the professiohistorian entails its own conditions of
possibility. Ricoeur pays closer attention to therkings of historian’s mind and thus
matches better with Bourdieu. Nonetheless, in otdebring out the doxic elements of
epistemology, one must still translate it from @mitive ideal to a disposition acquired
through a set of practices and embodiment of hestlly particular and malleable norms of
the community of historians.

An objection could be raised that such propositionly apply to historiography as
a discipline, but they fail to grasp that the texktoistoriographical representations depend,
as such, less on the historians who write them rande on the general principles of
language and tropes. If the fact is wrestled awaynfthe foundation in reality, if its
essentially rhetorical constitution is revealed,eslonot it follow that fiction and
historiography collapse into each other with nosgasty of drawing a line between the
two? Yet propelling the fact into the realm of tedity should be accompanied by a
second step, which is the recognition of the dsgerrules that govern there. These rules
might in effect uphold the distinction between iboal and factual discourse and affirm
the referentiality of historiography. Peter Burk@da a notice of these properly textual

constraints:
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“It is an equal pity that White and his followersyt to mention the theorists of
narrative, have not yet seriously engaged with ghestion whether history is a
literary genre or cluster of genres of its own, thiee it has its own forms of
narrative and its own rhetoric, and whether theveations include (as they surely
do) rules about the relation of statements to exdeas well as rules of
representation. Ranke, for example, was not wripoge fiction. Documents not
only supported his narrative, but constrained @reator not to make statements for

which evidence was lacking.” (Burke 1993, 129)

The notion of genre appears as crucial here. liireg| us to consider the real world
practices as inseparable from the textual levekhsli Bakthin once remarked about
genres that they “are the drive belts from thednysof society to the history of language”.
(Bakhtin 1986, 65) Once we introduce the conceptgefre into our thinking about
historiographical representations, the manner iithvthe latter are produced and received
cannot be omitted from consideration. Simultanegues classificatory schemes with cues
distributed throughout writing, genres carve ot fllow of discourse and set limits on and
between text. Before one even begins to investitiegossibility of truthful portrayal of
the past, the referentiality of historiographiogpmresentations first needs to be regarded as
their generic feature.

Historiography’s relationship to literature or ana, or any other field of cultural
production, cannot be safeguarded by any self-stgndpistemology. Thomas Gieryn
showed that every scientific discipline engagealfii®' “boundary-work”, in other words,
it produces its own ideology that ensures its deatan from other domains of
knowledge. (Gieryn 1983) Epistemological claims tddobe viewed as a functional

element of such demarcation. The efforts spent dgnsists on the boundary-work,
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however, also reveal that “the boundaries of s@em® ambiguous, flexible, historically
changing, contextually variable, internally incatent, and sometimes disputed.” (Gieryn
1983, 792) White, for example, although to an extagligent of the social implications
of the problem, did manage, by the very fact ohtaung an attack against historiography,
to at least partially erode the boundary that heyghsated it from literature. Similarly, if
more and more historians are swayed by the praposibf Rosenstone, eventually written
narrative will loose its capacity of demarcatior asisual discourse will no longer be alien
to historiographical practice. Such state of asfalfowever, still needs to be established.
That is why Ricoeur can still forcefully assert stary is writing through and through”.
(Ricoeur 2004, 234) For a fair assessment of timeeqat of historiophoty, the debate must
be contained within the currently existing bordefsistoriography, although of all other

scientific demarcations, these are probably thes omest subjected to tests and revisions.

2.1.4 Historical films as a social practice

The above review of literature identified a setddficulties associated with a too
hasty expansion of historiography’s limits to enpass audiovisual discourse. It sought
examples of theory that can in effect provide moomstrained perspective on the
relationship of history and cinema, without, howeveielding to positivist-like
conceptions of transparent representations of.fAtta less abstract level, let us now turn
our attention to feature history film, which, fastoriophoty, is an equivalent of historical
novel for historiography: the locus of a porous iaary.

Feature history filth in a style of mainstream drama is historiophotytsef

" The relationship of history film to “historiophoél film” will be illuminated below. Here, | wanbtrecall a
distinction made on the other side of the specthynRosenstone, who delimits the genre from properly
fictional films set in the past, the so-called ‘wose dramas”. History film crucially depends on alev
engagement with the discourses that had dominategdst in question. An example he gives are thesfi
about the US Civil War and the racialized discounée¢hat era: “The costume drama [...] ignores that
discourse and uses the exotic locale of the pastasore than a setting for romance and adventre.
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inspiration. Its significance by no means restritsglf to Hollywood production but be
prevails in many national cinemas. However, whaufght it to the attention of historians
were probably not its intrinsic qualities from thestoriographical standpoint; rather, the
interest was roused by the immense popular apgdabhture history film. By addressing
visual media, historians nourish hope to engageifgignt audiences. Alas, the countless
shortcomings of such films on the account of histdr accuracy offer the more
traditionally-oriented historians an easy retortiteir colleagues who are more enthusiastic

about the potential of visual media for historynSequently, even Rosenstone admits that:

“What we don’t yet know is exactly where films sitith regard to historical
thought, or understanding, or even what we migtghwio call historical truth.
Particularly the dramatic feature, which is obvigute most popular form of film
in all parts of the world. In all our scholarshiwe have not yet located the
coordinates of such films, where they exist in sffame with regard to the history

professionals write.” (Rosenstone 2003, 11)

Hayden White actually did attempt to detect therdomtes of such films and
suggested that the historical dramatic feature ifira visual equivalent of historical novel.

In the wider context of White’s theory of figuragiwnature of cognition in human sciences,

history film, by contrast, engages that discourgepbsing and attempting to answer the kind of daest
that for a long time have surrounded a given toiR. A Rosenstone 1988:45) Rosen begins to speak
similarly of a “historical spectacle”: “From thengpective of the ‘serious’ historical film, histoal spectacle
unbalances the interplay between a ‘true story’ ancecognizably ‘historical historical film, histoal
spectacle unbalances the interplay between a &rolgy’ and a recognizably ‘historical’ mise-en-sedny
emphasizing the underlying ambivalences of theedattith respect to referentiality.” However, Rosen
consequently relinquishes the effort to disambigudite genres: “As a general proposition concerning
mainstream cinema, it may be that neither realfitget nor spectacle is ever completely absent;ettaae
only different degrees of their import and inteiesitin relation to one another.” (Rosen 2001:18HjlgVit
could seem that the positions of the two authoescantradictory in terms of difference vs. degtéey in
fact agree that the filmic text cannot decisivelgrinits genre by means of its own. Notice that Regme,
symptomatically posits the knowledge of the givéscdurse as a criterion external to film. We must
assume, then, that the required pragmatic knowladgelly comes from historiography.
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however, the line between historiographical monplgrand historical novel turns out to be
very fuzzy. He admits that two “may be shaped bfeddnt principles”, but to him what
counts as important, is that both of them are cootd, that is to say, neither is a
reflection of reality. The constructedness of Gotl and historiographical narratives alike
is an important insight, but if the analysis hagpgied here, it would have obscured more
than it would have revealed. Instead of dissolthwmgdifference between historiographical
work and historical fiction in the abstract realm toopology, | argue that the said
“different principles” need to be examined moresely as concrete practices, which are
not only textual, but social as well. And as sublese different principles creates different
type of knowledge and have different impact.

The problem with locating dramatic feature with asfyto history has to do, |
would like to suggest, with keeping the debate wiits representational dimension. On
this plane, it may indeed appear as if a popular fised very much the same techniques
for representing the past as a highly specializsiian’s book would do. However, when
Rosenstone mobilizes the insights of the cinemdietuto show how various properly
cinematographic “inventions”, such as compressioali@rations of the referential events,
(Rosenstone 2006, 39) serve to make a sense @asiien a specifically filmic way, he
completely disregards the research that precedesmifiking of a film. It would be
extremely difficult, probably impossible, to find laistorical feature film that could
measure up to the research standards of the dotaryeand explanation/understanding
phases of the historiographical operation describgdRicoeur. Certainly, mainstream
historical films rely on consultations of historearand employ a staff of their own
researchers. These activities, however, dispentie amy methodology and the kind of
interpretation that they get involved in is guideyl professional, technical, and artistic

concerns. At the very best, from the viewpoint aftdriography, they faithfully follow

24



existing historiographical texts in some kind afual plagiarism of written discourse.

Even Robert Rosenstone, who served as a histads@or on the production team
of the films Redsand The Good Fight based on his books, admits that these motion
pictures, “despite their very real virtues, thewoeations of the past through powerful
images, colorful characters, and moving words heeibf these motion pictures can fulfill
many of the basic demands for truth and verifigpilised by all historians.” (Rosenstone
1988, 1174) While As one of the main spokesperdonsthe case of historiophoty,
Rosenstone seeks to salvage those “real virtuebfistdrical film by affirming the merits
of visual representation. However, | want to codtéhnis approach. Rosenstone himself

once recommended the following:

“Rather than focus on how film gets the past wrpng, or how it shouldconstruct
history, we had better first study the way in whigistorical film makers have

actually been working for the last century.” (Rostene 2006, 36)

This call deserves to be heeded, but perhaps ewea ta the letter than it was
intended. Consequently, the study of the actualkvadrthe historical film makers will
most likely reveal that it does not resemble hiatss’ work in almost any fundamental
aspect. History films do make claims of authentioitr the accuracy of historical detail, as
a part of the Everett's Game over the superior kadge of film’s referents. For this
purpose, they mobilize researchers or hire consglt&Rosen affirms that “research’ has
been a constant presence in mainstream screen gimdll (Rosen 2001, 154) He
associates research with the entire history ofnsanand describes the changes of “research
protocols” — from bureaucratically rationalized legb of the studio era to contemporary

outsourcing — employed by the film industry. Theea&ch encompasses all genres of
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cinematic production and history films are not gtaal in this sense, perhaps only with
regards to the extent of research which they requir

The evidence which Rosen discusses, however, sjusiviow much the research
done for films differs from a historiographical dipption of methodology and treatment of
primary and secondary sources. What the cinemaibgraesearch records resemble the
most from the scholarly practice is perhaps a tgst for undergraduate history students,
although a fairly peculiar orfea list of questions regarding the historical aacyrof
various props, costumes, proper names and so orre Manificantly, however,
cinematographic research rarely ever creates newowlkdge. Instead, it turns to
historiography for answers. This means that befbee actual work of representation,
cinematography does not function autonomously frostoriography and rather depends
on it. In other words, as soon as we focus on whetedes the final representation, cinema
no longer appears to present a challenge to historyan alternative. With this realization
in mind, | believe that one should proceed cautiousdrawing conclusions from Rosen’s
final statement in his exposition of cinematograpinésearch: “Hollywood research
departments are, in their own way, another kindpoffessionalization of historical
thinking, one that both assumes and may stand ¢ertain general cultural penetration of
its ideals (if not all of its practices).” (Rosel®@@., 154) Firstly, cognitive “practices”
deserve better treatment than being bracketechdawvor of “ideals”, for the former rather
than the latter maintain the doxa of the epistegiold domain. Secondly, the statement
actually evidences the previously mentioned depareleof cinematic production on
historiography, instead of, as it was most likehyended, an emergence of historical
thinking proper to the cinema.

Mainstream, feature history film should not be efll under the rubric of

8 It is hard to imagine a professor who would teststudents on the knowledge of, for example, ttieaf
Emperor Maxmilian I. of Mexico upon his landing dera Cruz; see Rosen (2001, 151) It is, however,
important for a visual account of the event to e such kind of information.
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historiophoty — not because it could not represéstory, but because it is made differently
from history. My argument, based on the distinctianade by Ricoeur, rests on the
assumption that the adequacy of a representati@m @vent needs to be judged by what
precedes it epistemologically and by the particidat of practices and rules which
determine the encoding and decoding of a given esgmtation. For a type of
cinematography that could appropriately be labegdistoriophoty, it would remain to
show that it equals historiography in the precedahgses of knowledge production as

well.

2.1.5 A viable project for historiophoty

| have attempted to show that the theory of hisfaroty that overly focuses on the
issue of representation has some weak spots. Téreseevealed most openly when
historiophoty tries to include the domain of maieatm historical film, for which it does
not provide sufficient epistemological grounds. Hags more importantly, the closer
scrutiny shows that makers of history films relyatiéy on written history, which in effect
puts the whole project of historiophoty to doubt.the beginning, | have also considered
the relative achievements of the theory of hisfhmty in undermining some persistent
hierarchically structured binaries of factual amtidnal, respectively written and visual
discourses. In order not to throw out the baby wh#hbath water, | now want consider the
possibilities for historiophoty that would be coungnt with the phenomenology of
historiographical operation.

One of the oldest interventions on the relationgiifilm and history comes from
the historian Richard C. Raack. Before even thm thistoriophoty was coined, Raack
occupied himself with the idea of “historiographg ainematography”. He saw the

relevance of cinema for history in several respaetisging from the notion of source to a
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pedagogical device for history classrooms. Unlikengnof his followers, however, he does
not contend himself with pondering over existingtbiy films supplied by the cinema
industry. He explicitly invites historians to becenfiimmakers themselves. And still
unlike his followers, this author expects that “thistorian working in film and sound
meets the kin of initial methodological problemstas historian working in prose.” (Raack
1983, 426) Viewed from this perspective, historioggh should be identical to
historiography in its epistemological endeavor. Ty point of difference would be

found at the phase of representation.

“Perhaps most important, the historian who haseghsome familiarity with film

and sound sources and with the language of film souhd should take up the
challenge of attempting to reconstruct historyhia media. Every historian writing
today ought to set aside his pen until he has a#t leonsidered alternative and

potentially more expressive ways to representiegotst.” (Raack 1983, 425)

Raack’'s ideas are a very practical proposition fostoriophoty. Current
possibilities of digital technology dramaticallychease the opportunities for such type of
visual representations made by historians themseHNistory, after all, is not really made
on film, nor, for that matter, on paper. It is made¢he relevant departments of universities
and research institutions. If history can be saithe¢ writing “trough and through”, this is
because of the way it has been made there. Anddslaouable project of historiophoty
emerge, it must happen in a scholastic field.

The disparity between how historiophoty typicallpeoates nowadays and what
promises to be a better pathway to its developroamtbe illustrated by two examples that

| have encountered during my research visit in B@dtica. There, historiophoty found a
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handful of promoters among local historians. In 20Be editors of the special issue of
South African Historical Journahoted that historiophoty as an area of study fits |
autonomous existence nationwide, but at UniversitZape Town “the teaching of ‘film
and history’ has broadened substantially.” (Smitld &endelsohn 2003, 2). An edited
volume Black and White in Colour: African History on Sanewas published four years
later and collected altogether seventeen essaysstorical films from across the African

continent and from diverse scholars. Yet the editarefully remarked that

“Whether or not a particular history film is sergtyiengaged with the discourses of
African history, contributors have demonstrated thean also be a rich resource of
historical evidence about contemporary ideologiésthe place or period that

produced it.” (Smith and Mendelsohn 2007, 9)

Indeed, the contributions are a captivating reading they are very cautious about
acknowledging the merits of the scrutinized filmmenfi the perspective of historical
discourse. Informed by the existing theory of hisghoty, the authors do not reproach
filmmakers for every departure from what countseatblished facts. Unlike their more
judgmental colleagues of more traditional historagnical conviction, these historians
patiently distinguish useful inventions from simph@accuracies and justify the former at
length However, although this kind of treatmentrapfates films as visual representations
of the past, it ultimately submits the visual diskge to written criticism and thus affirms
the latter as superior. The elusive proclamatiothefeditors, which emphasizes the role of
films for the study of the period of their productiagainst the period they represent, has a
similar effect, because by designating the film@assource not of historickhowledge

but of historicalevidenceit also recognizes the supremacy of historiogyaptence, one
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would have to conclude that the position of higtphioty in South Africa is precarious at
best.

An example to the contrary, however, can be witee@ss the Centre for Popular
Memory at the University of Cape TowrThe Centre employs several oral historians and
an audiovisual project manager. The disciplinagnidy of the researchers rests with oral
history. Yet while they conduct their field resdarthey often bring digital cameras with
them besides merely notepads and recorders. Iprtdeess of organizing their archives,
they use some of the audiovisual materials and ym®dwith the help of their visual
technician, low-budget documentaries. | had theasion to see one documentary feature
film created there, which was called “Soweto Sndezeand Then We Caught the Fever”.
As | was told, this film actually received attemtierom the media and was broadcasted
nationally. This, to me, was a perfect exampleistdniophoty. Oral historians have their
own battles to wage with the dominant historiogieph approaches, thus it did not
surprise me that the Centre did not claim to beagad in historiophoty by making such
films. Yet a phenomenological reflection of theatigity suggests that they perform all
stages of the historiographical operation — crgatdocuments out of testimonies,
attempting to understand and explain the data, raptesenting the conclusions — only

sometimes the outcome is visual instead of written.

2.2 Memory as an alternative representation of the past

Delimiting the scope of historiophoty to an academsubdiscipline has the
unfortunate consequence of wresting away the isiofeature drama away from its

legitimate domain of interest. There is but oneeaspf the genre to which historians could

° Let us admit that the name of the research umiears as a misnomer from the perspective of thenzegt
that is advanced here and relies on the distinstimiween history and memory as two conflicting esodf
conceptualizing and representing the past.
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and indeed should attend to a criticism of the rflagrant inaccuracies. The more popular
a movie is, the more there is a need for suchtism. While a critique of historical film
on academic grounds already exists as a standactiqa, the indisputable contribution of
the historiophoty debate resides in the provisibrranceptual means for rendering this
type of criticism better attuned to the current akthe visual media. It is more appropriate
and beneficial to historical knowledge to point ¢t besides simple inaccuracies there
are also inventions whose ultimate function isffeauate a more accurate representation.
In this perspective, a historical film is reduced abject of a historiographical
commentary. Here, however, the “historical” aspdhe film itself is lost. Yet despite my
attempt to show the dissonance between mainstréammmiaking and historiography, |
believe that historical feature films still do bear the past in important ways.

If this assertion is correct, what is its implicetifor the study of historical films?
Must we disregard the significance of the past ashject matter and submit it only to the
aesthetic and technical kind of criticism that ar@estudies conduct? Yet history and its
gaze that distances the past from the presenttithecsole mode of relating to the past.
The connection between the past and the histdiloaldepicting it, however, needs to be
framed differently, outside of the scholastic fieddl historiography/historiophoty. For
understanding historical feature film, the conagfpgocial memory offers a more adequate
platform for fostering our understanding of how,time contemporary media culture, we
relate to the past visually. In order to elucid#ies point, another debate needs to be
revisited.

For the purpose of keeping the mainstream histiodiGana as an object of critical
analysis, | propose to turn to the conceptual agparof what may be designated as
memory studies. Even if scholars like Hayden Warte correct to assert that historiophoty

cannot claim some ultimate access to truthful dise®, once we think of epistemology as
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a particular practice of producing knowledge, wa sae that memory is also a specific
way of knowing the past. Since Pierre Nora’s womktlee places of memory, the tensions
between history and memory have been addressedstaimparallel development to the
historiography and historiophoty controversy. et bverlaps between the two directions
of inquiry have been rather sporadic and lackingwareness of their mutual theoretical
stakes. Therefore, while acknowledging a rightfldacp of historiophoty in historical
humanities, | wish to advocate a larger interdigeguy project that would include
sociological and anthropological concepts besitlesd of historiography and film studies
and that would treat a significant portion of theetnatographic representation of the past

as an integral part of collective and cultural memo

2.2.1 Memory studies: the key concepts

At roughly the same period when the capacity ofewia for historical
representation begun to be more systematically oeggl by some historians, others,
namely Jacques Le Goff and Pierre Nora in Franceo(atry where historiophoty also
found an important exponent in the person of Pi&wdin), started to examine another
boundary of their field. Specifically, they questanl the historiography’s monopoly on
representing the past for the present and notedsti@al memory is another mode in
which societies relate to the past. From the petsmeof social memory, the past is not an
object to be explicated and described, but primaailresource for social action in the
present that furnishes building blocks of identity.

The founding work in the discipline of memory sesliwas a treatise on the
“frameworks” of collective memory by a French sdogst Maurice Halbwachs.
According to him, “social thought is essentiallymemory”and people in society only

remember through reliance on collective framewoskgh as the traditions of their groups,
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rituals, and shared narratives. (Halbwachs 199923, 189) The resultant collective
memory serves to create a social bond within amt®un a posthumously published
volume,La mémoire collectivHalbwachs 1950), Halbwachs focuses on the existen
society as the very precondition for the humanitghib remember. Importantly, he also
finds memory and history to be contradictory apphes to the past. History, he argues,
classifies the past, whereas collective memory@ppates it as a continuous space. At the
same time, collective memory itself fragments imtious social groups that sustain it,
whereas history ultimately exists as a single gihiit subsumes all specialized histories.
In effect, history provides “empty frameworks”, whas collective memory “saturates”
them.

Halbwachs’s notion of history obviously retains sotraces of positivist paradigm.
With the developments of historiography such agohistory or oral history, the ideal of a
universal history has undergone some revisions.tl@none hand, the acceptance of
multiple narratives in history and serious consatien of the experience of historical
agents makes the barrier between history and memorg porous. On the other hand, this
very approximation also reveals, how significartigtory and memory still diverge as two
distinct knowledge-producing practices, and in théise the opposition postulated by
Halbwachs holds true. The potentially more troudnhes aspect of his theory pertains to
his emphasis on the bonding character of collectieenory. While it may indeed act as an
integrating factor in one social it might also bsteong source of conflict. For example,
two ethnic groups that share a (single) historynoftual strife in one state can have two
discordant sets of recollections of the past eveth&t not only enhance the intragroup

solidarity, but also feed intergroup conflict. Thas much as the concept of collective

% Halbwachs was obviously inspired by his teachenjl& Durkheim, whose ideas about the social bonds
had evolved from the notion of solidarity to thencept of collective representations. (Durkheim 19@5
this line of classical French sociology, collectmemory should also be treated as a social faat,ith a
phenomenon irreducible to individual psychology.
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memory proves to be productive for understanding rilbotedness of social groups in
traditions and institutions, its limits must alse interrogated.

Pierre Nora, an influential (also through his pastsicademic publishing) French
historian, picked up the topic of the oppositiomween history and memory and claimed

that before the advent of modernity, memory antbhyswere almost indistinguishable as

the modes of relating to the past. He then attednfteshow that especially since thehio
century history has increasingly monopolized tlsk t&lating the past and the present. “At
the heart of history is a critical discourse thatantithetical to spontaneous memory,”
claims Nora (Nora 1989, 9), and the “acceleratibhistory” has augmented the rift into a
gap. Memory as a lived daily experience, as enwamt — les millieux has been
abandoned and relegated to particular sites, lieux where people can continue to
remember the past without having to follow the sudéthe historiographical game.

Of course, any sharp distinction between memory histiory made by the
theoreticians of memory happens on the conceptual.|[Empirically, memory and history
constantly interact with each other. Let us notewéver, that Nora’'s account of the
increasing autonomy of history brings about a psstpe that has quite different
implications than White's description of history alohe to disassociate itself from
literature. Nora saw history as being endowed witihre power, but if there is a hierarchy
between the two, it is not always easily postulatéith one has the upper hand. Jacques
Le Goff remarked that where history flourishesadtually “feeds” the memory. (Goff
1988, 177) Memory can indeed prove itself verylied to all sorts of historiographical
claims on what “really” happened in the past. ltymaso define the agenda for
historiography. Pertinently, those arguments fatdriophoty that see it as way to achieve
increased public relevance of history might be atgerpreted as a sign of faltering self-

confidence of historiography vis-a-vis memory.
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Another significant contribution to the theory ajc&al memory derives from the
work of German Egyptologists, Aleida and Jan Assméro have elaborated the concept
of cultural memory. With the aid of the new termnJAssman attempts to expand the
horizon of memory studies beyond the most recest fmawhich, it seems, the notion of

collective memory attaches itself. As Assman puits i

“Cultural memory, in contrast to communicative meycencompasses the age-
old, out-of-the-way, and discarded; and in conttastollective, bonding memory,
it includes the noninstrumentalizable, hereticalibversive, and disowned.”

(Assmann 2006, 27)

The importance of this contribution lies in the ceptualization of ancient past in
terms of memory that is stored and made functiontiie lived culture. It does not require
historiography to make a centuries or even millandistanced past accessible in the
present. Religions provide a good example, as tiypically cultivate their specific
memory of events and narratives far-removed in tand they do not need submit this

knowledge to historiographical scrutiny.

2.2.2 Historical films as memory narratives

| would like to propose that these two debates twéen historiography and
historiophoty on the one hand, and on the othedhbhatween historiography and social
memory — should be brought into conversation wébheother. This proposition certainly
Is not entirely novel. In an accommodating fashidrilliam Guynn deals with it in his
book “Writing History in Film”. There, he suggedtsat “film can be a place of memory

insofar as it engages the public in a collectiveollection that revivifies or creates a
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meaningful link between a past event and the iteofi the social group in the present.”
(Guynn 2006, 178) Guynn’s monograph puts forwareaiynaell-elaborated arguments for
historiophoty. Not a historian, but a film schol&ho took up the case, he describes the
many possibilities of cinematographic code to cgnescourse on history. A chapter on
memory, however, serves merely as supplement thatdmsiders as special case for
stimulating remembrance in existing social grosd he been familiar for example with
the notion of cultural memory, chances are thatvbald better appreciate the vast time
that memory can handle and the manifold ways inciwhiéinema can activate stored
memory. He would be less inclined to restrictinghfas a place of memory to the limiting
role of bonding, collective memory.

With the recognition of social memory as a distiwaty in which human collectives
relate to the past, the conception of historidad fas a place of memory should be retained.
Nora defined the place of memory as consisting afemial, functional, and symbolic
dimensions (Nora 1989). Upon reflection, historieture films can fit the definition. The
cinema apparatus (Rosen 1986) has a specific rlaterm, including the film stock and
movie theatres. Film narratives are functionalhattthey engage viewers with the past
which they reconstruct on the screen. The functiasaect has been long exploited by
pedagogical uses of historical films (Metzger 20Marcus and Stoddard 2006).
Symbolically, cinema draws on the importance ofamatl cinemas in the overall culture
(Vitali and Willemen 2006). In short, cinema halstlé prerequisites to become one of the
places of memory.

An American historian, Jay Winter, welcomes theradtiction of mnemonic
concepts into the study of historical films with chuess enthusiasm, although he himself
participated on the making of TV documentaries aborld War 1. In response to the

works of several film scholars on films about theoMdl War II, he finds extremely
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problematic the “attempt to correlate the imagdrfilm with something called ‘collective
memory’ and to relate both to political contestatabout national identity is a program
fraught with difficulties.” (Winter 2001, 862) Tché¢ extent in which he criticizes the
insufficient theoretical elaboration of the conceptollective memory and its relationship
with film, he addresses a truly problematic issud &is call for more conceptual rigor
should be heeded. As he rightfully argues, one Ishoot make easy shortcuts between a
particular film and collective memory cast in natb terms. “National memories,”
Outhwaite and Ray concur, “are unstable and coctsttiuas a hybrid of conflicting
passions that are actively assembled into a neerati nationhood” (Outhwaite and Ray
2005).

A plea for “liberating the film from the burden afarrying something called
collective memory” (Winter 2006, 199) takes the Vehissue to an entirely different level.
Winter’s alternative proposition to treat film red a carrier but as a mediator of memories
disregards the main claim associated with the natiocollective memory that stems from
Halbwachs’ training in Durkheimian sociology; thetlee point is precisely that collective
memory is a social fact and as such it is irrededib any particular set of memories that a
member of given group holds. A group carries itdective memory, but in doing so it
draws on available repositories of shared narratiessentially, the social forms of
memory are accessible to study only through thetioes such as rituals and media such
as film. Once we add the notion of cultural memuryhe conceptual apparatus, we also
become attentive to the convulsions of social mgntbat needs not always be an
integrative factor or limit itself to living gendrans. In studying memory as a cultural and
collective phenomenon, we study a particular obgext not, as Winter seems to believe
(Winter 2006, 185), make claims about the commonali memories. From the standpoint

of contemporary social theory, “the idea of a sobjbat ‘possesses’ memory has given
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way to one in which memory inheres in texts anthiaes.” (Outhwaite and Ra, 2005, 179)
Winter, however, makes an important point when hgues against equating
memory represented in cinema with national memibrye accept the idea of historical
film as a place of memory, collective or culturilmust be recognized that memory in
historical films is primarily the memory of a spicisocial group, namely, the filmmakers.
Any generalizations beyond the limits of this grorgmuires an argument about the
position of filmmakers in the overall field of cufal production, (Bourdieu 1993) and the
embedding of that field in the fields of power awbnomics. Sometimes, there are good
reasons to assume an essential homology acro$gltteeand make a compelling case for
a particular film as expressive of national mematgwever, it may be equally probable
that a given film or the oeuvre of certain filmmekevill be at odds with how other groups
that make up a nation remember the past of thesfilapic. The situation will undoubtedly
differ in countries like the US, where the predoamoe of commercial production secures
a level of independence from political pressured lay the same token ties the industry
closely to economic interests. In Europe, the cphoé national cinema still occupies an
important position, while, at the same time, thiessdized filmmakers can often manage to
create movies with high degree of autonomy. Sugctsiderations should always be taken
into account when one makes a claim about whoseamedoes a particular film promote.
From the standpoint of memory, some issues of rtrag® historical drama that
have troubled even the proponents of historiophdisappear. Or rather, they no longer
need to be explained away and instead integratesttiees into the conceptual framework.
I am thinking especially of two points that histors often raise. Firstly, historical film
typically stages a romantic subplot, which is oftba most fictionalized part of the film,
against the more referentially adequate historlzatkground. This genre convention

disturbs the historical commentary of the film. \Wihéowever, we analyze the film as a
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place of memory, this particular component, throdhé very ritualistic dimension of
genre, introduces the elements of sacredness ttethas itself to memory. It is an
auxiliary that relates the spectator to the passiyypressing its uncanny character. The
appeal of the romance draws the historical backgtounto the present, so that the
spectator experiences the past instead of reftpotmit. For history this means failure, for
memory this constitutes its essence.

Secondly, the problem of anachronisms and histoneacuracies gains a different
status for an analyst interested in memory ratlhan thistory. She feels no longer
compelled to correct these elements although thikyneed to be traced and pointed out.
Yet “bad” history might still be a good memory. Amaonisms, for memory, betray the
incomplete grasp of history over the past. Theytheepoint of osmosis between the past
and the present. Similarly, inaccuracies, instebeing seen as either errors or useful
inventions, become symptoms. Their identificati@n ge is not the goal of analysis; rather,
they are the points of entry for inquiry into fottyeg. What is being forgotten and why;
these are the questions that the inaccuracies. rdisd forgetting, a quintessential
component belonging to memory, is as importaneagembrance itself.

As | have attempted to show above, the properlohaphotic projects are scarce.
Most of the film production exhibits the attributes memory rather than history. Under
these circumstances, cinema is very prone to mpstaénditions of the past. Fredric
Jameson seewstalgia filmsas emblematic of the period of late capitalism asdhe puts
it: “The nostalgia film was never a matter of sowld-fashioned ‘representation’ of
historical content, but instead approached the t“psough stylistic connotation,
conveying ‘pastness’ by the glossy qualities of tmage.” (Jameson 1991, 19) Linda
Hutcheon has suggested that Jameson’s critiquesthigia film is a prime example of

nostalgical theorizing. (Hutcheon 1998) Howeveg gfnores that Jameson himself is not
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unaware of this possible objection. In fact, hegsoan explicit question in this respect:
“Does this persistence — nostalgia for that ultenatoment of historical time in which
difference was still present — rather betoken tieeipleteness of the postmodern process,
the survival within it of remnants of the past, afhhave not yet, as in some unimaginable
fully realized postmodernism, been dissolved withautrace?” (Jameson 1992, 229)
Jameson thus does recognize that there is a Utapiamlse operating even in nostalgic
artifacts. The problem with nostalgia lies in ignhunciation of history, which amounts to
an effective enclosure of the Utopian impulse. Tamoria of nostalgia — its inbuilt
subversion of the very means for realizing its Udapgoal — is the reason why | remain
skeptical of the critical capacity of such concepss“reflective nostalgia” that Svetlana
Boym sees as able to connect “historical and indiai time, with the irrevocability of the
past”. (Boym 2001, 49) The current state of filnchleology, with glossy images and
saturated colors as well as artificial imperfecsions very conducive to nostalgia.
Nonetheless, it still makes sense to continue ggkia question posed by Michel Foucault:
“How is this particular reality on film to be reacted as an existing, historically
important reality?” (Foucault 1989, 105) Just aar¢his a possibility of putting history on
screen, although it has been done much less thae slweoreticians would wish, there
should also be a way of making films that would agey in critical remembrance. The
ability to perform such type of memory work appeassa necessary condition if we are
ever to be capable of reflecting on nostalgia ardraunicating across the memory-history
divide

Historiophoty itself, however, remains a viable jpodb of an academic
subdiscipline. Rather than getting incessantly lkedgdown in the controversy about fact
and fiction and visual and written discourse, tleatrstep for historiophoty should be the

development of its own standards for representirgpally the results of historical
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research. Historical film, as the genre is callgdthe filmmaking industry, ought to be
instead conceptually studied as “mnemonic”, or cemorative film and serve as a focal

point of wide interdisciplinary exchange.
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3 Czech cinematography: The place of memoryasafi eld

In the previous chapter, | have introduced an esxéentheoretical argument for
conceiving of most historical films, namely maiestm feature films, as mnemonic rather
than historiographical representations. This ingtleat representations of the past in the so-
called historical feature films should be suscdetiio sociological inquiry in the form of
cultural objects that serve as frames of collecthamory (Halbwachs 1992; Irwin-Zarecka
1994). In the remainder of the dissertation, | wilempt to show that we can learn about
historical features films as th@acesof memory by examining theosition of memory in
cinematography. To this purpose, | will delimit theciological scope of my research on
cinematic memory and proceed to an analysis ofntanas a field of cultural production,
whose contemporary configuration will first requae excurse into its formative stages. My
prevailing method will be an analysis of primarydasecondary literature and its ensuing
heuristic presentation in the sociological categ®mleveloped for the study of culture by
Pierre Bourdieu.

My substantive concern throughout the rest of thisrk will be with the
remembrance of the state socialist past in posaksicCzech cinema. The focus on post-
socialism highlights the importance of collectivemory. As Outhwaite and Ray argue, the
perception of state socialism as a “regime of abh and the resurgence of nationalism it
the wake of its fall made memory into a centraligofactor in post-socialist world.
(Outhwaite and Ray 2005) Nonetheless, as was negatier, coherence of national
narratives about the past is at best a result gémenic power. Since collective memory
originates in social groups smaller than the natibmakes better sense sociologically to
study the former before the latter. Moreover, Hbsacial groups hold the same stakes in a

particular past. Establishing a relationship to #tate socialist past will be of less
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importance to members of a sport team than to tuadenists (of course, same person can
be a member of both such groups). Formation anch@tion of a representation of the past

depends much on whether a social group has a ttamake:

“The persons who compose collectivities broadcashimlic representations —
characterizations — of ongoing social events, pasesent, and future. They
broadcast these representations as members of ial sgggoup. These group
representations can be seen as ‘claims’ abouthyeesof social reality, its causes,

and the responsibilities for action such causegsyi{plexander 2004, 11).

Jeffrey Alexander calls the groups that raise ctasbout the meaning of social
events the “carrier groups” (a reference to Max @gbThe carrier groups, he elaborates
“have both ideal and material interests, they @reated in particular places in the social
structure, and they have particular discursive ntalefor articulating their claims”
(Alexander 2004, 11).

To date, the most complex and compelling accourdiwérse carrier groups with
claims about the state socialist past has beeremiexs by a French social scientist,
Francoise Mayer. In her workiesi a jejich komunismy€zechs and Their Communism]
(Mayer 2009) she shows that among Czechs theria &set a number of distinct “registers”
of the past, which can be traced to particularaapioups. She documents the quick shift of
official memory from the concept of national “intagjon” to “decommunization”. Other
discourses of remembrance competing for natiorgiifstance include the narrative of
“betrayal” among the members of the former rulingn@nunist Party; while the “memory
for identity” dominates among the supporters of @R’s post-socialist successor. The
political prisoners of the Stalinist era tend tmesber the past in terms of “resistance”; the

later dissidents of the Normalization era (1969-998efer its legalistic condemnation; and
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the informers of the secret police need to endutis@urse of “agents”. Critical registers of
memory can be also identified among intellectuals laistorians. Mayer, however, chooses
to leave out one register from her analysis. Thedb$pot of her treatise is in fact quite

significant and consists of the vast and ever-gngvarchive of memories of state socialism
in the media. She only mentions the latter in pagswvith disdain for the presumed triviality

of the products of the cultural industry: “The amlastic reception [of mass culture artifacts
that represent the state socialist past] can pitpl@b best explained by the fact that they
offer a nonpolitical view of history and thus reiuhe past to all those people ‘without a
story’.” (Mayer 2009, 258)

Studying the cinematic memory of state socialisomckéorth necessitates the
understanding cinematography as a social activitg particular group, to which | shall
refer as the “filmmakers”. Literature, typically ainema studies, tends to speak of films as
of works created by directors. Despite undisputafifleence of directors on the shape of a
film, | prefer a more general term that hints a& tollective activity (Becker 1982) of many
social actors that is indispensable to make cinegnaphy exist in society. The following
pages should therefore examine filmmakers in ttegacity of a carrier group of collective
memory and determine the intra- as well as extoajgrrelationships, which put filmmakers
into a specific position in the social structureda@ndow them to make particular claims

about the state socialist past. The claims wiliHs: discussed in subsequent chapters.

3.1 Field of cinematic production under state socia lism

| will describe Czech cinematography in terms ok thield of cinematic
production”. The idea is derivative of Pierre Baetds general theory of action, with a
special focus on the field of cultural productiddo(rdieu 1984; Bourdieu 1993; Bourdieu
1996). The motivation behind choosing the concéph@ field of cultural production as the

organizing theoretical framework for understand@uech state socialist and post-socialist
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cinema is the advantage of the concept in attentirige creative and artistic substance of
cultural artifacts without loosing the sight of tihder social and economic context that
makes cultural production possible. The relevanicéhat context within the field itself
varies depending on the degree of autonomy ofidhe f

Relative autonomy, nonetheless, emerges and ssistaglf through practices of
social actors within and against the encompasseid 6f power. Although literature has
been traditionally the main object of interest the sociologists of culture, | find it that
cinema lends itself to sociological analysis eveoranreadily. Its development into an
industry means that its autonomy from the fielghodver has been more precarious than that
of other media, apart from television. Sub-fieldsumd the media such as video, literature,
or painting rely on more individualistic notion afithorship and their comparatively lower
production costs allow them to maintain a highegrde of autonomy. Not surprisingly,
some people would see the cinema’s industrial Stats incompatible with its artistic
ambition. Such claims, however, in effect and agjaiheir own purpose, reveal the social
constitution of the arts.

Making sense of the Czech post-socialist cineméiedd requires positioning the
entire field of cultural production vis-a-vis thielfls of power and economy. The crucial
moment for Czech cinematographic industry wasrasgformation following the regime
change in 1989. Relatively to the size of the coyrthen Czechoslovakia, its population,
geopolitical significance and economic output, ihdustry had rather long tradition,
considerable scale of production, and strong pmosiin national culture as well as
internationally. Czech cinematography was pioneemedarly as the end of the™&entury,
by a filmmaker Jan KZenecky. Between 1898-1930, 388 feature films weade in what
used to be the Czech Lands of the Austria-Hungdtiapire and later on Czechoslovakia.
In the next 15 years, 363 films were made, whicloamts to almost a double output when

compared to the previous period. (Hudec and Noskéik000, 268) The average annual
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production of 24 films during this time was attaindespite the dramatic restrictions of war
economy on filmmaking, meaning that releasing al3tufilms a year was easily possible.
The increasing capacity of the industry may be #&é@n as an indirect evidence of the
importance ascribed to it by Czech audiences, disaseby the businessmen, government
officials, and even to a limited extent by the Gamoccupation authorities. However, the
golden era not only for the industry, but alsotfog artistic value of Czech cinematography
was yet to come.

The fact that the four decades of the rule of toen@unist Party of Czechoslovakia
have been extremely conducive to cinematographik wleserves a reflection. From the
post-1989 perspective of many Czechs, the claimahmanch of cultural production could
flourish better under state socialism would cefyalvecome a target for objections. It is
certainly a correct observation that a good nunafbestate socialist films, perhaps even the
majority, were either blatantly propagandistic bttee very least conformist with respect to
the ruling regime. Aesthetic standards that wouwtl follow the officially sanctioned style
of “socialist realism” were routinely compromisedyen suppressed. In addition, the
resources were often spent ineffectively and eveassime spectatorship would in many
cases fail to offset the costs of some of the rapgénsive features. The Report on the State
of Czech Cinematography from 1993 sums up thisospective contempt quite

unequivocally:

“Till then [the] Czech Republic produced some 3@¥ofull-length films a year, of

which only few had higher artistic value. A goodtpaf the output was tributary to
the ‘period of normalisation’ and some of the filesuld have sought entry in the
Guinness Book of Records since more copies of thare made than they had

viewers.” Report1993, 1)
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Such a view surely is not without a foundation amerit. Nonetheless, it lacks in
nuance that would allow for more in-depth analysfsCzech(oslovak) state socialist
cinematography as a field of cultural productiomstof all, the view applies to the cinema
of the time criteria that were not its own. Thetailing of creative liberties and imposition
of political goals onto cinematographic productioost be seen as integral part of the field.
Sociologically speaking, it is difficult to imagirepristine artistic spirit of a flmmaker that
expands or contracts depending on the level ofipalioppression. Political capital, which
may be conceptualized as a special variation adkoapital, was constitutive of the field of
cultural production under state socialism, alonghvihe more autonomously distributed
cultural capital. Not only aesthetic failures, lalgo the most notable artistic achievements
must be attributed to all the forces that structine field in its entirety. Political control
over cultural production in state socialist cowsgrhad the effect of actually increasing the
autonomy of the field and the worth of cultural ikalp | am not aware of a study of Czech
cinema that would take these aspects, which magn gesradoxical in retrospect, into
account. However, slowly but surely, new analyspgear that explore this unexpected
source of cultural creativity in the midst of paélly regimented art. This type of
scholarship mostly focuses on Russia, for readuatsneed not be stated, however, | believe
that its insights aremutatis mutandisapplicable to Czechoslovak realities as well. The
Soviet organization of cinematic production, atélr was a model for the Czech one and
the basic legislative framework of the latter, resident’'s Decree No. 50 of 1945, gives
the impression of being “more-or-less a translawbrienin’s Decree of 1918".Report
1993:2)

The cold-war era ensured that Eastern Europe watiidct, for better or worse,
world-wide attention not only as the realm of oriehe two opposing superpowers. The
spectacular races in armament and conquest of spsare easily eclipse the more subtle,

but even more so pervasive cultural formation afiintions and knowledge beyond the
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narrow concerns of industrial-military complex. @rand Verdery speak of thé&riowledge
effects of the Cold War{(Chari and Verdery 2009, 19) in the effort to shtwat the
organization of the geopolitics and its represémtat had deeply impacted the ways in
which social sciences and the humanities develojédlat they have in mind may be
illustrated by what they considethe® most important Cold War knowledge effect of all
decades of censorship (including self-censorshi@ Elarxist intellectual tradition in U.S.
social science”(Chari and Verdery 2009, 23—-2Epr the purposes of the current study, we
may add another “knowledge effect of the Cold War'their list and dub it the “Kundera
Effect” in a recognition of Andrew Wachtel's icorlastic analysis of the relevance of

Eastern European literary intelligentsia. As hespsit

“Writers do not become as renowned as Kundera méetause they are talented
(although a considerable amount of literary talenindoubtedly required), but also
because local and international conditions allowl ancourage their talent to be
widely recognized and appreciated. [...] The phenamefMilan Kundera’ is,

therefore, as much sociocultural as litera(Wachtel 2006, 1)

Culture, too, functioned as an arena in which #@ ¢competing camps would flaunt
their respective achievements. The “Kundera Effeaitild thus guarantee that the cultural
production in Eastern Europe during the Cold Wamubloreach otherwise unavailable
audiences and material support, both domestic arelgh. However, the stakes that the
state socialist countries put onto internationgdrapiation of their cultural production had
an unintended, or at least an unwanted consequeribe necessity to relinquish much of
the control that the authorities wielded over theative process. George Faraday observed
about the Soviet filmmaking that it ended with aseof “latent dependency on the West”,

since
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“the authorities regarded any successes won byeShivhns at Western film festivals
as welcome recognition of the country’s artistioypess, while those films released
abroad that challenged Western stereotypes regp8bmiet ideological conformity
served as useful evidence of the Party’s benevateatment of artists.” (Faraday

2000, 136)

Concerns such as these provided filmmakers witbresiderable leverage in their
struggle for autonomy. However, the main structwalderpinning of the autonomy
stemmed not from their inclusion, at the symbadieel, in the geopolitical competition of
two political systems, but rather from the monetadependence that they enjoyed both in
terms of a perhaps modest, but steady personahuevand generous budgets, once a
project was approved. Along with what Faraday tefths cultural economy of shortage”,
i.e. a condition of permanently undersupplied psmrn of symbolic goods, these financial
policies combined to create of a high sense of mutty among filmmakers and other

creative intellectuals:

“The cultural economy of shortage and the soft letidgonstraints meant that
filmmakers were relatively free from the financ@ncerns that dog their Western
counterparts. By the same token, they were undsrgeessure to consider the likely

public demand for their work.” (Faraday 2000, 58)

| believe that the success of the so-called CzadhShovak New Wave, among both
the local audiences and international critics, sedbe understood in the terms of the
“cultural economy of shortage” and the Kundera €&ff&Vhile it is often admitted that the

international acclaim of the New Wave in the 196@s not simply due to its aesthetic
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achievements and that the geopolitical situatidpdtethe cultural producers in the Soviet
block in gaining attention from abroad, it may bescured that the New Wave filmmakers
also enjoyed favorable conditions for production aaception in Czechoslovakia as well.
The Slovak-made tragicomedybchod na korze [The Shop on Main Strddfn Kadar,
Elmar Klos, 1965) and iJiMenzel'sOste sledované vlaky [Closely Watched Trai(&}i
Menzel, 1966) are often noted for winning the Osoaards for the Best Foreign Language
Film. In the 1960s Czechoslovak cinematographyetheere several other films that were
no less important the previous two for domesticientes, and also gathered quite a few
film festival prizes. Among them, MiloS Forman’dter comedied asky jedné plavovlasky
[Loves of a Blond](Milo§ Forman, 1965) anéiori, ma panenko [The Firemen’s Ball]
(Milo§ Forman, 1967), ¥a Chytilova’s Sedmikrasky [Daisies][Véra Chytilova, 1966),
Ivan Passer’dntimni osvtleni [Intimate Lighting] (lvan Passer, 1965), or Jaromil Jire§’
Zert [The Joke](Jaromil Jire$, 1969) need to be mentioned. Théses fare typically
included in the canon of Czechoslovak cinema by fiistorians, but there were also others
that betrayed the influence of the New Wave aeisthand although they may not had been
so critically acclaimed, their popularity securdternh significant positions in the local
cinematic field. Examples of the latter, more andeoriented trend includeimonadovy
Joe aneb Kaska opera [Lemonade Joe or Horse Ope(@ldiich Lipsky, 1964) orEcce
homo HomolkdJaroslav Papousek, 1969).

It is tempting to see the New Wave as a resulhefdultivated young talents that
graduated from the Film and TV School of The Acagewh Performing Arts in Prague
(FAMU) and rebelled against the dictates of “sastalealism”, the aesthetic dogma of the
Stalinist years. However, the very fact that filchslars refer to the new generation of
filmmakers in the 1960s as belonging to a “wavejdthe questions of how could it be that
S0 many “extraordinary” artists emerged in suchhartsspan of time. And one must not

forget that similar breakthrough was experienceavhiters as well. It thus appears as more
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plausible, although perhaps more difficult to adfoit staunch critics of all the facets of
state socialism, that the conditions of possibilitythe field of cinematography were truly
conducive to creation of works with high degreewftural capital. In other words, the goal
of the legislature that framed filmmaking at thedi— “to eliminate permanently from such
cultural and economic activity any disturbing odésiinterference and any harmful
unprofessional and, with respect to the intere$tthe people and the State, unreliable
influences and factors” (Decree No. 50, 1945) — waelsieved. Once the harsh political
oppression of the 1950s was relaxed, especially #ie Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev’s
renunciation of the cult of personality in 1956nearnatography in Czechoslovakia could
proceed creatively without paying much heed tottalsing outside interferences”.

In the state socialist systems, the heteronomomgiple operating in the field of
cultural production was the political authority, iaim could be expressed as political capital
that could be accumulated by actors namely thradgblogical conformity. However, as a
specific form of social capital, the political ctginecessary for taking certain position in
the field could be acquired by other means as viedpecially in a country as small as
Czechoslovakia, social connectedness and systepersdnal favors (Konopasek and Kusa
2006) often served for achievement of distinctidwotigh bypassing the relatively
egalitarian distribution of material wealth. As ansequence, the cultural producers had
significant means at their disposal to negotiati wihat Faraday calls the “non-Weberian”

bureaucracy:

“Although the state claimed absolute authority toect the creative output of
cultural producers, the bureaucratic disciplinagchmanisms it used to do so proved
to be surprisingly weak once the threat of terrasWfted following the Thaw. [...]
The rigor and regularity of the cultural bureaugracas undermined by the ‘non-

Weberian’ nature of the Soviet administrative dinoes in general — that is, the
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tendency for decision making to depend more petsaiationships than on the

formal hierarchy of office.” (Faraday 2000, 61)

Moreover, the political elite depended to an extanthe legitimacy that it sought to
obtain in the symbolic realm. While internationaégtige was a significant benchmark, in
countries where intelligentsia had traditionallypiontant role and cultural capital served to
offset economic and political insecurities, theemal support of and from the field of
cultural production was imperative. The incompeéen€t many political leaders and local
authorities in relevant policy-making would scaycelecome a source of dissatisfaction.
And if criticism was mounted on these grounds, d@uld usually come from the more
technocratic fractions of the elite itself. Howeveultural incompetence in the ranks of the
leadership would often became a target of jokeswauld slowly but surely undermined
the legitimacy of the state-apparatus. The statéabkst authorities, however, were not as
ignorant as the jokes would have it, and made thaecultural production had sufficient

support to flourish:

“State policies designed to support the complianitens whom the state explicitly
needed did not exclusively benefit those who ‘smid.’ They also allowed for the
financial well-being (albeit at a lower level) aself-esteem of a significant number
of writers and would-be writers who did not accefte controls. These policies
truly made the post-World War Il communist worldveter's paradise. They meant
that, with the exception of the most notorious idissts, the majority of even
nonofficial writers were able to live and work asters with the help of the state.”

(Wachtel 2006, 34)
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Wachtel obviously exaggerates with the metaphaa &baradise”, which certainly
could not be applied in the years of Stalinist atictships, nor in the more politically
relaxed condition, when writers and all other aw@tuproducers still had to deal with
censorship and other repressive policies, whictudex imprisonment. In the material
sense, however, the system of organizing culturadiycers in various kinds of unions of
which they were formally employees assured a stanofaliving in ways hardly realizable
in competitive market environment. Such type ofpup was not limited to literature.
Moreover, the “cultural economy of shortage” thesulted from the general disciplinary
measures recruited disproportionately large aué®mor the arts. Thus, although far from
idyllic, the positions in the field of cultural piaction as it has developed within state
socialist countries did come with considerable fiesneAnd Wachtel makes a valid point
when he asserts that the system worked for everyreknew how to work inside of it,
even if on the margins.

Whereas Wachtel and Faraday use a Bourdieuan frarkdw describe the general
conditions of possibilities in the field of cultimaroduction under state socialism, Alexei
Yurchak utilizes linguistically-informed theories &ccount for the shift in the authoritative
discourse from the constative dimension to itsqrarhtive dimension. (Yurchak 2006, 75)
In other words, he brings attention to the prod®ssvhich the ever more rigid ideology, a
canon which had lost its last prophet and integorefith the death of Stalin, had gradually
become “hypernormalized” language without a sultstanmessage. The incessant
repetition of prescribed forms created a paraddsitaation, in which “making sense” was
substituted by mere performance of the knowledgthefsaid forms. Paradoxically, then,
the forms themselves could become vehicles forequiteative and even subversive
messages. A standard practice in academic writiogldvinvolve formulaic introductions
and conclusions that would affirm the superiorifyttee Marxist-Leninist philosophy, while

the gist of the argument would follow its own logiuch practices could be exploited by
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anyone, filmmakers included. If we attempt to ttatesthese observations to Bourdieuan
terminology, it means that the conditions of podisjphad changed fundamentally for
cultural producers after the demise of the mostreggive period. The loss of meaning in
the hypernormalized language granted the actorthénfield of cultural production a
strategy for position-taking that had further umdiered the heteronomous principle of
politics in the field of cultural production. Pagirip service to the ruling ideas served to
further evaluate the cultural capital against tbétipal capital, for the political authorities
had no grounds on which they could interfere in tieédd as long as the performative
dimension of enunciations remained within offidialunds.

The case of the dissidents complicates the pidtutiee sense that they, just like the
ruling politicians, attempted to challenge the odbxy of the cultural field, although they
did so by claiming more autonomy for the field, fess. If we accept Yurchak’s arguments
as insights into the structure of the field, thinhodoxy appears an empowering moment that
could obtain more autonomy for the work in thedielhe positions of dissents themselves
were more precarious. Gil Eyal emphasizes theabthe incessant struggle, which did not
concern only particular positions, but sought digament of the entire field around a
heteronomous principle of “pastoral power”: “In tlease of the dissidents, who were
‘outside’ the official sphere, this meant a strugggiainst the orthodoxy of the cultural field,
which during the years of “normalization” was corapd mostly of the reform communist
intellectuals.” (Eyal 2003, 69) Nonetheless, eviethé population at large was not deeply
concerned about the dissent, as participants incthtiral field, they had considerable
influence in it to the extent that they were alewtield significant cultural capital. In
cinematography, this was less apparent, as thenaitie apparatus lent itself more easily to
effective supervision than writing did. For thigsen, it can be considered as more directly
expressive of the orthodoxy in the field of cullypeoduction. It was not really possible to

produce some sort of cinematographic samizdatoadfh video could in part assume such
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function. Still, especially since the Czech cultdigld has always been relatively small and,
in consequence, little differentiated in its redpecsub-fields, the influence of the dissent
cannot be entirely discounted even for filmmaking.

If cinematographers chose to challenge the ruliegimme in ways other than
reasserting universalistic values of humanism, as @mblematic of the Czech New Wave,
they would still go about it obliquely, by raisingither particular issues that could,
nonetheless, be interpreted as policy problemsinDuhe period of reform communism,
that culminated in the Prague Spring of 1968, anthé wake of New Wave cinema, films
were made that dealt with the white spots of dadfitiistoriography and suggested implicitly
the desirability of redress. For exampléj Menzel directedskivanci na niti[Larks on the
String] (Jiti Menzel, 1969), a film that followed the tragicayegenre of his previous,
Oscar-winningOst'e sledované vlaky [Closely Watched Trair{dki Menzel, 1966), in
which he hinted at the politically-motivated remies of the 1950s. It must be noted,
however, that the movie’s characters of politicakgners and forced laborers undergo
hardly a fraction of the suffering that the victimisthe most brutal period of the regime had
to endure in actuality. Similarly, the film by Jifich Polak,Nebesti jezdci [Riders in the Sky
] ( Jindfich Polak, 1968), revivified the memory of the Czemd Slovak pilots who served
in the RAF during the Second World War, but remdisgent on the persecution that they
failed prey to after the Communist Party took tlwever in 1948. In the late 1980s, once
under the influence of the glasnost policy of thavi€t Union the filmmakers felt the
loosening grasp of the censorship, the criticisoktthe form of what we could call the
“social problems” cinema. Among films that delibefs displayed some of the public
secrets of the state socialist regime one couldtceuch dramas aBroc¢?[Why?] (Karel
Smyczek, 1987) about a destructive rage of thebfdbhooligans, oBony a klid [Big
Money] (Vit Olmer, 1988) depicting roughness of the blackrket gangs. It is perhaps

worthwhile at this place to recall also the studiimt of Jan S¥rak, who was later to
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become one of the most significant post-socialistatiors, namedRopaci [Oil Gobblers]
(Jan Syrak, 1988). It was a fictitious documentary abodiszovery of the new species that
proliferates in ecologically destroyed habitatsjohiresonated with the emerging anxieties
about the environmentally reckless developmenndiistry under state socialist economic
policies.

Overall, cinema of the late 1980s engaged itselfenadten in a piecemeal approach
to the critique of the ruling system. No single neowould, however, raise general
questions about its desirability. As genre modifaas and a summary body of works, such
films represented a more complex claim on the rs#tgesf progressive changes in the
society under the Communist Party government. Atdaame time, even at this level, they
remained entrenched in the orthodoxy of the fidictwtural production, which revolved
around the positions occupied by reform communi$tee cinema’s attachment to the
orthodoxy helps to explain the relative stability its structure of positions after the
transformations of the general conditions of pabsibfollowing the 1989 fall of the
regime, especially in comparison to positions ttiet dissidents held predominantly in
writing and journalism. Wachtel’'s remark about theure of the writing in the circles of

dissidents helps to explain why the unorthodoxuraltproducer were affected differently:

“Even a semipublic enunciation of ‘the truth’ wakiad of scandal, and audiences
felt vicariously brave just by reading it. This @nic helps explain why so few
former underground writers were able to flouristemthe fall of communism. They
wrote against a given system, and when that sydisappeared they were exposed

as having had nothing to say except their prot€¢g{édchtel 2006, 41)
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3.2 Post-socialist field of cinematic production

The end of the Cold War ultimately brought abowd fradual evanescence of the
Kundera Effect from the post-socialist culture.ligh the whole issue of the Cold War
knowledge effects has not disappeared. For thelCRepublic, the path-dependencies have
begged the question of the end of post-socialidme. ilitegration of the country among the
societies of free-market capitalism might be welicanplished, but the repeated
resurgences of the memory of state socialism ecglethat the state socialist past continues
to intervene in the present and imposes itself rmsndispensable object of knowledge.
While many dissidents evacuated their positionthécultural field for political posts, the
majority of cultural producers, not only writergjtfilmmakers as well, had to address the
Wachtel's question: How to remain relevant aftemomunism? Not surprisingly, the easiest
way to remain relevant is to speak of the pastetmnstruct in representation the times,
when the intellectuals were “on the road to classgr”.

The so-called Velvet Revolution in November 1988t ttoppled the state socialist
regime soon began to affect Czech cinematograpliyndamental ways. In January 1990,
filmmakers helped to restore to functioning the dmniof Czech [formerly also
Czechoslovak] Film and Television Artists (FITESpyhich was one of the crucial
organizations that had represented filmmakers tfirout the 1960s, until it was dismantled
in 1970 for its vocal support of the reform comnatriendency. Since its inception, FITES
focused on the rehabilitation of filmmakers who &ven the blacklist of the state socialist
regime. The Union also called for the abolishmeffttime Central Directorate of
Czechoslovak Film that used to be the main ingtitufor the control, supervision, and
censorship of the cinematographic industry durhegNormalization era. The retrospective
Report on the State of Czech Cinematography fro®@B8l@marked about the efforts of
filmmakers: “At that time none of the artists amdgucers had any notion that by this they

had set free an avalanche, which not only wipedtioéf Central Directorate, but also
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completely damaged the functioning of the film istity.” (Report1993, 1) Later on, FITES
has become a standard voluntary association witpofibcal leverage. In the early 1990s,
however, it turned out to be anachronistic presgmoeip, which lingered on a no longer
sustainable notion of the political dimension afeznatography. In the meantime, the entire
cultural field was undergoing fundamental transfation that consisted of setting new
conditions of possibility, which replaced the relage of political capital with economic
capital as the heteronomous principle of the field.

Very quickly after 1989, the country began to stgeite straightforwardly towards
establishing itself as a free-market economy withighistic political representation. It was a
process that not only immediately discarded angrmefcommunist tendencies, but soon
overwhelmed also the former dissidents, who onrgelacale left the cultural field and
occupied ever more dispersed positions in the fadlgpower. For cinematography, the
transition period to new arrangements proved tddxstructive. New legislative framework
for filmmaking was not enacted until the late 199and despite the legal contindftywith
the previous regime and formal validity of the afmentioned Presidential Decree of 1945,
no norms were strictly asserted and the statd fisetlamentally severed its obligations to
financially support flmmakers. The deep drop iroguction followed instantly. On the
reception side there was also a steep downturhowdh the foreign imports kept the

attendance of theaterrs high in numbers for seveoak years.

1 Act No. 273 Coll. of 15th of October 1993 on So@enditions of Production, Dissemination and Filisfg
Audio-Visual Works.

12 The principle of legal continuity is one of thaucial aspects of the Czechoslovak transition fromdtate
socialist to private-capitalist society. It has-faaching implications namely for the issues oftiges and
treatment of the past in public and official memd®ge (Mayer 2009).
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New releases of Czech feature films 1990-2010

19

No. of releases

20

Chart 1 Source:Report on the State of Czech Cinematography, 1988:2°zech Film Center

http://ffilmcenter.cz/ [for 2006—2010]

Basic data on the film market in the Czech Republic

Year

1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010

Shows

540592
494480
362614
353295
301154
248967
187369
169570
168009
163796
181291
197607
252692
306082
341332
326646
318212
345239
353801
386319
403198
399099

Admissions

51452520
36361230
29897814
31239352
21898200
12870355
9253214
8846030
9815024
9246676
8370825
8718776
10363336
10692996
12139638
12046139
9478632
11508965
12829513
12897046
12469365
13536869

Box office
(CZK)

354404326
286212891
323186510
430162970
432904594
302851487
254206096
304004622
436960890
508896857
496062893
593019758
817681525
946005083
1084009955
1105869640
854485624
1043322604
1200004225
1220237088
1251065375
1497321770

Average
ticket
price
(CzZK)
6,9
7.9
10,8
13,8
19,8
23,5
27,5
34,4
44,5
55
59,3
68
78,9
88,5
89,3
91,8
90,15
90,65
93,53
94,61
100,33
110,61

Table 1 Source:Unie filmovych distributaf [Union of Film Distributors]
Available at: http://www.ufd.cz/prehledy-statigtik

59




By 1993, the industry that used to be completeltionalized became entirely
privatized, with the only exception of the CzechrFInstitute, which was reorganized and
renamed to National Film Archives by the 1993 lkgisn. It remains the only institution in
the film industry wholly funded by the state ansltéisks are namely preservation, archiving
and research of films. Its collections count amtmg largest and the oldest in the world.
The Act No. 241/1992 Coll. also established a negapization, the State Fund of the
Czech Republic to Assist and Promote Czech Cinggnagpbiy that gets partial funding from
the state. The purpose of the Fund was to providencial assistance to production,
distribution, or promotion of films that are deemmegbortant to Czech cinematography. The
state’s contribution to the Fund has never reathe@xpected amounts and its main source
of financing comes from the selling of rights fareening and broadcasting Czech films
made before 1989. Some income flows also from tive difices, which are required to
surcharge a minor amount to the tickets sold fertbnefit of the Fund. In the cinematic
field, then, the Fund functions as a limited conntaght to the market forces. The subsidies
provided by the Fund make for a rather small partbthe films’ budgets and thus its role
is not decisive. To an extent, however, the attidluof support from the Fund has become
accepted in the field as recognition of the cultwapital of the applicants and of their
projects.

The indicators of the film industry since 1989 @weal a slight clustering of trends

in both production and reception that can be used heuristic periodizatiol. The period

13 The sources of the data presented in the tabtesatrfully congruent. While the reports suppliedtbe
theatres tend to be fairly accurate, the infornmaibout the production of feature films sometima®mes
even within a single source like the annual Remortthe State of Czech Cinematography. This can be
attributed mostly to the uncertainty regarding thigeria for counting a particular cinematic artifaas a
feature film. Some statistics would include fulbdgh animated films or documentary films dissengdat
through the main distributors. However, since tfiapter does not treat the data statistically -ckiould be

a dubious enterprise anyway, due to the relatiely numbers of films that we are dealing with — the
incongruence hardly matters. The herein preseraga should only be seen as illustrations that neapgps
suggest some trends and be of heuristical usehéytform no basis for statistical claims.
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of 1990-1993 could be designated as the transpiemod during which the industry
experienced some serious shocks. The scale of gfoduand spectatorship was quickly
dropping in comparison to the state socialist Iev€nce the previously started projects
were finished, the gains in political liberties ped to be insufficient for safeguarding or
even boosting the creative work in Czech cinembnraaking turned from a sphere of
cultural policy into business almost instantly. Tlaek of enforced norms for audiovisual
entrepreneurship and withdrawal of state fundimgpded the autonomy of the field. It took
several years for flmmakers to transform what Bioeur calls the habitus — “an objective
relationship between two objectives, [that] enalaledntelligible and necessary relation to
be established between practices and a situatBwirflieu 1984) — and learned to operate
in the condition of market forces. A similar leargicurve must had been followed also by
the corporate and state personnel that held stakése cinematic field. The end of the
period is marked by new legislation, but it alsedaps with the end of the first wave of
privatization and the break-up of Czechoslovakia.

Once the production of films began to pick up amel attendance of movie theaters
had somewhat stabilized, it may be justifiable ieak of the post-socialist cinema proper.
During this time, the positions in the general urdt field had gradually regained firmer
coordinates. This is to say that some individual® wvere found too compromised by
collaboration with the state socialist authoritigere excluded from participation in the
field. Most notably, this would affect Otakar Vaywho remains acclaimed for some of the
masterpieces of Czech cinema, suctKkslivo nacarodéjnice [The Witch Hunt](Otakar
Vavra, 1969), but who, as a leftwing author, alslingly directed films that fully met the
expectations of the Communist Party on the politidens. Others, e.g. ¥a Chytilova,
simply have had difficulties in the new situatian work consistently with their previous

trajectories and they were thus forced to occupy kEentral positions; she only made two
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feature films in the 1990s compared to four in phevious decad¥ On the other hand,
especially the upcoming generation of flmmakerzexk the opportunity to take up the
vacant dominant positions. Janégk, for example, climbed high on the economic dxis
being able to raise films budgets of considerabbpgrtions and get mass attendance for his
works; all of that without giving up on respectedhftsmanship. Jan fdbejk or David
Ondricek followed along the same lines.

At the pole of the cinematic field governed by atdi capital, FrantiSek A. Brabec
managed to gain a significant position. The pafrtbe field saturated with economic capital
were sometimes occupied by newcomers like Karedklde.g.Rafaci [Rafters] (Karel
Janak, 2006)), who have sought commercial sucbesst other times by previously more
culturally minded (in the sense of “cultural capitalirectors like Vit Olmer, whose mid-
1990s films (e.gPlaygirls (Vit Olmer, 1995)) were purely commercialist as Iwé&b the
extent that the category of commercial films carapplied to the state socialist cinema, it is
notable that the filmmakers who created movies wiidiss appeal during state socialism
continued to do so without interruption also in tiieral market conditions. The prime
example here is Jaroslav Soukoup, who even builbniphe success of his pre-1989
blockbusters by producing their post-1989 sequefs Ifis Discopiibeh [Disco-Story]
(Jaroslav Soukup, 1987) amdscopibeh 2 [Disco-Story 2](Jaroslav Soukup, 1991)). The
agents holding positions on the culturally domingole of the field also, in their own way,
exercised continuity; there, the autonomy of theldfiwas so strong that the social
transformation has mainly left it unaffected. Jarartkmajer and his surrealist animated

cinema exemplify the permanence of autonomousiposit

* The fact that a New Wave director, who claimed Far work to be critical of the state socialist
establishment, had a chance to work with full cégdey the 1980s suggest an alignment with Gil Byal
thesis on the “correction” of trajectories for theajority of people who were implicated with reform
communism of the 1968. Her case may be illustratdezause after 1969, she had to wait for seventifea
another of her movies came out. Afterwards, hedpection seems unhindered. The case ©fMenzel was
very similar: after making a loyalist filiddo hleda zlaté dno? [Who Looks for Gold3fi Menzel, 1974), he
was able to resume full-fledged production in the11970s and throughout the 1980s. His absenteein
cinematic field during the period of “post-socialnema” meant that he did not make a single langth
feature film between 1993 till 2006.
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After the disruptions in the 1990s, the data onfits¢ decade of the 21century as
well as the overall conditions in the social fisladggest that cinema has gradually achieved
stability. In terms of its capacity to produce fiptCzech cinematography is by now almost
back to pre-1989 levels. In this respect, it netedbe noted that the Czech Republic and
namely, albeit not exclusively, the Barrandov Stgdnave become a sought after location
for shooting foreign films and realization of casguctions. The ascension of the Czech
Republic to European Union in 2004 symbolizes tmegration of the market with the
Western Europe and it made more resources avaitabkhe Czech film industry (for
example, the above mentioned Barrandov Studiosaapesent, a recipient of a grant from
the European Social Fund). Since 1994, the Czegulitie has been a member in the
Eurimages, the European Council’s fund for stimotatco-productive works. Overall, the
industry now has diversified financial basis thatlides private investors. The current
situation is therefore far more conducive to filnkimg than during the breakdown in the
early 1990s, when a massive cinematographic apysafatly dependent on the state for
finances found itself suddenly stripped of thosaviHg more stakeholders, however, entails
less autonomy and an extensive penetration ofieleeWith heteronomous market forces.

An important moment for Czech post-socialist cineageaphy occurred in 2006 in
the midst of debates about replacing the provisiand obsolete Act No. 241/1992 Coll.
The purpose of the new law was a change in theding the State Fund for the assistance
to cinematography that would effectively more thiaple the amount that gets distributed
each year for the support of filmmaking and prowmtand raise it from the range of
typically 60—80 million crowns to well over 200 hin. The President, Vaclav Klaus,
however, decided to make use of his prerogative \aided the new legislation. As a

proponent of the technocratic branch of the po891%e claimed that cinema is a
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commercial enterprise and thus undeserving of puulbsidies® The veto roused a series
of protests not only by filmmakers alone, but ddgssome distributors and various umbrella
organizations in the cinema industry. The imporgaotthe event did not lie in the creation
of a longer-lasting social movement among cinenragauers, but rather in the vocalization
of their own perception of the cinema’s role in €zsociety.

The protest made it clear that filmmakers still Hgemselves as a part of national
culture. Their stance was summed up in s brief adatibn signed by the key film

associations:

“Czech cinema has, for a long time, representedciCzeational culture and
supported Czech national identity in Europe. laishame of our politicians that
Czech film production remains as the sole cults@iere without a direct support
from the state that would be adequate to its smamnte.” Osm filmovych omy|

2006)

Insofar as the ambition of the film producers gdhs,statement barely differs from
the diction of the law that had overseen the pedbdtate socialist cinema. It is a call for
autonomy from market forces and a plea for the igronr of financial means by the state.
While many countries commonly subsidize their naiocinematographies, often to offset
the prevalence of Hollywood production, the postiaiist context makes the reliance on
state policies for cinema noteworthy. The mechasisfithis support, however, differ in the
sense that the income of the funds was expectée &et by the legislation and to remain
independet of the state budget and the particukecidive power. The grounds on which the

cinematic producers justified this proposal for therease of non-commercial resources

154 disagree with treating the entrepreneurshigiirema industry, which is a standard branch ofriess, as
a public asset that should be financed from pulglsources.” Vaclav Klaus in a letter to the Chamroathe
Chamber of Deputies. (Prezident vetoval zakon, 2006
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stays, nonetheless, in line with the rhetoric ofeona as a bearer of national heritage and a
cultural ambassador abroad. Hence also the typwabdésts that the filmmakers chose in
response to the presidential veto: withdrawing gilfrom festivals, including the shutting
down of Czech representation in Cannes.

Among the stakeholders who sided with the Presidetiie dispute over the funds
for Czech cinema were the delegates of the telmvistations, including the Czech
Television, a public service company modeled ugenBritish BBC status. The proposed
legislation threatened to divert a fraction of theadvertisement incomes into
cinematography. Their arguments maintained thaftéroadcasters invest large amounts
in film production as it were. Hames confirms, iadethat the financial flow television
companies had been irreplaceable resource for Gzeema: “If the Barrandov studios had
been responsible for 70% of production under Comsmanthen Czech Television can be
seen to have been involved, as producer or co-pesdun a similar proportion under
capitalism.” (Hames 2000, 72—-73) While such a grorfluence of another medium on
cinema further undermines the autonomy of the catenfield, it must recognized that
television stations also depend, in part, on tmeroiatographic production that supplies
them with prime time entertainment. On the one haedevision as a medium had
undeniable role in the great reduction in the nundbenoviegoers in the first half of 1990s.
On the other hand, television broadcasting haseasmd the cinema’s symbolic power.
Thanks to the showing of films on TV, the filmic rratives reach, in fact, even larger
audiences. An example of one of the early postasisticomedies about the state socialist

past illustrates this very clearly:

“While only exceptionally does it happen that theosin successful films are
watch[ed] by more than 200,000 viewers in our ciagimhe same film may be

watched by two, three or four million viewers atedime on television. An example
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of this is Diky za kazdé nové raneohich 210,100 viewers saw in 15 months in
cinemas, and 4 million viewers watched in the Neeals television showing.”

(Report1995, 17)

In reviewing the overall transformation of the cimettic field after 1989, we must
remark that as a space of possibles it has becoare oonstrained, that is to say, less
autonomous. Remarkably, some positions have bahgied with the regime change. This
would include especially those positions that waistributed at the extremities of cultural
capital. Filmmakers as Jan Svankmajer continueotuidate the kind of cinema that earns
the most appraisals from the critics. At the ofae, directors like Zdetk TroSka carry on
with production of films that aim for popular app@ad employ formulaic methods. Such
approach could be easily practiced under statelsami, because it did not interfere with
political interests. If anything, such type of puation has it easier under the market
conditions. However, the positions with either lowhigh degree of political capital were
shaken, because the market had replaced poligsags the main heteronomous principle in
the organization of the field. Once dominant filmkaes were marginalized, and successful
newcomers — Janiebejk or Petr Zelenka — have often assumed therdgome. Yet along
with the politically discredited directors, somethe formerly best-reputed filmmakers of
the New Wave have lost their standing in the fi@ldeir hardships evidence the best the
demise of the Kundera Effect from Czech cinematulgya

Finally, it appears that as the autonomy of thiel firms been weakened, new tensions

develop over the dominant principle of the field:

“There is a certain state of schizophrenia govertine audiovisual sector. There are
subjects not bothering about any cultural qualitgantribution they only follow the

market principles sometimes harvesting high profitext to them there are people
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in despair falling into debts [...] to materialisethcreative intentions. There is only
a weak and ad hoc link between these two spherdginthe means earned in the
commercial section flow into the cultural orientegighbour. Commercial subjects

are naturally protesting against a similar moreesysitic measure.’Report2000, 3)

The analysis of the internal structure of cineméétd needs to be accompanied by
a scrutiny of the position of the cinematic fiekdelf with respect to other domains of
cultural production and the encompassing fieldak@r. Concerning the first issue, it is not
surprising, given the objective limits of a smadluatry, that FrantiSek Daniel could point
out that “yet another distinctive point about thee€h cinema concerns the close and clear
relationship between film and other forms of agpexially the theatre.” (Daniel 1983, 52)
This is a not a new situation, but as we have sedhe case of television, the overlaps
between cinema and other types of cultural prodadtiave increased. Previously, the close
ties of flmmakers with writers and scenic artisigually served to valorize the cultural
capital of Czech cinema, especially in comparisath the entertainment model of cinema
of the Hollywood type. The protest of the flmmakeso made it clear that the notion of
cinema as an art remains a part of their self-defim The increase of interaction with other
cultural forms and media after 1989, however, tetioddevalorize cultural capital, as it is

oriented mostly towards more commercial institusiosuch as television and journalism.

3.3 Filmmakers as intellectuals: Czech national cin ema

The perspective on the field of cinematic produtticould not be complete without
a consideration of their symbolic position in thesall social field. The amount of prestige
that filmmakers gain apart from their cultural @oromic capital depends much on the
relevance of the notion of “national cinema” in €zesociety. We have observed previously

that the cinema industry is inevitably internatibaa soon as it gets involved in the global

67



system of festival evaluation of film works. Yetigtdoes not necessarily undermine the
status of cinematography as a national one. Thextefhay actually be reinforcing, to the
extent that filmmakers are seen as representatiwemational culture. As we noted
previously, the Cold War mentality fed right inteick national purpose for cinema.
According to Philip Schlesinger, “contemporary gsak of ‘national cinema’ are entirely
congruent with a well-established line of sociobagi thinking about the nation”
(Schlesinger 2000, 29). Although the medium itsglpeared after the rise of nationalisms
in Central Europe, filmmakers can still — and ire€lzoslovakia or the Czech Republic they
arguably do — contribute to shared national imaginaf which the representations of the
state socialist past are part and parcel (Smitl®R00

Perhaps the most important change has to do watlshift of not only cinema, but
the entire field of cultural production further tamls the dominated sector of the field of
power. This shift reflects the fundamental revisodithe role of the strata of intelligentsia in
Czech society. As a matter of fact, intelligents®s been a major phenomenon in the entire
Central and Eastern Europe since the lat8 déntury and it status has been challenged
everywhere in the post-socialist world. Intelliggatused to play a crucial role in the nation
building in the countries that were latecomers umdpean modernization and as a surrogate
representative of the nation, it created a riftin@en national and political bodies. The rift
had carried over from monarchical states to satidictatorships.

Ladislav Holy noted that “the self-image of the €zg perpetually invoked in all
possible contexts and marshalled to motivate pralctction, is the image of a highly
cultured and well-educated nation.” (Holy 1993, PU8is self-image, he adds, stems from
a national myth “of the nation lead and represeigdntellectual figures.” (Holy 1993,
210) The myth can be traced back to the so-caltibmal revival in 19 century, when
writers and journalists led the struggle against Alustrian empire which denied the then-

forming Czech nation a political representationtrdduction of state socialism only
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accentuated this myth. As Michael Kennedy remarKedegllectuals, and their cultural
products, could become even more consequentialr wwmfemunist rule than they were in
precommunist times.” (Kennedy 2002, 58) Intellelsuaere the guardians of counter-
memory and in many instances also the leadersugge against the state socialist regime.
And although they no longer represent the natiolitigally, it could be argued that they
still represent it in their native field of culturds intellectual figures, filmmakers also
benefited from this “surplus value” of cultural dap and we able to take advantage of the
previously discussed Kundera Effect.

All of these socio-cultural biases towards intellet presence in the field of power
began to disintegrate after 1989. Democratic regiloges the gap between the state and the
nation as a cultural unit. Market has replaced “thdtural economy of shortage” with a
cultural economy of abundance. The audiences ateemppowered as consumers to make
choices among cultural artifacts and intellectdiald it increasingly difficult to fill out the
public space in the competition with entertainmd®bberts et al. (Roberts, Povall, and
Tholen 2005) argue, on the basis of research céeduin some of the post-socialist
countries, that the changes in the patterns afileisonsumption as well as emergence of a
new occupational structure have undermined the secyal footing of intelligentsia. The
process, however, is rather slow and not straightcd. As | shall argue in more detail
later, the cultural field, partially due to its deg of autonomy, operates through forms that
display perhaps more longevity than political andremic institutions themselves. Another
factor that must be taken into account has to db e initially high value of cultural
capital and its effortless convertibility into patal capital in the aftermath of 1989. It is,
therefore, essential to show not only the disiraggn of the social conditions that used to
sustain the power of intelligentsia, but also ot the political defeat of intellectuals.

One of the most ambitious projects that attemptgite an account of the fate of

intelligentsia and intellectuals in post-socialmtlitics is Michael D. Kennedy’s work on
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“cultural formations of postcommunism”. (Kennedy02) Kennedy criticizes the prevalent
approaches in the studies of postcommunism. Trdaogy, according to him, presents a
tacit affirmation of neoliberalism, and institutalism “accept[s] more or less transition’s
metanarrative: that the problem is to figure ouivhzapitalism and/or democracy can be
built.” (Kennedy 2002, 22). In both approaches,ltlm@ and history are not recognized to
be things that envelop the work of transition itsgKennedy 2002, 9) In order to offer a
more complex picture, he adapts a notion of “caltfwrmations” from Raymond Williams.
Williams is reputed for his arguments that cultonekes an integral part of social and
economic processes and, instead of being secoridattyem, plays a constitutive role.
(Williams 2005, 31-45)For Kennedy, cultural fornoais designate non-institutionalized
movements and tendnecies that are nonethelessntitlh powers, namely in emergent
postcommunist societies. In this perspective, th@nsition” is not a fatal trajectory, but a
type of culture that asserted itself against otteemations. Kennedy suggests that the
establishment of postcommunist societies was ewesutid not devoid of alternatives.

The centrality of transition was not, as it coulgpbear in retrospect, a matter of
course. Nationalist movements were often a comgetorce and for the transition’s
success. In some places, most notably and tragidall the Balkans, nationalist
mobilizations resulted in gruesome consequencesnwhe war broke out. Elsewhere,
nationalism has not resorted to such violent exgimes and Czech and Slovak Republics
parted in peace. For a success of transition @jlitiwvas nonetheless necessary for it to be
articulated within nationalism: “Transition cultuaed nationalism are mutually implicated,
finally, because transition can be hegemonic oalthe extent that it can be articulated as
being in the interest of the nation.” (Kennedy 2088) On the occasion of the state
socialism’s collapse, other significant forces walgo present in the competition for the
control of political field. The former Communist ®aremained a force to be reckoned

with, as well as environmental movement. Last haitlaast, perhaps the most formidable
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alternative to transition was mounted by intellatsuand former dissidents, who prioritized
building of civil society against the pragmatic tpaf transition. Despite the election for
president of Vaclav Havel, the foremost represematof the intellectual strand,

intellectuals’ political ambitions were nonethelésg/arted by the electoral defeat of their

party in 1992.

“The emancipatory vision of civil society had aosty cultural and ethical theory
underlying it, but it proved difficult to elaborate institutional terms [...] Those
with another vision, with a simpler and congruoustitutional theory, instead

defined the terms of change.” (Kennedy 2002, 92)

A phenomenon, common to all countries that emefged state socialism in 1989,
was the resurgence of nationalism. It, howeverk tmo many different forms, depending
largely on the distribution of resources and povedations prior to 1989. The framing of
collective memory was a crucial factor in moldirg thew nationalisms. In some places,
most notably and tragically in the Balkans, the maeic mobilization resulted in gruesome
consequences when the war broke out. Elsewhermnabsm has not resorted to such
violent expressions. Czech and Slovak Republicte@ain peace. But generally, each
country undergoing profound change has to engate itgi collective memory in order to
allow for reinterpretation of the identity of itsaginary community.

The task of redefining the national identity beggs\a all the question of the access
to public expressions of the past. In other workdisp are the main actors of the public
redefinition. In Czechoslovakia, and the Czech Répuespectively, the politics in the
sense of policy making has been for long controlad transition efforts that have
encompassed the whole of the political spectrunarddgss of its nuanced affiliations. By
transition, | mean the exit from state socialisnad @neation of free market economy and

multiparty political system.
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It is therefore understandable to a certain extesit the most study devoted to the
post-socialist social change has been carried mderuthe heading of transitology with the
focus on economic development and policy makingweier, the control of the state
apparatus does not exhaust the subject of soaalgeh It is arguably a myopic perspective
for understanding the so-called totalitarian regiraed even more so for those that claim to
be democratic. This becomes evident when we deill the problematics of collective
memory. Although collective memory may be, andaatfis used for political agenda, it is
above all a constitutive element of the identitdéssocial actors and it is itself shaped by
narratives, meanings, texts, and archives thatatabe thought outside of the symbolic
realm of culture. And indeed, in post-socialisttord, the power relations have been much
more contested unlike in the domain of narrowlyirtkdt politics.

The cultural formation of transition, as Kennedylsavictorious post-socialist
political tendency, has according to him promotedyétting of the state socialist past.
Although I do not disagree entirely with this ditriion, | would like to suggest that we treat
this cultural formation more subtly. While forget§i may be its strategic goal, tactically,
remembering some aspects of the state socialisabss on its agenda. Specifically, the
politicians of transition like to recall those tsadf the past that were designated as criminal
by the new legislative order, and by doing so, thlegcure the difference between historian
and judges. For this purpose, as many critics lndserved, there is a tendency to draw a
clear line between the guilty-parties and the meti

The task of redefining the national identity thrbugwriting of history begs above
all the question of who are the main actors ofphielic redefinition. In Czechoslovakia, and
the Czech Republic respectively, this role is ofmemse importance to cultural producers —
intellectuals, for whom the evoking of the stateisalist past appears to be an attempt to
maintain a possession of theirs that seems to Heappeared along with state socialism,

namely, in Wachtel's words, the “relevance” of Ifgetuals in culture and politics. s.
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In contrast to tactical use or abuse of memoryctiitural formation of intellectuals
prefers much more extensive engagement with coleeechemory. Indeed, it is for the
intellectuals and former dissidents that post-distia remains still a much palpable
condition. Gil Eyal, (Eyal 2004) among others, hasociated this profound interrogation of
the past with the will to the memory of traumadthis perspective, commemoration is seen
as a therapeutic approach to the past that shadtithe society and foster its normalcy
through a catharsis of confession. One reason whghwould be interested in the cinema is
the fact that in the Czech Republic at least this medium to which intellectuals have a
privileged access. In comparison to other mass angatth as television, radio broadcast, or
press, where intellectuals have to compete withtip@ns and other actors for public
expression, feature films are almost exclusivelydpcts of various intellectuals, more or
less respected as such. The notion of nationaln@nanderscores the prestige of the
medium for national culture. The conflict betwedmmmakers and Vaclav Klaus about the
system of financing of Czech cinematography onlystrates this, since the President
Klaus’ attempt to subject cinematography to moreesimicted market mechanisms can in
indicate the permanence of the latent conflict leetvthe politicians of transition and the

intellectuals.
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4 Post-socialist films about state socialism

4.1 Films about state socialism and their specific position in
Czech cinematography

Previous section sketched out the contours ofiéhe 6f cinematic production. The
purpose of the inquiry was to get a basic ideahef $truggles among filmmakers and
between them and other cultural and political &ctdtor the sociological account of
collective memory, this amounts to a descriptiothef subject of cinematic remembering.
Despite many institutional changes and the impmsitf economic principles on the
organization of cinematography, the diagnosis goimdut much fundamental continuity
with the cinema of the state socialist era. The tgpcontinuity that was conceptualized in
Bourdieusian terms as hysteresis of the field, Mawnedoes not inform social action of
filmmakers in immediately conscious ways. Rathiee, ¢continuity concerns the embodied
methods of position-taking strategies that survilespite the changing conditions of
possibility. In the current section, | will insteddal with conscious attempts of flmmakers
to represent the state socialist past. This stepldhprovide an insight into the place of
remembrance in Czech post-socialist cinematography.

For the assessment of how Czech filmmakers exghessemembering of state
socialism (and commemorate it for their audienceigjtially chose the thematic approach
and identified the historical feature films madeerafl989 whose entire or substantial part
of the plot takes place between the years 1948-1BB@ research was limited by the
theoretical considerations outlined in the firsapter and included only full-length feature
films. As was argued above, this category of his&bifilms reaches the widest audiences
and therefore has the most important ramificatimnscollective and cultural memory on
the national scale. Full-length feature films imgeal are produced in the dominant sectors

of the cinematic field, as they require considezabinounts of cultural and economic
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capital from their makers. In the restricted seciothe field, however, art films and video
often receive higher cultural valuation. Similarlgnimation also maintains criteria
relatively autonomous from those of feature promnctAn exhaustive description of the
cinematic remembrance of state socialism would teggiire taking into account these
categories of audiovisual production. Although suddlimitation of research is of

considerable extent, the selection of feature fishsuld ensure that the socially most
relevant representations of state socialism wilcbeered. Moreover, as will be shown on
the effects of generic classification of the filnttsg criteria of restricted sector of the field
also inevitably enter into the analysis.

Another limitation that | decided to apply pertaitwsthe time frame of a more
detailed scrutiny. The dissertation addressesilimegroduction beginning only with the
selected 1991 releases. The reasons for this dease several. First, as was observed in
the previous section, the feature films distributed 990 were on the whole a fulfillment
of the production plans approved a year beforey@ml rare occasions can a film be
produced and distributed within the time of a stngéar; the entire process usually takes
up to two, even three years. On this account, tfieme cannot really be designated as
post-socialist. Second, the films hardly meet theiga for a historical film: although the
circumstances of their production meant that theitent would essentially represent that
which swiftly became the past in the period of dapolitical change (and a few directors
still managed to add post-1989 material into thesrks), the retrospective dimension of
these films is too weak to establish their subeatter as “recognizably historical”, as the
definition of historical film requires. Third, siacthe films had become obsolete before
even appearing on screens, their long-term impactallective memory or cinematic
tradition (especially of historical films) can bafsly assumed to be close to null. On the

other hand, | have strived to include 2010 produrctnto the analysis, although it had to
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be done on a rolling basis. The effort proved wawltite, as the most recent films seem to
indicate a possible change of trends, which wiltlseussed below.

The corpus of films was compiled on the basis oflgtof the survey materials of
film production in the Czech Republic (respectiveBzechoslovakia up to 1993). Since |
needed to select films along a thematic line, Iduggmarily the synopses provided in
Filmovy pehled [Film Overview], a monthly periodical published by National Film
Archive for cinema distributors and interested publAlong with the list of films
premiering in cinemas (divided into Czech and fgmeiilms section), the publication also
provides their basic production details as welbesf plot descriptions. Similar data can
also be found ifrilmova ra‘enka [Film Yearbook{first published for the year 1992, also
by the National Film Archive) and bilingualeské filmy / Czech Filmsatalogues issued
by the Audiovisual Producers’ Association for filnfiom 1991 onwards. | have also
consulted JarCulik's comprehensive monograghaci jsme:Ceska spolénost v hraném
filmu devadesatych a nultych let [What We Are L&eech Society in Feature Film of the
1990s and 20009)Culik 2007).Culik’s book is organized according to themes antivin
sections (on Normalization and Stalinism), it dsses the same category of movies that
are the object of the current study. Unfortunatélylik does little more than simply
presenting extended plot synopses. The book hathalmerits and deficiencies of the
narrow thematic approach: it does a good job imlogting film production, but apart
from aesthetic judgments and occasional consigdersif metaphorical meanings, it only
states “what the movies are aboufulik’s work had therefore negligible utility beyond
the initial stage of compiling the film corpus, lattleast it highlights the traditional belief
that movies can be understood out of their cordagtmerely on the basis of their content.

Eventually, | arrived at a corpus of 39 films thegre, at least in substantial part,

thematically relevant as full-length cinematic eg@ntations of the state socialist past. The
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list is organized chronologically and includes agi specification of the period that a film
represents. Coming up with an objective assessofahe importance of the given theme
— the state socialist past — in Czech cinematogragpbves to be difficult if this list is
simply assessed against the summary number ftheafilms produced between 1991 and
2010. In other words, it is hard to say whethefiB®s — or, for that matter, any number of
similar range — constitute a significant fractiohntlee total of 382 releases (the total for
1991-2010 period). Likewise, defining and countiother thematic clusters on a
comparable level of abstraction would be an esfifg@ambersome task. Still, it should be
remarked that once other historical periods areea@dd the list (with the World War |l
being another major historical theme), historigeh$ would comprise about one fifth or
fourth of the entire production. At such scale, pineportion may be safely assumed to be
indicative of undeniable importance, even numerioalistorical themes in Czech post-

socialist cinematography.

Share of the corpus on the entire Czech feature fil  m production
1991-2010
10%
O Films with the theme of state
socialism (the corpus)
B Feature films with other themes
90% 100% = 382

Chart 2
Source:Report on the State of Czech Cinematography, 1998:2Czech Film Center [for 2006—
2010]

Available at: http://flmcenter.cz/
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The films commemorative of state socialism makel0pp% of feature production
in the examined period. In order to evaluate thengtth of their position in Czech
cinematography, they must, however, be considenad the perspective of criteria other
than mere production numbers. Thus, for an indegribical reception, we may observe
that Czech Lion awards disproportionately favotestocialist themes. Of the 220 prizes
(discounting those for foreign films with Czech maduction) awarded since 1993, the
films included in the corpus have received 51 CZdohns, i.e. recognizably more than is

their share in the overall production output.

Share of the corpus on the awarded Czech Lion prize s
1993-2010

O Czech Lions Prizes: Films with
the theme of state socialism
(the corpus)

m Czech Lions Prizes: Films with
other themes

100% = 220
(does not include foreign films
with Czech co-production)

Chart 3
Source: Nejuspsrejsi filmy — statistika;Cesky lev [The most successful films — statisticzzof
Lion] Available at: http://www.kinobox.cz/ceskykatistiky?stat=nej_film

Yet the criterion of popularity operationalizeddbgh admission numbers shows
their cultural dominance even more pointedly. Repon the State of Czech
cinematography published in 2008 provided admissimtistics for the most successful
films of the 1992-2007 period, with the result 00685 779 admissions out of the 17

594 908 total acquired by films about state sasmalii.e. those included in the corpus. As a
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matter of fact, the highest admissions — 2 430\@é®ers — in the whole of Czech post-
socialist cinematography were achieved by the Tilmmkovy prapor [Tank Battalion]Vit
Olmer, 1991) about a young writer's experience oitany service in the 1950s. Similarly
unique was the only Oscar for Czech post-sociaiis¢ma won byKolja [Kolya] (Jan
Swrak, 1996). Although the numbers are not adjustedhie exact same time period, their
significance in terms of percentages should beestidnough: 10,5% of produced films —
those about the state socialist past — win 23,2¥péch Lion) awards and attract 39,2%
of spectators (of newly released Czech movies).o¥ienwith such theme is thus roughly
two times more likely to win a prize and to havarftimes more viewers than a differently
themed film. The exponential trend of the data alsmonstrates that as a position-taking
strategy, making these films works two times mdfigiently for accumulating economic
(popularity) rather than cultural (critical appraodn) capital, while maintaining a
comparative advantage against other films in be#ipects. The importance of the corpus
is therefore based on legitimacy both internal @&xternal to the field of cinematic

production.

Share of the corpus on the aggregated admissions:
the 20 most attended Czech feature films 1992-2007

@ Admissions: films with the
39% theme of state socialism (the
corpus)

m Admissions: films with other
themes

100% = 17 594 908

Chart 4
SourceReport on the State of Czech Cinematography 2008
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In some cases, the inclusion of a film into theposr may seem debatable, for
instance if the plot reaches further into the @ast only a part of the film represents the
post-1948 period (e.gimavomodry s¥ [Dark Blue World] (Jan S¥rak, 2001)). Such
occasions, however, are rare and the narrative asigpbn the state socialist past is always
strong enough to justify their inclusion and coesadion from the viewpoint of collective
memory of state socialism that they project. AB®was discussed above, the early years
were affected by the relatively long process anfilaking, with some releases of 1991 still
relying on modified pre-1989 scripts (e.jow [The Smoke](Tomas Vorel, 1991)).
Nonetheless, since the core of the corpus is urguobs and my theses rely on the
presupposition of cultural dominance rather thameuical strength, the few fuzzy cases
should not affect arguments about the corpus al. stlee following section will be an
opportunity to discuss selected individual flmsmore detail. The films about the state
socialist past seem to cluster alongside the ptomtucurve of the entire Czech cinematic
industry and | will describe their prevailing cheteristics in four corresponding and

chronologically organized steps.

4.2 Re-setting the stage: 1991-1994

In 1991, as was discussed previously, there wadsg slecline in the number of
new Czech films. Most of the 13 feature films tkall appeared in movie theatres only
made it there thanks to being in production duthregprevious year. By the mid-1990s, the
industry had achieved higher output, at least teargy, although it still could not reach
pre-1989 levels. The thematic return to what was titne most recent past turned out to be
quite a common practice among filmmakers. Fifteah af forty films included in the

corpus were made over the period 1991-1994.
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By and large, the cinematic remembrance becamaraidoof upcoming or even
debuting directors. The older generations, inclgdine filmmakers associated with the
New Wave, preferred other subjects. Nonethelesa, dfrector, who was an established
filmmaker by the 1980s or earlier, made a film thlgals with the previous political
regime, the initial and convoluted phase of Czegobt{gocialist cinematography was the
time when she or he was most likely to do so. Tilg notable exception to the tendency
seems to be Vladimir Drha, a director who was acdliveady by the early 1980s and only
began to work on films representing the state $istipast in the first decade of the®21
century. In his case, the belated — in comparisith the rest of his cohort — attempts to
commemorate the past on film seem to be linked iso dfforts to return to feature
production after long periods spent by work foewsion. The theme itself seems to be
providing a certain kind of legitimacy for such aapons.

To an extent this phenomenon could be explaineglgify a reference to the age
of these filmmakers, many of whom retired from teat production in the 1990s and
migrated into creatively less demanding employnmertelevision; some left audiovisual
work altogether, others even passed away duringlélsade. However, this explanation is
only applicable in some casesérd Chytilova, for example, remained active durihg t
decade. Her 1992 filmDeédictvi aneb KurvahoSigutntdg [The Inheritance or
Fuckoffguysgoodday(Véra Chytilova, 1992) enjoyed quite a popular resppahough it
had little to none traces of the New Wave aesthetind less enthusiastic critical
appreciation. As a commentary on the contemporayeldpments (rise of private
capitalism and its manifestation in everyday life)did mark a sort of continuity with
some of her previous works.

Recourse to making more popular works was a visttlegy for many directors,

although it equaled to a withdrawal from the domin@ositions in the field (those
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relatively strong on both economic and culturalitzdp Others, however, could not simply
maintain their position under the new conditionga Zaoralova, an art director of Karlovy
Vary International Film Festival, noted that somevously successful techniques no
longer worked: “Some of those films [made in thdy&990s] suffered from the fact that
those filmmakers, who were used to express themseadbliquely, that is, by means of
allegories — | have in mind, for instance, AntoMasa — once he could make a film freely,
[...] it ended up as a total failure” (Petr Vachlerdalan StehlikRozmarna léta‘eského
filmu, Czech Televison, 11. 1. 2011). A counterexampés wthe film Vracenky(Jan
Schmidt, 1990) in which the director Jan Schmidir1934) represented the early 1950s
through a narrative of a little boy’s childhoodhe tfilm maintained reasonably high artistic
standards and yet remained easily accessible talgopublic. A story told from the
perspective of a child protagonist as a figure @mory has been reused several times
since this film. Its pseudo-autobiographical mofleemmembering mimics the workings of
collective memory in primary social groups, namdhmily narratives; hence its
presumable strength. On the other hand, the repegms of a progressively
disillusioned, yet sincere communist (the mothethefmain character) and the allusions to
show trials directed by the Communist Party agaitssown members bear marks of a
reconciliatory stance on the communist ideas thet 8oon to disappear not only from the
cinematic remembrance of state socialism, but f@rach public life altogether.

Even with the symptomatic absence of a wider irfijuh the already accomplished
filmmakers, the period 1991-1994 was clearly comste of the discourse of
remembrance of state socialism, a part of whicterom had become. There was a
relatively large variety of genres and thematie$nOne obvious cluster of films formed
around plots taking place in the military of thes@8. Three films were made on the topic:

Ticha bolest [Silent Pain[Martin Holly, 1991), Tankovy prapor [Tank Battalion{Vit
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Olmer, 1991), and’erni baroni [The Black Barons|Zderék Sirovy, 1992). BothTicha
bolestandCerni baroniaddressed the very same topic of the so-calledlianxTechnical
Battalions — an army unit assigned to hard laboickhapart from young men physically
unsuitable for regular military service, recruitédm criminal convicts or politically
disloyal individuals, including those with unfavbta class profile (sons of former
industrialists or big landowners). Another obviasnmonality, this time betweetierni
baroni and Tankovy prapgrwas that they were both based on books prohilbtethe
previous regime: the author dfankovy prapor Josef Skvorecky, became one of the
prominent Czech émigré writers and publishef®rni baronj written by Miloslav
Svandrlik, were first published in 1969 and despi@g hopelessly sold out, a re-edition
was forbidden until 1989. A quality that all thriélens share is that they were exceptional
works in terms of the involvement of older genenatiof directors (Holly was born in
1931, Sirovy in 1932, and Olmer in 1942). The gatienal aspect may help to understand
why these filmmakers chose to make films about 1880s, the first decade of the
Communist Party rule. The cluster also distinctivabntributes to the fact that in the first
phase of post-socialist cinematography the 1950ddnMee represented as frequently as the
period of Normalization (roughly 1968-1989); indatyears, it is the 1960s or the two
decades of Normalization that unmistakably prepoatde

Ticha bolestwas a film without much success among either mgoiers or critics.
The plot depicts a life of a boy, son of a man exed for political reason, who lives with
his grandfather in the countryside and who, aftadgating high school, has to serve in a
unit of “black barons”. The film has the dubiousrihef establishing the stereotype of
military officers — unwittingly hilarious and stupi fanatic but essentially harmless
characters. The plot constantly alternates scewas the military with flashbacks to the

protagonist’s childhood and teenage years. Comaxlit tragic moods faithfully follow
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these alternations. This disharmony may be atdbe of the film’s lack of success; as a
critic points out: “The creators thus ended up witlo extremes within a single work.
They confront comicality of military figures [...] wWiout emphasizing their
dangerousness, and the metaphor of eternal seartiuth and love, without relieving this
level of superficiality” (JaroSova 1991, 118) Ore tbther handTankovy praportecame
the most attended Czech post-socialist film to.dBite story focuses on Danny Sitky,

a character of a poetic dreamer who longs for aardim — or sexual — connection with
women, yet he is trapped in the absurdities oftamyji service, where the rigid military
slang accentuates grotesquely insipid politicalapbology of the communist officers.
Despite lacking legislation that would allow prigafinancing of film production, the
movie also has the primacy of being the first dedby privately funded work. Olmer’s
subsequent projects proved that he would turn taoae economic form of cinematic
production, generating more external acknowledgmenmhile losing internal
acknowledgment from many of his peeBlack Baronscould be said to combine the
qualities of the other two films. The central hesd<efalin, former assistant film director,
who spends his military service maneuvering betwgeposterously politicized officers
and his gnarly friends and peers. SimilarlyTankovy prapagrthe film was a box-office
success and its popularity can be witnessed inattoption of some of the characters’
verbal expression into Czech vernacular. As farthes representation of the past is
considered, it decidedly reaffirmed the stereotyfeinept army officers that would
continue to resonate in many later depictions ahyaror police personnel. While
filmmakers have insisted on this type of remembearsome film critics and other
intellectuals have slowly but surely began to fetiated by such unthreatening and ironic

types: “The filmCerni baronifinds itself in the proximity of a dubious, yetcsessful at
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the box-office, line of contemporary Czech comedy] [However, Sirovy kept certain
modesty and did not fall below the limits of tasfgor& 1992, 181).

Another identifiable cluster of films depends orstheticized representation of the
state socialist past. With feature films includedmain distribution channels, pursuing a
strategy of “pure” art or experimental approactsea rare occurrence under conditions of
limited economic resources. Yet the tradition datigely autonomous cinema has to an
extent carried over into the new structures ofditéon to private capitalism. Feature films
that bear traces of artistic motivation cannot lgaged with the restricted sphere of
cinematic production, which takes place mostly lams of short films and video. Still, in
mainstream cinema the following works may be saidely more on the evaluation by
other cinema producers instead of film-going pulNotably, their intermedial links lead
to music rather than literature.

One film with experimental overlaps wadetky [Blades](Zdergk Tyc, 1994). It
was Zdegk Tyc’s second work on a full-length film and beted some inspiration by the
New Wave rough aesthetics, but aspired to surreahes. The story of a Prague
intellectual who pursues his femme fatale altemaitween the 1984 and 1994 time line.
The 1980s are depicted in cold black and white,dbvetemporary scenes are in color.
Several scenes take place in a military trainingymaThe main character is played by a
non-professional actor, Filip Topol, a front-manR#i vojaci band, which belonged to the
pre-1989 underground subculture (the band also oesetp the soundtrack). Another
collaboration between a filmmaker and a rock masidrom the 1980s was a fictitious,
musical documentariprazakim, ¥m je hej [The Pragers Are in Clove(Karel Smyczek
& Michal Kocéab, 1991) about an actual baRdazsky vybr, whose personal, political, and

musical affairs are followed from 1984 until 199% date, both films benefit from the fan
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base of the bands, but did not enjoy much popuitarest. Critical reception was also
lukewarm, with some recognition granted to TycIsfi

The principal film in this cluster was made by Taméorel. His musical (according
to the director, “rhythmical”) fiimKow* [The Smoke](Tomas Vorel, 1991) can be
considered a model for films that aim to repredbatstate socialist past and seek internal
appreciation of the field. Vorel's previous debgtifeaturePrazska 5 [Prague 5{Tomas
Vorel, 1988), in which he transposed the styleiwaé theatrical companies from Prague
onto screen, gained much critical acclaim, as aelreasonable success among viewers.
Kouws followed similar trajectory. Vorel wrote the scngday already before 1989, but later
modifications did not take much advantage of thespmlity of free expression. The
uniforms of workers’ militia and perhaps also thatamious factory bulletin boards are
among the few artifacts that make it possible feieaver to recognize historical framing
of the movie. Most of the content remains metamladri- a young, newly employed
engineer is given a task to clean up the “suffocpitmosphere”. After he discovers that a
solution already exists, but its designer was dedh@bd a boiler room technician due to
schemes of a sneaky shopfloor manager, the situatientually escalates into a revolt. In
a symbolic move thenceforth unrepeated in Czeabneatic remembrance, the boiler room
technician — a dissident figure — gets promoted emtmanagerial post, despite his own
initial refusal to join the revolt, claiming thdtthe boss were removed “another asshole
will take his place”. Critical reception was moreah welcoming: “WithThe Smoke
despite all its shortcomings, Vorel proved agais éxceptionality. [...] The fire of our
filmmaking merely smolders. Tomas Vorel is lightiagcigar, disappears in the sky and
waits for Godot.” (Sesfkova 1991, 58) Since its release, the film haairmetd somewhat of
a cult status and the representations and steeotypcontains should therefore be of

interest as components of collective memory.
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Besides Tyc and Vorel, who can be considered upugrdirectors accumulating
primarily cultural capital, there were two otherrgmnalities who made their debuts
towards the end of the 1980s and in the first gostalist phase of Czech cinema
confirmed their positions in the field. With hercead feature filmCorpus delicti(lrena
Pavlaskova, 1991), Irena Pavlaskova definitely bex&nown as a director concerned
with women’s point of view and the coarse stylehef movies sought appreciation from
both audiences and critics. The story focuses ernfate of three couples and it remains
unclear whether their painful lives owe to the ficdil regimes or more simply express
more universal difficulties in human relationship®r when, towards the end of the film,
the Velvet Revolution comes, nothing really changasen the secret police agent who
murdered his wife earlier remains a respectablél@man in the eyes of unknowing folk.
The reception was less enthusiastic than with BbutjCas sluhi [Time of the Servants]
(Irena Pavlaskova, 1989), but still acknowledgifidier position, if not of her latest work
at the time: “It seems that the author who prockiher aversion for didactics and
schematics had succumbed to them herself. [...] &cttr with high ambitions and
undeniable talent.” (Prokopova 1992, 53)

Professionally a part of the same generation, M8tgindler’ second feature film
(the first oneVrar se do hrobu! [Ready for the Gravélilan Steindler, 1989) actually
had a sociologist etnographer for the main charpst®red high on popularity as well as
on recognition from peers. The filnDiky za kazdé nové rano [Thanks for Every New
Morning] (Milan Steindler, 1994), was advertised as a ébitomedy” and as one of the
concluding films of the “re-setting phase” of Czexthema, it also presaged the next era of
comedy. A renowned critic, Jaromir Blazejovsky, leated the film in the best possible
terms: ‘Thanks for Every New Mornindeserves all the honors, which the film has

received, and perhaps even a few more.” (Blazejpt995, 48) The motion picture traces
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the life of girl from her childhood years in lattges to adulthood. Politics sporadically

affects her everyday life, for example when shpreented from getting into her chosen
school, or when Soviet soldiers park a tank intihekyard of her apartment building, but

her main concern remains to find herself a goodand and to make happy her closest
relatives, especially her father of Ukrainian amgi His death also signals the end of the
film. The reconciliatory, even revering depictiohEastern Europe was a new element of
collective remembrance — and rarely repeated one.

While for some younger directors the early postalp8riod presented an occasion
to claim positions vacated by the ageing and preshjoaccomplished generations, for
others an attempt to reflect on the recent pasnsde mark the end of their careers in
feature flmmaking. For example, the filsrekslak aneb stare zlaté@sy [Money Changer
or the Good Old Days[Jan Prokop, 1994) by Jan Prokop was a compldigdaThe
rationale for success had a sound logic: the fiwgéit to build upon the triumph of 1980s
films that were revealing the underside of lifestate socialism — in this particular case the
inspiration was Vit Olmer'8ony a klid [Tuzex Coupons and Peace of Mif\dt Olmer,
1988), a story about black marketing in Pragueképs new take on the theme was
designed for a commercial hit and although its phpeoduction could disregard the
evaluations of critics, the lack of interest on gaet of the audience happens to be fatal in
such circumstances. Prokop has not directed aréeéitm since then. Similarly, Vaclav
Kiistek, a director active already in Normalizatia@, eabandoned cinematic field and
focused on television business soon after his fiost-1989 filmVyzily BoudnikVaclav
Kiistek, 1991), which did not meet expectation ofiesvers. The film follows lives of the
two eponymous comedians since the 1970s until teke¥ Revolution of 1989. The
protagonists have several opportunities to becomefegsionally successful (e.g.

continuing their popular TV show), but these adpmre to fame are thwarted either by a
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ban from the authorities, or by Boudnik’'s and Wya&l unwillingness to further
compromise their beliefs.

In retrospect, the cinematic turmoil of the ear§9Q@s, turned out to be most
conducive to the efforts of debuting directors.hligh the thematic return to the past did
not offer the only way for position-taking, to seajedirectors it provided an effective
launch into feature filmmaking. From generationatgpective, it is indeed surprising how
many members of the upcoming and debuting cohdrtses to engage with cinematic
remembrance. In fact, even Jané&®k, who became one of the most important
personalities of Czech post-socialist cinema, $et story of his first — and Oscar
nominated — feature filnQbecna Skola [The Elementary Scho@n Serak, 1991) in the
past; since it deals with the interim democratidqueof 1945-1948, however, it does not
constitute a part of the corpus defined by stateéatiem.

Ondrej Trojan (born in 1959, but graduated in directirgn FAMU only in 1990)
had the idea for his first filmR¢jme pis& dohola [Let’s All Sing Around{Ondej Trojan,
1991) already before 1989. The production, howestarted only in 1990 and the film was
released in 1991. Although the assemblage of amgumsnwell as agitating stories from a
summer camp of a socialist youth organization ditlsucceed in the box-office, a DVD
release in 2006 made the film better known. Trdjas since been active mostly in film
production, but his occasional — and successfatarms to directing expose a continuous
interest in historical topics, thus confirming thtae debut was not exceptional in this
respect.

A debut that largely impressed both audiences amidsccame from the director
Filip Rert. The film Requiem pro panenku [Requiem for a Maid@rip Rert, 1993),
based on real events, loosely refers in its stylditoS Forman famou®ne Flew Over the

Cuckoo’s Nes{Milos Forman, 1975): in 1984, a sane teenageigsent to an asylum for
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mentally handicapped patients and witnesses thalldreatment of inmates, to which she
becomes subject herself. With no possibility ofwinning responsible authorities to move
her elsewhere, she sets the asylum on fire, intwimany inmates perish. In terms of the
construction of the film's memorial aspect, unlikes numerous peers, Redispensed
with stereotyped indexes of the past. Apart froscene in which one of the sadistic nurses
vituperates an inmate for misspelling the name fiheon a bulletin board, there are very
few objects and situations that would help to deiee the period of the story. Hence, the
film takes on more universal, metaphorical meanirfgsdiences and critics welcomed
Rent’s opus with enthusiasm: “On the first try, Remanaged (unlike many other Czech
debutants in recent years) to lucidly master thezisgt of full-length feature film.”
(BlaZzejovsky 1991, 59) By his debut, Reaccomplished to raise noteworthy cultural
capital. He converted much of it into economic tapand during following years, he
frequently worked on production of commercials amasic videos. The concern with state
socialism nonetheless influenced some of his latek as well.

Another strong directorial debut of this perioddrgjs to Jan Febejk (who already
worked as a screenwriter for the aforementionedafite movie).Sakali léta [Big Beat]
(Jan Hebejk, 1993) used the 1950s as a backdrop to acatusa which a mysterious
character, nicknamed Bejby, brings rock and rollsimuo a dull borough of Prague, to
much dismay of the authorities. The politics of #ra does not intervene in the story as
such, yet the villains are clearly tied to the negi Still, one of the main likeable characters
is a “good cop”; the distinction between charastgmlitical and moral standing has since
become a trademark oftébejk’s approach to memory. As we shall seiebidjk has later
become a leading artist in the domain of rememlarariche state socialist past. The film
critigue accorded him a favorable starting positiiirebejk and Jarchovsky grasped a

genre of such difficulty, which the musical is, Wwiinexpected elegance and, despite all
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the beginners’ clumsiness, created a very origamal agile film. The credit is especially
due to Hebejk, whose previous (albeit interesting) productdid not quite warrant
anticipation of a debut so unambiguously master@tdkopova 1994, 46)

In its entirety, Czech post-socialist cinema of 1-98994, regardless of its grave
problems with the loss of autonomy from economiestiaints, emerged as a period with a
significant bias for films commemorating the therosn recent past. However, the
filmmakers of older generation, i.e. those who ddug assumed to have the biggest stakes
in expressing, under new conditions of no censprghieir memories of the bygone era,
for the most part resigned from such efforts. Gndbntrary, for quite a few— although by
no means all — members of the upcoming generatth@nmotif of state socialism became
crucial in the process of position-taking in theldi of cinematic production. It is as if the
amounts of cultural capital gained in the pastd@lso be accumulated by representing it.

In the situation when the resources for flmmakberame extremely scarce, the
number of full-length feature films that represehtiee state socialist past was considerable
and constituted significant part of the overall garction. (The proportion would steadily
diminish ever since.) In the endeavor, there wasatigble a large variety of genres, styles,
and individuals. All these indices suggest thahfilakers, as a social group, distinctively
participated on a wider socio-political procesdaying the foundations for remembrance
of the demised regime. We must not overlook thetfeat in approximately the same time-
frame, the official memory was a matter of contéstenstruction in the state apparatus.
The specific form and content of officially sancterl memory fed directly into constituent
procedures of transitional justice. The cinematipressions of collective memory on the
part of flmmakers, therefore, have a discernibjenisolic aspect. In this regard, the
heightened preoccupation of flmmakers with remeanbe cannot be simply seen as a

conscious, calculating strategy for asserting thein claims for positions in the cinematic
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field. The reason why putting the past on screerkagas successful strategy needs to be
sought in the existence of a more encompassingulise of remembrance, in which the
filmmakers participated. The responsiveness of mgaers as well as of critics stemmed
from the same engagement with the negotiations theemeaning of the state socialist

past.

4.3 The triumphs of cinematic memory: 1995-1999

By the mid-1960s, the production side of the filmustry began to pick up a pace
and although it was not able to reach pre-1989de&tabilization of privatized Barrandov
studios and increasing involvement of Czech Telemislong with some private producers
in feature films production signaled that, as a Wh&zech cinematography managed to
survive the transition to market capitalism. At g@ne time, on the distribution side, the
levels of box-office admissions were reaching caitilevels and sunk well below 20% of
the pre-1989 figures, especially toward the endhef decade in the wake of general
economic recession. However, the bleak situatiorthi distribution at the time only
highlights the stunning success of cinematic remramte of state socialism, which
dominated in Czech cinemas namely with two filikslja [Kolya] (Jan Seérak, 1996) and
Pelisky [Cosy Dens{Jan Hebejk, 1999). These two movies became almost synony
with the representation of the state socialist pasdcreen.

As was previously noted, Jan&a&k debuted strongly in feature filmmaking. As an
emergingauterist figure, he was the first mainstream director whecdme his own
producer. The filmKolja has only increased his reputation. In 1997%r&k received an
Oscar — the US Academy Award — for the best foréagiguage film. This was in addition
to numerous other prizes, including festival audeeprizes as well as then existing Czech

Critics Award. The film also dominated box-officedaremains, with over 1.3 million
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viewers (the figure presumably includes many sdarggnfor school pupils), the second
most successful film of Czech cinema of the pasi tecades. The story is set in the
1980s, when a violoncello player and mature bachélmuka looses a job in the

philharmonic orchestra because of an upsetting nemadressed to the authorities. In a
dire financial situation, he agrees to a feignedriage with a Russian woman, who uses
her newly gained Czechoslovak passport to emigmatéermany. She leaves behind her
son, a little boy named Kolya, who ends up in Ldsikewilling care. As the two become

increasingly bonded, Louka needs to shelter the doy himself from the police and

manipulative social care personnel, until the 198@olution unexpectedly solves their

problems — and forces them to part ways.

As the awards evidence, the critical reception w=semely approving. “Kolja
evades convulsive experimenting as well as dognmmatiralizing and offers a transparent
mosaic surrounded by invisible moral axioms. Thevest project of Swak has no
competition, also because it tells a true storyuabloe times, which all adults remember
very well and which invites so many deliberate difigations” (Foll 1996, 71). However,
the success of the film inevitably violated themsrof the restricted part of the cinematic
field, and thus some critics — notably those oadrdolely on cultural capital — reproached
Kolja for surrendering its narrative to popular — anrimational — tastes in a calculated
drive to win an Oscar, admittedly one of the mqstcsacular film prize&® “Kolja [...]
quite newly establishes in our cinema a traditiéretrepreneurial success. It is not a
celebration of humble courage, but of self-excusiatiling down. [...]JKolja annoys one
completely nonessential target group (but stilly) s all-encompassing servility and

anxious fear of risk” (Coufalova 1997, 3).

16 Jiti Menzel remarked: “A film that wins Oscar is nacessarily the best one. There are other film prize
awarded around the world and | would not give thefgrence to Oscars” Quoted ini{ié&nkova, 2001, 6).
Obviously, as an Oscar winner himself, he is inlibst position to demonstrate his symbolic capitedugh
the expression of a noncommittal attitude to tharaiw
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Jan Hebejk’s second feature filnRelisky [Cosy Dens{Jan Hebejk, 1999), was
also a box-office blockbuster: with over 1 milli@pectators, it captured more than one
tenth of movie-goers at the time when the admissatas of 8.3 million hit the lowest
annual point of post-socialist cinema. Rather thaning a clear story line, it consists of
shapshots of everyday life in the times immediafglyceding the 1968 occupation. The
central focus is on one house shared by two famileaded by patriarchal figures: one is
an overzealous government supporting army officgho( nonetheless experiences a
political epiphany and tries to commit suicide aftee invasion) and the other a staunch
anticommunist and traditionalist. In between thekéring of the two, their teenage
offspring have little sympathy for the politics thieir parents and instead live for romance
and Western pop-culture. The occupation of Czedhwagkia changes the mood of the film
and slows down the chain of comic situations. Tilme'$s formula worked perfectly with
audiences, and although the film was not as efficewards winner likeKolja, the
majority of critics were approving of the film. Dyapress reviews were plainly excited and
professional critics were appreciative of the féntraftsmanship and adherence to the
genre of “retro-comedy”, which in their eyes exaiiee idyllic representation of daily life
in state socialism: “If we accepteliSkyas a retro and give up on ‘profiling,” moralizing
and comparing to reality, we can be satisfied. [@amgs? Perhaps... but very satisfying”
(Prokopova 1999, 96) Frequently a part of televismwogramming for seasonal prime-
times, the influence oPeliSky has spilled over into the 2000s and with membdrs o
younger generation, it is a narrative about thd gzt they probably know better than
Kolja.

Yet another fairly successful comedy — althoughhwsbme 330 thousand in
admissions it fell short of the two major ones -sveadebut by Petr Nikolaev, a former

student of FAMU, who emigrated after graduation anty returned to Czechoslovakia in
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the early 1990sBajecna léta pod psa [Wonderful Years That Suck@tr Nikolaev,
1997), based on a novel by Michal Viewegh, onehef best-selling, although critically
less acclaimed, post-socialist writers, is a fiotis life-story recounted by a young man.
Soon after he was born, the promising career offditser was intercepted by the 1968
events and the family had to move to countrysideene the father slowly learns to make
compromises and rises up the corporate ladder agkmwever, caught at a visit of a
dissident dramatist by the secret police, he isalechagain and has a nervous breakdown,
from which only the 1989 revolution cures him. Witis film, Nikolaev joined the ranks
of directors who debuted strongly with a state alttitheme.

A dark comedyCeremonié [Master of Ceremony{Jiti Vercak, 1996) deals with a
story of a waiter, who is able to infiltrate thelipoal and state security elites and thus
paradoxically expose, at least temporarily, thed@ptness. In the context of our discussion,
it is only noteworthy as an example of how puttihg past on screen can be challenged as
proper remembrance: “As an unforgettable oversighiust point out the imprecise
grounding of the story. The confusion of costumed props cannot be considered an
artistic license” (& Kiiz 1996, 72).

The film Zapomenuté stlo [Forgotten Light] (Vladimir Michalek, 1996), unlike
the previously discussed films, tells a story fremeryday life but does so in a rather tragic
mode. The story focuses on a priest who tries ¢@argee a village community and to get
his church repaired against the hindrances setyhdstile bureaucrats. His worldly
affairs, which get him arrested at one point, haeveare surmounted by his inability to
save his platonic love from death. The latter aisars the eventual accomplishment of
church affairs. “The absence of a tempting possibiio finish the story by a self-
motivated fall of the dull socialist system [...], that | also see the contribution of

Zapomenuté stlo, the conflict of a ‘simple human fate’ with the rola of history enters

95



all the life stories” (Klusak 1997, 196) The filmow several festival prizes and helped
Michalek to become a much respected director.

Bumerang(Hynek Baan, 1997) by Hynek B@n was a result of his cooperation
with Jan Stransky, a former political prisoner. Titm is set in a forced labor camp in the
late 1950s, when a former CP official becomes aoper himself in the wake of post-
Stalinist purges. Despite the majority of inmatdsowvant to take a revenge on him, the
main protagonist, Svoboda, protects him in thedbdlat each human being deserves
compassion. In an accident in the uranium mindrectly caused by the new uncalled-for
protégé of Svoboda, the latter's best friend digse film however did not deliver its
message to either film critics or audiences venmyatwingly — its bleak representation of
the past was pro perceived as too simplistic. Tareative actually reveals that Svoboda
was not a self-proclaimed enemy of the regime, dutinnocent victim of an arbitrary
judgment. Boan actually had another film released the same: y&divacela zema [A
Country Gone Wild](Hynek Ba&an, 1997) was a successful TV series mainly séthen
late 1940s and cut into a feature length film. Hswalso a collaborative project with

Stransky.

4.4 Lack of focus: 2000-2006

In 2001 Filip Ren released a new film after working in other brarsche
audiovisual industry for several years. The musiabelové [RebeldFilip Rens, 2001)
uses the most popular songs and fashion of thesl@66reate a happy image of the era.
Nonetheless, the narrative itself is less optimias it concerns three army deserters who
are attempting to emigrate to the West. One of tleaos up in prison at the same time

when his lover leaves the country suddenly occupiethe Soviets. The film did very well
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at box-office, but critical success could not pbgscompare to Refs debut. After this
popular work, Retihas returned to feature filmmaking.

Another box-office hit was made byiébejk againPupendo(Jan Hebejk, 2003)
depicts the life of two families — one of fairly @ life standard and one enduring
hardships, because the father is a sculptor umgiio compromise with the authorities.
Eventually, even the latter has some luck, afterféther's work earns respect in the West,
which is something not even the authorities carorignThe film continued in t¢bejk
well-tried formula and although it did not achiegeite the same recognition as his
previousPelisky it did confirm the relevance of the model for negentation of the state
socialist past that dominated in the late 1990s.

Unlike Hiebejk, Nikolaev attempted to change the approadtisoéarlier film and
in Kousek nebe [A Little Piece of HeavegRletr Nikolaev, 2005), he represented the past
through a prism of a romance between prisoners. fille seems to be inspired by
Menzel's vault flmSkivanci na niti [Larks on a String[Jiti Menzel, 1969 [1990]) with a
similar plot, but Nikolaev’s film contains far mowéolent scenes that are juxtaposed with
the romantic scenes. However, the new film didnegbnate particularly well with either
lay of critical audiences.

Two films from this period were included in the pos only after some
deliberation, because they only comply with théecion of state socialist thematic in a
rather small part. Both of them were made by Osearded directors. In 2001, Jan
Swérak releasedimavomodry s¥ [Dark Blue World], a film whose plot takes place
mostly in Great Britain during the World War Il antertextually refers to the 1968 film
Nebesti jezdci [Riders in the SkgJindich Polak, 1968) with the same topic. &8k,
however, follows the story of his hero backwardsas- memory flashbacks of an

imprisoned and maltreated fighter pilot Sldma. ASwrak would want to defend himself
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from making a too neat representation of the pastadlja, the war life seems as more
bearable than state socialism. Another film witmikr approach iObsluhoval jsem
anglického krale [I Served the King of Englan@jii Menzel, 2006). The film’s hero, a
waiter who became a millionaire, recounts his ptr being released from a prison,
where the People’s Militia put him after the coup1948. In comparison to &ak’s
pathos, this Menzel’s film is lighter and more necitiatory. Since both films are historical
and include the representations of the state ssicfst as an important, meaning-making
element, their consideration in the corpus shoeldvarranted. They also show that since
Bocan’'s Bumerang the state socialist prisons have become a stabteof the cinematic
collective memory.

Although the first half of 2000s were a domain ihfnakers who were returning
to the subject (Febejk, S¥rak, Nikolaev, Ret), there were a few who chose to comment
on the past for the first time in a feature filnrrfo Notably, this was the case of older
directors. But their bet on the subject did not kvas well as it did for the debutants of the
1990s. Vladimir Drha’s filmPoceti mého mladSiho bratra [The Conception of My geun
Brother] (Vladimir Drha, 2000), similarly t&/racenky showed the past as if from the
perspective of a little boy. The workilenci a vrazi [Lovers and Murders]Viktor
Polesny, 2004) was more of an adult topic showireggdecadence of both workplace and
romantic relationships. Political motifs are baakgrded, or hinted at only subtly.
According to a critic, the film “quite against trepirit of its dark and after all quite
frustrating syuzhet joins the ranks of guilt appegscomedies about the 1960s, or the
Normalization years" (BlaZzejovsky 2004, 241) Neitloé these films was very popular or
acclaimed. Nonetheless, they are noteworthy as emarbf the fact that the older

generation of filmmakers would continue to brirgyperspectives on the state socialist past
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to cinemas — and with generally less success timaébutants and up-and-comers of the

1990s.

4.5 Time to get serious: 2007-2010

In a way, the lack of clearly discernible pattemghe previous period could be
interpreted as a search for new modes of cineneajicession of post-socialist memory
and challenge the hegemonic form of the late 198Misst recently such novel ways of
representing the past seem to be appearing natigse, idiosyncratic works, but instead
in a cluster — in which the films share similaremation toward audiences and critics. The
clustering of historical films — or it absence, w@uld add — is, according to Rosenstone,

itself a noteworthy:

“Films which grapple with [...] significant historitguestions have been made all
over the world, though they are not always in fasheéverywhere. Instead, they
tend to appear in clusters of two sorts: as eitleseral works by a single director
who seems haunted by the past [...] or as sevenas fith a single country in a brief
period of time [...]. Such clusters seem to appeaerwhations are undergoing
some kind of cultural or political stress, changeupheaval” (Rosenstone 2003,

20).

The defining characteristics of the new mode o&miatic remembrance consist of
using darker genres, more reflective and seemimglividualized styles. Thus, although
the films appear as distinct, as position-takimategies they employ similar techniques
within the space of possibilities and with the syhith means at their disposal. These

general remarks should become clearer over theseofr the films’ descriptions. What
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deserves a special attention is how the overalfigaration of this most recent cluster
stands in an almost contradictory aesthetic reiah@ to the dominant comedies of the
1990s. Also, it is impossible to ignore the fadttthis change in cinematic representation
of state socialism happened in conjunction withZ@th anniversary of 1989.

The new approach to cinematic remembrance waslsijira2007 by the film..a
bude hir [It Is Only Gonna Get WorsdPetr Nikolaev, 2007). It is already a third filmy
Nikolaev, which appears in our corpus. Along witfebejk, Nikolaev thus belongs among
the most prolific proponents of putting the stateialist past on film. (kebejk actually
released yet another movie tangential to the stulye2009,Kawasakiho #ze [Kawasaki’'s
Rose] (Jan Hebejk, 2009), which is not discussed here becadudees not represent the
past but rather the process of its current rememalerq The low budget film is shot in
black and white and portrays the underground ysutitulture — as well as its repression.
Many of the actors are amateurs, as if Nikolaev wapired by the New Wave aesthetics.
Significantly, the film’s distribution circumventesiainstream channels and in this sense,
it is indeed a rare occurrence in the corpus. libdeately seeks internal valuation of the
field, although the results turned out ambivaléiespite ‘independent’, ‘alternative’
masking we see an exemplar of contemporary filnda@casm” (Horak 2007, 48) says one
critic in disdain, whereas another appreciatedilimein opposite terms, “the director cares
more about the sincerity of expression rather thavelties of any kind” (Bernard 2007,
116).

After almost two decades, Irena Pavlaskova alsonet to the state socialist past
as a topic for her filnzemsky raj to na pohled [An Earthly Paradise foe thyes](Irena
Pavlaskova, 2009). The story shows the origins ef post-1968 dissent from the
perspective of a divorced woman and her two daughteho become involved in it

through their relationships with men. Curiouslyistivas the first film to focus on the
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subject of the dissent in such a scope, yet thenfstrperspective ensures that the film
does not glorify it (the unwillingness to do salgracteristic of Czech cinematic memory
in general). The film did appeal to some criticstzes prizes won by it testify, but did not
perform well enough at the box-office.

Even less successful was the filmglické jahody [English StrawberriegPan
Drha, 2008), also a second attempt to represet& steialism, in this case by Jan Drha.
From the standpoint of collective memory, it is atheless interesting in that it centers the
narrative on the 1968 events, which typically usetde marginalized as a topic of its own.
Jan Nemec, apart from Menzel the only director associateth the 1960s boom of
Czech(oslovak) cinema who eventually try to repnesiee state socialist era, focused on
the same topic with his 2009 filhlolka Ferrari Dino [The Ferrari Dino Girl] (Jan
Némec, 2009), in which he uses his own, authentinadity footage framed by a staged
plot of trying to smuggle them abroad in 196&mc has evolved into a director fully
integrated with the restricted section of the fiefccinematic production and does not seek
out wide viewership.

The early years of the state socialist regime (mprecisely, it “peoples’
democracy” phase) were a topic of two films rel€aise2009. A debut film was made by
Tomas MasSin3 sezény v pekle [3 Seasons in HENMlpmas MasSin, 2009). Masin has been
for a long time a well-established figure in audsoal industry as a very successful
director of commercials and his historical featfir@ debut boosted almost 80 mil. CZK
budget. In the story, a young, left-wing poet litksough the 1948 coup and find himself
actually in opposition to the regime. Only a fornaeguaintance, who joined the ranks of
the post-1948 police, saves him from imprisonm&he center stage, however, is taken by
a romantic plot of a destructive relationship ot tpoet to his femme fatale. The

performance of the film was average in theatregalRing its dimension of remembrance,
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a critic evaluates it up as mediocre as well: “Adebut, 3 Seasons in Hell is actually quite
a good film, although it stays half-way betweenedfort to say something substantial
about the people and their times [...] and an attemptveal something new, all the same
while carefully staying in the sphere of conventi@ernard 2009, 221) Yet another film
dealing with roughly similar period wadlicek [The Little Key](Jan Novak, 2009) by a
debuting director Jan Novak. The movie was an @dikire, presumably in part because of
a time-travel narrative device, which does not seappropriate to convincingly
communicate collective memory. The film’s poor tsafanship could not possibly be
balanced out by its unambiguously negative reptasien of the 1950s prison in the eyes
of the critics. In fact, they simply ignored thdnfi whose debacle is nonetheless
noteworthy for a sociological perspective.

The film Pouta [Walking Too Fast{Radim Spaek 2009) illustrates well some of
the tendencies that we have already identifiedaAsature debut, in this case by Radim
Spacek, it confirms that the theme of the stateaist past can guarantee a receptive
attitude of criticsPoutawon several Czech Lion awards and in cultural presvas also
welcomed as a new way of representing the NormaizaHowever, in movie theatres it
fared very poorly with less than 30 thousand viewdfter much press coverage in the
wake of its cultural recognition, the distributart@ally re-released it in hopes for a better
total result. The story is about a secret policengwho starts to use the power of his
office to pursue his personal passion — a girlftie@i a man whom he is assigned to
monitor. Although it is apparently the police regintself that allows one man to get so
uncontrollably intoxicated by power, “the biggestnih of Sp&ek’s poetics is the strength
of allusion and the incompleteness of expressi@where do we see self-motivated

communist attributes” (Jirousek 2010, 56).
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Obcansky ptikaz [Identity Card] (Ondej Trojan, 2010) was a second film by
Ondrej Trojan to deal with the topic of teenagers grayup in the Normalization era. Its
success in admissions (0,4 mil.) suggests thaapipeal of comedies is still strong. At the
same time, the increased presence of tragic atelntimoments in the narrative testifies to
the influence of critical environment, which is iirg away from the 1990s formulas.
Although Olgansky ptikaz contains many comic elements, to which manyrgyals of
the everyday life of teenagers tend, there arefassh scenes of beatings by the police, a
collapse of one of the character’s father in therse of a questioning, and the death of one
of the youngsters that is a result of his attera@wvioid military service. | will show below
that this was not enough to satisfy all critics,ontave clearly begun to advocate more

serious genres in the representation of state|souia
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5 Genres of memory and memory of genres

For sociologists, literary categories were somethimat the discipline needs to
avoid if it should count as a social science (Leg2i988). Here, | wish to show that one
such category — the genre — is actually very comeéuo sociological inquiry into culture.
It enables the analyst to make basic assumptioostdbhe meanings of cultural objects,
without requiring an in-depth interpretation whihthe domain of the humanities. The
relevance of genres for sociology has a parsimanjastification: “Genres only exist in so
far as a social group declares them and enforeesutbs that constitute them” (Hodge and
Kress 1998). Some sociologists work routinely wttle concept of genre and use it to
study cultural hierarchies (DiMaggio 1987; Petersomd Kern 1996; Bryson 1996).
However, such usage treats genres as stable dawgarhich is a notion that the
humanities have long abandoned (Fowler 1982; Fr@®@@62 | will therefore briefly
describe a dynamic and social conception of gemaeé allows for a study of the social
meaning of genres. Then | will proceed to the asialgf comedy and treat it as the major

“memory genre” (Olick 1999) of Czech post-sociatistematography.

5.1 The relevance of genre analysis to sociology of culture

For many centuries of the Western literary and ttee&radition, genres have
functioned as authoritative guidelines and theabgity made it seem as if genres were
cognitive schemata of a Kantian type rather thassifications with history and social
sustenance. Since the Renaissance, genres have begihow more flexibility and
creativity. The rise of modernity and the dominantéhe novel have finally led to a move
from purely prescriptive genre theory to descrigtand analytical approaches. The rapid

development of cinematography since the earl)) @ntury and the search for a filmic
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language demonstrated how genres come to being newa medium. (Altman 1999)
However, as the part and parcel of the socialrdistn between high-brow and low-brow
cultures, the prescriptive heritage of genre thdwmy not disappeared completely, as the
complaints about Czech cinema’s preference for digsdestify.

The importance of genre as a normative ideal efdity work became one of the
targets of Derrida’s critique of Western philosopliis influential essay “The Law of
Genre” (Derrida 1980) challenged the possibility obdissifying texts in terms of their
presupposed quality or a lack of thereof. Derridngs genre in terms of authority: “As
soon as the word ‘genre’ is sounded, as soon @shieard, as soon as one attempts to
conceive it, a limit is drawn. And when a limitaestablished, norms and interdictions are
not far behind.” (Derrida 1980, 56) The law demaratsording to him, that genres do not
mix and remain pure. However, the very law call® iexistence a transgressive counter-
law of contamination that is always-already presengenres. An attribute of a text that
assigns it to a genre can never belong to gerg#. itdltimately, this dooms any serious
attempt to create taxonomies of texts. Since tkes tere members of a genre through “a
participation without belonging” (Derrida 1980, 59) is impossible to close off any
taxonomy. Insofar as Derrida undermines the ah¢stbmotion of genres and their
prescriptive authority, he does open new interpiretaand analytical possibilities.
However, in this essay as much as in other worksldes not historicize that which he had
stripped of metaphysical properties. Similarly teeypously discussed Hayden White,
Derrida fails to see the importance of social pcastin the constitution and maintenance
of genres.

In the wake of post-structuralist attacks, the ephof genre had lost its standing in

cultural criticism. In the article “History and Geri, Ralph Cohen, partially in response to
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Derrida, attempts to restore the analytical po&émti the concept of genre by endowing it

with history, while affirming the untenable notioha fixed category:

“Each genre is composed of texts that accrue, theping is a process, not a
determinate category. Genres are open categomeb. lBember alters the genre by
adding, contradicting, or changing constituentpeemlly those of members most
closely related to it. The process by which geraesestablished always involves

the human need for distinction and interrelatiqg@bdhen 1986, 203)

Cohen addresses other objections against the nesfubf genre as an analytical
tool. Thus, he counteracts the idea that textsimvithdesignated genre cannot possibly
share common characteristics by noting that graupfrtexts with the same characteristics
is not the only way through which genres are ctutstil. The other, no less important
manner consists of the repositioning of genres sadwes in their mutual relations. Finally,
he attempts to amend the claim that the attribotesclass cannot be used to interpret its
members. While the claim itself is correct, it neisghe point of what genres really do:
they are not ready-made interpretations, ratheey tllefine the expectations and

conventions for interpretations.

“Classifications are empirical, not logical. Theyeahistorical assumptions
constructed by authors, audiences, and criticgderao serve communicative and
aesthetic purpose. Such groupings are always imsteof distinctions and

interrelations, and they form a system of commuaftgenres. The purposes they

serve are social and aesthetic. Groupings ariparéitular historical moments, and
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as they include more and more members, they afjedub repeated redefinitions

or abandonment.” (Cohen 1986, 210)

Cohen effectively offers a theory of genres thaprisfoundly sociological. Many
other scholars of genre have also opened up al gecEpective on genre as a way to avoid
Scylla of essentialism and Charybdis of unboundutity. Marxist theoreticians were
among the first to argue that genres mediate betwseeial and textual worlds. Mikhail
Bakhtin, for example, maintained that “utteranced their types, that is, speech genres,
are the drive belts from the history of societythe history of language.” (Bakhtin 1986,
65) For Fredric Jameson, genre is a social inginybut — unlike Cohen — for Jameson it

is not always a process, but he also stressegeitdoigical, conservative role:

“In its emergent, strong form a genre is essegtalbocio-symbolic message, or in
other terms, that form is immanently and intrinycan ideology in its own right.

When such forms are reappropriated and refashionegite different social and

cultural contexts, this message persists and naustrctionally reckoned into the
new form. [...] The ideology of the form itself, theedimented, persists into the
later, more complex structure as a generic messéujeh coexists — either as a
contradiction or, on the other hand, as a mediaterjparmonizing mechanism —

with elements from the later stage.” (Jameson 19280--141)
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5.2 Comedy: The enigma of cinematic memory

5.2.1 Struggle over comedy

| have shown above the importance of flms commeing state socialism and
argued that, for their sociological assessmentelavant analysis should rely on the
concept of genre as a socially sustained systeoultdral classification. As a subgenre,
historical films about the state socialist pastrehsome recurring characteristics that
provide the content of collective memory that Czétinmakers communicate to their
national audiences. To complete the analysis, g#reeg of the corpus now need to be
examined not in terms of their thematics, but fréme perspective of the mode of
narration. | will limit this aspect of the analy$sone genre: the comedy. Films marketed
as comedies seem to have a pivotal role in theuspigince they become an object which
epitomizes a conflict between audiences and crilibg conflicted position of comedy can
be inferred from the fact that they obtain the kgihexternal valuation in commercial
success, but critics often make them a targetsawdiwal.

We have seen that since 1991, some 382 originalreeéilms of local provenience
have been released in the Czech Republic. Aboof #lem have the state socialist past as
their theme. As Petra Dominkova notes (Dominkova8@18), the five most successful
ones were all comedies. The comedy thus appedeasitwhen judging by popular taste,
to be the most externally acknowledged genre modedpresenting the state socialist
past. The situation, however, differs markedly e reception by some critics, as the
following examples (from a social scientist, twbrfischolars, and a cultural journalist)

testify:

“In films of the 1990s, such asolja, Pelisky or Rebelovgthe socialist regime is

banalized or ridiculed. [...] The enthusiastic recaptof these films, similarly to
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the novels of the author [Michal] Viewegh, can mbly be best explained by the
fact that they offer a nonpolitical view of histaapnd thus return the past to all those

people ‘without a story’.” (Mayer 2009, 258)

“Czech contemporary films have a tendency to @akrigrave historical truths,
and national psychological traumas are often tizea. Film directors frequently
downplay the theme of opportunistic loyalty to ttenmunist regime. We are still
waiting for a drama that will portray the past ragi truthfully; at the moment,
laughter seems to be the only “weapon” that Czeabnta has to offer for dealing

with the past.” (Dominkova 2008, 242)

“Humourization of trauma and chronic moral complexes of Czechohgl
consciousness works as efficient collective theiafwrak’s and Hebejk’s films.
[... The film] PeliSky indirectly celebrates the betd stale Czech nature in its
encoded overcautious mediocricity, provincial hug and timid opportunism.
The welcoming reaction of the public does not cleaagything about this fact, on
the contrary, the public verifies it when it subsciously identifies with this

unflattering portrait of the nation.” {Rdna,2004, 152 and 153)

“Where has greyness, hopelessness, desperatitie dfdrmalization been lost [in
the film Obc¢ansky prikaZ? One unrealistic scene with a queue for meathmwyésh

loss of illusions cannot make present the cancesocfety of the time. Pressing
forward the humour line contributes to its eventlfar removal away from the

reality.” (Rynda 2010, 8)
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5.2.2 The genre enigma

The aforementioned examples of lamentation overditrainance of the comedy
genre in the films which represent the state s@tiphst constitute what | call the “genre
enigma” of cinematic memory. The social locatiom,which the enigma tends to arise,
centers on the critics and filmmakers close torttest autonomous section of the field.
Substantially, the enigma betrays an antiquatedupgosition that cinema is able to,
indeed that it should transparently reflect a histd reality. However, at the very best, the
genre can only be evaluated in terms of its “tuithéss” not to reality, but to another
genre, that of historiographical text. Hayden Whi{@978) demonstrated that
historiographical narratives also take on genrenfoand the choice of genre may actually
cognitively precede historian’s treatment of déftéhe discourse of history assumes tragic
mode, as it appears to be the case with Czechribgtaphy of state socialism, then the
comedy genre of films deviates from the scholaliyicganctioned narrative. | deem the
expectation of correspondence between historiograptand cinematic genres to be
misplaced because, as | previously argued, cinagregibers represent the past as memory
and not as history. A transplantation of episteroalgeriteria to a doxical enterprise, which
the memory is, yields little benefit to sociolo@ince the purpose of collective memory is
to provide the basis for identity formation in tlpeesent, not to represent the past
truthfully, it makes more sense, sociologically, ask not if a genre is relevant to a
particular topic, but how it can be relevant toaaticular social group in its relation to the
topic.

There is hardly anything “essential” about the g@gquacy of comedy genre to
representation of any event, real or imaginary. $hggested inadequacy results rather
from the valuation that is assigned to the genréiddgl-specific criteria. Bourdieu pointed

out that, historically, the inversion of genre hi®hies between peer judgment and
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commercial success marks an increase of autononfyrasich literary field (Bourdieu
1996, 114). If we are to understand the positikimta potential of bitter comedies in
Czech cinema, we cannot simply accept the valugress to it in the restricted economy
of the most autonomous critics, film scholars, didmakers. We must reflect on the
genre of comedy and its place in the hierarchy efirgs relationally, as a site of
contestation between autonomous and heteronomausipbes of hierarchization of the
cinematic field as a whole. In short, the genretbase examined as a historical and social
category. It is necessary, however, to first réflec the problem of assigning films to

particular genre — such as comedy.

5.2.3 Social contingencies of genre determination

| argued previously for a historical and social emstanding of genre. Such
concept, however, implies that cultural texts -the broad sense of the term — cannot
themselves warrant their belonging to a genre. &ty do the genres change, but the
practice of genre classification itself becomesbfgmatized and audiences, producers, as
well as critics hold stakes in the process. In miaestudies, the practice of genre
categorization often remains unquestioned and ganadysis takes for granted whatever
genre labels a scholar assigns to films in his @r $crutiny. This approach can be
relatively appropriate for a standardized cinematioduction that is associated with
Hollywood, but it falls short of recognizing genras ubiquitous dimension of cultural
communication Although the notion of “genre hybiydihas been employed to complicate
genre analysis, the recognition of presence ofiplelgenres in a single cultural artifact
still does not teach us about the historicity amcla grounding of the genres in question.

In cinema, the first and foremost definition of geeto which a film belongs comes

from the producers and filmmakers. Their undergtapdears on the entire production,
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from a screenplay to a finished, edited film. Theerof cinematic producers functions as
the key element in the pairing of films and ger{(fésale 2000). The definition then carries
over to distributors who may adjust it to their deeNext, the critics can either reinforce or
dilute the initial genre designation. Last but teatst, the members of movie-going public
interpret the viewing experience with their ownidgions of genre.

Since categorization of artworks includes many @ctomost importantly cultural
producers, but also distributors and critical adl ves lay publics — a prospective
consensual agreement of all of them on genre &ilzdson is therefore always subject to
contestation. Thus if a film intended by its creatas propaganda meets with ridicule of
the audience, the latter then uses the rules ofedgnfor interpretation. There will,
however, still be a difference depending on whetter audience is cognizant of the
authorial intention or not; if not, then the comrnmation was objectively a failure, because
the producers and the consumers did not share bremmgmon cultural knowledge.

A disagreement on part of the audience over a geefiaition pertaining to our
corpus may be illustrated by a case of the filiticek The example is drawn from a
discussion board of the internet server Czechodklovilm Database (www.csfd.cz),
which similarly to the internationally renowned Thimternet Movie Database
(www.imdb.com), allows its users to comment on wulial films and to provide their
own rating. While the distribution materials Kfic¢ek refer to the film as “horror sci-fi”,
one of the disappointed viewers comments: “Thenate expression of amateurism, which
does not work as thriller, sci-fi, parody, and adb@l not as a reflection on the past [user:
FosaCZ].” Another user concurKlfcekis not a thriller and especially not a horror fuse
liborek ].” These spectators are obviously aware¢hef genre definition provided by the
producers, but refuse to accept it. Yet one otlser has quite a different complaint about

the genre of the movie — according to him (presuyakhe definition of the producers
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holds valid, but he sees it as inappropriate wetliard to the content: “If | go see a movie
about political prisoners from the communist erasdially do not think that | am going to
see something which could be compared to a sanfion combined with fantasy [user:

Playman].*’

While these accounts of a viewer's experience aipewith a genre label
offered by producers and thus testify to its imaoce, they also demonstrate the
empowerment of the audience to contest, on vargnasinds, the definitions of the
industry.

The social contingency of genre determination, hawreis mitigated by the
properties which cultural artifacts embody. Thisdnsion of genre is precisely the one
that articulates sociological and textual approacteanalysis of cultural products. The
ability to recognize and assign genres is a leashéldand although genres cannot have an
objective existence, they are intersubjective nogless. At any given time, the definition
of genres can be expected to be approximately airfor all members of a given social
group. This commonsensical understanding of gericerms many literary and film studies
and is not completely unreasonable to the extattitirelies on the features of a text to
justify its genre categorization. From such poihview, genre can be conceived of as the
“repertoire of elements’ which mainly consists oharacters, setting, iconography,
narrative and style of a text” (Lacey 2000, 133gfHfore each cultural text, although it
requires for genre determination a common stocknofvledge among producers as well
as recipients, elicits its own categorization byamse of its own constituent elements. In

consequence, no particular social agent can falhtrol the genre and textual analysis thus

feeds into sociological interest.

5.2.4 The fallacy of economic motivation in the exp  lanation of comedy genre

7 Quotes are taken from the profile of ddk in Czecho-Slovak Film Databéze, available at
<http://www.csfd.cz/film/262816-klicek/> [accessed April 23, 2010].
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As | indicated above, the prevalence of comedigsat-is both the determination of
films as comedies by genre and the subsequent eamtgplabout their dominance —
originates as a problem mainly among critics, esfigdhose whose positions are in the
vicinity of the restricted part of the cinematielfi. The most common explanation for the
bias of cinematic representations of state soomliswards comedy genre asserts that
filmmakers fear less interest on the part of autkesind the concomitant financial losses if
they would choose a more serious mode for theiratiges. This argument explains the
enigma away. As an additional example, | providgadement of a flmmaker that typifies
the problematization of comedy as well as the bigmof heterogenous — financial —
influences in cinematic production (Irena Hejdos&oung a screenwriter, who has, over

the short course of her career, already won seperas):

“[Journalist:] Alright, but why has no one shot awr drama about the
Normalization so far? It that a problem of a lack awurage on the part of
screenwriters, producers, directors? Or the sodeggs not want to see such a story
yet?

[IH:] It is not about screenwriters. | know of goedreenplays written by my fellow
students; at FAMU, such stories appear. | have dinfg that in Czech
cinematography, the lighter or more relaxing gemaes cultivated due to the
pressure from the producers. In the Czech Repuhkece are about five production
companies that are willing to take risks. Everyorlse goes for a sure shot.
Every producer tells you something along theseslinieeople would not have a

laugh with this one. We won’'t make it.”” (NezbedadaGregor 2008, 42)
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For the sake of brevity, | shall call this and $amiexplanation the “box-office
thesis”. The thesis assumes that 1) comedy gerieénsdarger audiences; 2) filmmakers
(producers) are purely rational economic actor® fiitst assumption may be regarded as
generally valid, although when coupled with the oset assumption and takead
absurdum it would predict that cinematographers producthing but comedies. This is
obviously not true and the pitfalls of such logighiight the utility of Bourdieusian theory
to sociology of culture, because it emphasizesdbbitiral actors do not orient their action
solely with regards to economic capital. On thety, much of their efforts seek to
establish a degree of autonomy from economic plesiand to gain cultural capital
instead. Feature filmmaking undoubtedly constititgzart of cinematic field that comes
under more direct economic influence, yet still jemres of feature films remain manifold.

The “box-office thesis” not only fails to accoumir the empirical variety of genres
in general, it also offers no explication for thematic concern with the state socialist past
in our specific case. Again, this is due to inaggglility of economic rationale for action of
cultural producers. | have demonstrated earliet tih@ topic of state socialism acquires
disproportionate share of overall admissions. Harethis observation only tells us that
the theme is more likely to bring more movie-gaetse theaters; it does not automatically
follow that the difference makes the relevant filmsre profitable.

Consider the following example. With artworks, iheir capacity of unique
artifacts, it is problematic to compare them. Néweless, for heuristic and illustrative
purposes, | will still attempt to do so on the epdenof two Jan S&rdk’s movies:Kolja
and Vratné lahve [EmptiesfJan S¥rak, 2007). The director is the same, so is the
screenwriter; the genre and casting are quite ,akeé admissions were also at similar
levels. Mutatis mutandis these are two films that can be regarded as efquabur

purposes. Except, of course, one difference tlaatdst out: the time setting of the story:
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While the plot ofKolja takes place in the state socialist pastymtné lahveit is the
present instead. This ostensible detail has importamifications. The budget &blja was
reportedly 28 million CZK in 1996, when it was raéed. When adjusted for inflation, the
amount would be approximately 44.5 million CZK agsithe 34 million CZK budget of
Vratné lahvei.e. some 30% more, in 2007 when the latter fdas released. With these
two films, the major cause of the 10.5 million CAiscrepancy cannot but be attributed to
the historical setting dkolja and the corresponding higher costs of props.dftibhdgets
are measured against the admissiols]ja invested 33 CZK into each spectator
(1 346 669 total admissions), where¥gatné lahveonly 28 CZK (1222 890 total
admissions). As a business enterprigegtné lahvewas a film which was 18% more
efficient in attracting Czech audiences. Creatifwjja could therefore be regarded as
economically irrational on Svak’s part.

The bottom-line is that historical feature films ajuite simply more expensive to
produce (unless they are treated experimentalhd,ia the conditions of Czech cinema
industry they do not go above a threshold of adomssthat would offset the higher costs.
If the “box-office thesis” cannot satisfactorily@ain the genre preferences of filmmakers,
it is even weaker in accounting for the preferentéistorical theme that is the state
socialist past. The box-office potential of comadoannot be completely discounted as a
motivation of filmmakers, namely of those who seskernal acknowledgement in terms
of mass audiences. However, the specific case @clCzinematic memory of state
socialism requires a more complex explanation. Kéheto understanding of the success of
comedy genre in this particular case lies, | beljen precisely that blind spot of the “box-
office thesis”, which is the space of other possiphins of filmmakers. The specificity of
the corpus is not determined solely by its liketidmf attracting more viewers than other

films, but also by a propensity to win cinematiazps. The former effect could be
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interpreted as raising filmmaker's symbolic capiabeneral prestige and recognition —
and the latter as increasing cultural capital -ege@ion from the peers. These two capitals
are also coveted by filmmakers and can balancetlaiteconomic inefficiencies of

historical film in Czech post-socialist cinema.

5.2.5 Comedy as a social activity
General qualities of comedy genre must form thetpoi departure for a diagnosis
of its role in specific national circumstances. fewl Stott defines comedy in fortuitously

sociological terms:

“Comedy is certainly a social activity first anddmost, conceived of always with
some kind of audience in mind, and everywhere predufrom the matter of
dominant cultural assumptions and commonplaces. dusstion of how or why
things come to be funny is similarly determineddmture. Even though comedy
often seems to be suspending, inverting, or abangodominant norms, these
inversions are produced in relation to the cultwdhodoxies from which they

must always begin.” (Stott 2005, 7)

Such understanding fits into the general knowleolggenres explicated earlier. If
comedy is indeed a speech act, a socially symlglici.e. “social activity” carried out by
symbolic means, what is its peculiar pragmaticsthéy uses humour for “suspending,
inverting, or abandoning dominant norms”, but ewrerts most satirical exemplars it does
not oppose them directly nor challenges them wligr@atives. Even the “carnivalesque”
variation of comedy (Bakhtin 1984), despite itsicatl inversion of social hierarchies,

cannot, or so | believe, build a tenable politiospposition in itself. Thus, Stott admits, in
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commenting on comedy’s political dimension: “Paraaiy satire are good for demolishing
dogma but not for constructively offering alternas to it. [...] Perhaps it is true that
comedy has nothing to offer politics when the prbjequires something more than simple
derision” (Stott 2005, 126)

One could convincingly argue that by creating acepeelieved of dominance,
comedy at least provides a platform on which acalitstance can begin to take shape. The
merit of such view is that it finds a location adlical claims in a seemingly idle low- or
mid-brow entertainment of popular culture. Howewanless we want to succumb to an
essentialist conception of the comedy genre, aifquaion of this political perspective is
necessary; else, comedy would act as a mechangget of political meanings. A place
for skepticism — which the lamenting critics appdiyeexpress — must be maintained in the
theory of comedy. Politically conservative effeact comedy were summed up, for

example, by Arthur Schopenhauer:

“It is true that the comedy, like every represantatof human life, without

exception, must bring before our eyes suffering adwaersity; but it presents it to
us as passing, resolving itself into joy, in gehermgled with success, victory, and
hopes, which in the end preponderate. [...] Thugdates, in the result, that life as
a whole is thoroughly good, and especially is avayusing.” (Schopenhauer

1964, 371)

Since there are conflicting assumptions about theab function of comedy,
deducing its specific role in Czech cinema requftether consideration of the genre’s
national variations and histories. The purpose hi$ €xposition is to offer a viable

understanding of how comedy genre can furnish fitkens with additional cultural and
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symbolic capital. The general qualities of comedytao abstract and ambiguous to allow
achievement of such understanding. Therefore, kedgé of the structural possibilities of
comedy needs to be coupled with a recognition ®fwbrking in a particular social
configuration. As Jerry Palmer argues, in the anotai social function of humour, the

goal

“is not to make a claim for a total explanationhofmour, it is to ascribe a place for
humour in a particular process, by bringing it inétationship with another piece of
the social structure [...]; such a description sayaething meaningful about humour
by locating it in a place, showing how it is a pafrfisome wider process and makes a

particular contribution to it.” (Palmer 1994, 67)

In our case, | argue that the other “piece of tbeiad structure” that operates in
conjunction with comedy is, in the Czech case, tonalist tradition rooted in culture,

rather than in state politics.

5.2.6 Comedy as a semi-public protocol of Czech nat  ional imaginary

It seems to me as not a mere anecdotal accidehtChech national anthem
originated in a comedic theatrical play, as onét®inusical numbers. The farcical play
Fidlovacka aneb zadny lim a Zadnéa rveka [Fidlovacka, or No Anger and No Brawl]
(1834) by Josef Kajetan Tyl, a prominent authona$cent Czech nationalism, was also
made into one of the first Czech sound filfagllovacka (Svatopluk Innemann, 1930). The
thesis that | advance here states that the genmorogdy, namely in its kind of bitter
comedy and its related specimen, has a speciftaraliland politically charged position in

comparison to other genres. The explanation fossgezific position of the genre needs to
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be sought beyond cinema in the wider context ofgéreealogy of Czech nationalism and
in the mythical qualities of the nation, such as@puted good sense of humour.

In accordance with the theory of Benedict Andersehp defines nation as “an
imagined political community — and imagined as biotierently limited and sovereign”,
(Anderson 1991, 7) the Czech nation can be conde¥@s a community that was created
by the means of imagination of linguistic exclugivand political tradition that has been
continually sustained by nationalist discourse siabout the first half of the £&entury.
For the rest of the fdcentury and for much of the 2@entury, Czech nationalism was
forced to develop under conditions of confrontatwith the ruling political regimes. In
this respect, Czech nationalism is not too diffefesm colonial nationalistic movements,
although it scarcely had to face a comparable sspe. The discord between a national
idea of sovereignty and the actual political regintleat is not played out in complete
subjugation of the former is typical of the Centaald Eastern Europe. In this region, the
particular nationalism had to struggle with Ausiridater on Austrian-Hungarian, and
Russian, later on Soviet, empires. In these indomains the absence of clear boundaries
between an imperial metropolis and colonial peniphdid not allow for national
demarcation strictly by the means of political geqdny. Hence, languages became the
main instruments of demarcation in these nationatisvements. Unlike elsewhere, the
Central and Eastern European empires allowed fat vhderson calls the “pilgrimages”
of elites back and forth between the center andpi@phery. Czech nationalism, in
particular, had much to loose economically shotildsk an open confrontation, e.g. in a
form of uprising, for securing its sovereignty. Rbe lack of properly national political
field, the task of representing the nation felthe elites of intelligentsia, intellectuals and

cultural producers in general.
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Once we think of political ambitions of an emergeation — which lacks a proper
public arena for fostering of its imagination —nsposed onto the field of cultural
production, we can continue to trace how comedyrhia®d with the history of Czech
nation building. Here, the apparent deficiencyha toncept of genre — its lack of uniform
delimitation — turns into an advantage that hidttiigthe credentials of genre analysis. As a
genre, comedy traverses media, periods, and @litegimes. Thus, the genealogy of
comedy in cinema needs to be traced back at lsatiraas the beginning of the 19th
century when Czech nationalist intellectuals beganse low genres in order to relate to
popular public. In a parallel process, folk art Heeen integrated into national heritage
from the very onset of Czech national revival. Aligh high genres and pathos had been
cultivated as well — also for the sake of demotisigathe expressive equality of Czech
language with German elite culture — the genreoofiedy was also a part of the canon in
formation. The plebeian character of Czech traditioarked it off from many of its
Western counterparts.

The original tinting of comedy with folklore elemtenand satirical elements —
targeted against inner or outer adversaries of ICzextionhood — shaped the specific
tradition of humour, in which profound knowledgelotal culture is required if one wants
to get the “inside joke”. Allegory and irony idefiible only to “insiders” and couched in
the less prominent genre of comedy have effectigedat for circumventing censorship
under all political regimes and for strengtheningsense of community among their
recipients. Even during the Second World War, humeas used as a safer way to
communicate resistance to occupation (Obrdlik 19423ech jokes and joke-tellers might
have been doing many things: expressing opposttiothe regime, uniting the Czech
nation through language and humour and stokingti@dhaf all things German.”(Bryant

2006)The literary invention of Jaroslav Ha3ek, figare of Svejk — a Czech soldier whose
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presumably well-intentioned but absurd actions subthe imperial Austrian army — has
become the archetypical expression of this tradlitiSeveral filmmakers have in fact
strived to bring Svejk’s humour onto screens arel résulting comedies testify to the
participation of Czech filmmakers on the nationgpmpriation of the genre (Hames
2000a). Even During the Second World War, humor wasd as a safer way to
communicate resistance to occupation. (Obrdlik 1842ant 2006)

Czech filmmakers are no exception to the trend whias encompassed many
Czech cultural producers and their publics. “Comisdg genre that is prominent in most
national cinemas and Czechoslovakia has been nepgaen,” says Hames, but quickly
adds, “in all cinemas, comedy takes on specificalfional forms and references in
addition to its more universal characteristics” ifhés 2009, 32). According to him, the
specific national form of Czech film comedy residedts capacity of “a kind of social
cement in the face of adversity” (Hames 2009, 33 Tinematic genre of bitter comedy
has found its most principled formula in the cows¢he 1960s and the Czech New Wave
cinema. In the 1980s, popular bitter comedies stesniko ma stediskova [My Sweet
Little Village] (Jiti Menzel, 1985) again sought an escape from thieiaffideological
themes in topics of the everyday life and familguiss, while still maintaining a subtle
critical edge: “Satire was [...] used where possibje flm-makers in Eastern Europe
during the years of state communist rule” (King 2097).

The grounding of Czech filmmakers in a wider nagiamadition of comedy can be
also evidenced from one valuable documeélaiska filmova komedie po znar@dn1946—
1966[Czech Film Comedy After Nationalization 1946—19@6hdar and Taussig 1988)
was written up in 1983 as an internal documenhef@zechoslovak Film Institute and it
was intended as a part of a larger project on Gmdohiak film history. The study was co-

authored by a film historian Pavel Taussig and reator Elmar Klos — both authors
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partook in Oscar-winning comedy projects. As a mendf the directorial duo with Jan
Kadar, Klos won an Oscar for the 1965 fidibchod na korze [The Shop on Main Street]
(Jan Kadar and Elmar Klos, 1965) while Taussig /itbe story-line foKolja. Their study
can thus be also considered as a document repaigendf the dominant tradition of
Czech comedy. Rather than a mere detached scha¢fidgtion, it provides an insight into
the genre’s history from a perspective of filmmakigremselves.

The authors view the nationalization as a fundaalestep for Czech cinema in
general and indeed a crucial one for the comedyegas well. The nationalization marks a
departure from the prewar comedy dominated by #meajs commercial orientation. From
the study, we can infer that with the comedy’srgi®n from its business tasks, the genre
began to construct national specificity. Film comé&&came more firmly integrated with
older theatrical and literary traditions. Klos amalssig, for example, repeatedly affirm the
legacy of the interwar progressive comedy theafrdii® Voskovec and Jan Werich.
Similarly, they recall the literary adaptationsvadrks by Jaroslav HaSek or Karel Rak.
They also point at the more distant past of Czeational revival (Karel Hawtiek
Borovsky, Jan Neruda). In short, the document fevdet Czech filmmakers are well
aware of their lineage in comedy, both politicadl amtistic.

Besides their embedment in the larger traditiomahour, Charles Eidsvik takes
notice of another important aspect. “Eastern Eumop&lm comedies often share the
sensibility of [...] jokes from their region, but uke privately told jokes, the films are
made and get shown through state-run studious &tdbdtion networks. Their comic
malice must therefore be masked” (Eidsvik 1991,18Zact, the argument, although quite
appropriate to films, could be extended to othessnmedia as well, including public
theatrical performances. And the reason why contey achieved its peculiar status in

Czech history, | believe, is that the genre itgdléady provides a kind of a mask — and
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Czech nationalist intellectuals have used the clobkomedy to reach large audience
despite the supervision by Austrian, German, or omist-Party authorities.

A useful way to think of the role of comedy as ditm@al commentary can be
extrapolated from James Scott's influential theorfy “hidden transcripts”, which he
developed in order to better account for grievarafedominated peoples. The definition

goes as follows:

“If subordinate discourse in the presence of thmidant is a public transcript, |
shall use the ternhidden transcriptto characterize discourse that takes place
‘offstage,’” beyond direct observation by powerhosdd he hidden transcript is thus
derivative in the sense that it consists of tholstape speeches, gestures, and
practices that confirm, contradict, or inflect wiagipears in the public transcript.”

(Scott 1990, 4-5)

As | argued earlier, Czechs, as a nation, haveahemmplicated relationship with
the ruling elites when the latter denied a polltsavereignty to the national body. With
the exception of Nazi occupation, they — as a gretjave not been persecuted in extreme
ways, such as slaves or colonial subjects studye8dott. At the same time, they have
lacked a proper national arena during much of tkistence of Czech nationalism
(arguably, this includes the rule of the ethnicallzech Communist Party, which
nonetheless contradicted the national imaginarysuch peculiar constellation of power
relations, culture provided a limited, but publiegcessible space for articulating national
identity and moderate forms of protests. The gefreomedy, with its lower rank in
established artistic hierarchies, was a discursel@cle perfectly suited for this strategy.

Due to this socio-political framing of comedy, Igae that the genre in its nationally
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specific forms is a manifestation of what can bkeda“‘semi-public transcript”. Unlike
hidden transcript, it takes place not off- but agst it is not shielded from the view of
power, yet the genre blurs the contours of theodisse.

If my argument is correct, then this political idace of comedy, perceptible by
audiences rooted in national tradition, elevatedbadve the low rank to which it belongs in
standard aesthetic taxonomies. Once the bitter dgnseanalyzed from the perspective of
the history of nation building, the position of wuhkl production within that process, and
the trajectory of the genre within the cinemataldiitself, it no longer presents a more or
less arbitrary outcome of low taste. For a socicllgaccount, it needs to be measured
against the elevated status that it had acquirec apecific genre of veiled public
expression of nationalist intellectuals and notoadimg to its rank in scholastic
classification.

The usage of comedy as a semi-public transcrifziech history is what | consider
to be the source of supplementary cultural and sjimbapital. Although disapproved by
filmmakers and critics who support further autonoafythe field, the genre can rely on
positive evaluation from other cultural producessveell as consumers. In this manner,
additional benefits can be gained that compensatedonomic disadvantage of films set
in the state socialist past. The latter aspect dslass crucial. As Gil Eyal (2003)
demonstrated, collective memories of the recent pase been formative of the post-
socialist political allegiances. And only when cainés coupled with political significance
it assumes features that signal its belongingedrddition of semi-public transcript.

The approach of genre analysis has been indispentgalihe arguments that | am
putting forth: a focus on individual films or evem the cinematographic medium could
not possibly reveal the wider cultural and histakicontext, in which Czech filmmakers

have operated. Post-socialist historical bitter edims follow many of older patterns that
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are not solely of cinematographic origins. As Harobserves: “One of the interesting
facts, despite revolution, structural change, amhpsation, is the way in which films of
the 1990s have actually marked a continuation ef 1B80s” (Hames 2000b, 75). The
narratives of the state socialist past that flmerakproduce, at least the most successful
ones, seem to be ultimately more constrained by ttaditions of national cinema
epitomized by the genre of comedy than by a palitprogram of a particular collective
memory. However, as we have seen, genres are ellaotron communities of memory,
and thus the genre commemorates not only the statialist past, but each new work
continually contributes to the remembrance of teerg’'s own past as well. Through this
kind of sedimentation, the genre form opens thsterce of a profound rupture between

the past and the present to questioning.
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6 The socialism(s) in post-socialism

6.1 Memory of the state

Collective memory is fundamental to states — antons (Anderson 1991).
However, the memory of the state cannot be simglyated with national memory. The
state is but one — albeit immensely powerful — gramong many others that remember
the past in their respective ways. The degree ighmlent of the state memory with
national memory thus always refers to the balarid®eroces in society. Czech state, like

many others, acknowledges heritage and patrimodypawsclaims in its basic law:

“citizens of the Czech Republic in Bohemia, Moraara Silesia, at this time of the
reconstitution of an independent Czech State, ¢]ardoe to all the sound traditions
of the ancient statehood of the Lands of the Cr@ikBohemia as well as of
Czechoslovak statehood, [...] resolute to protect@celop their natural, cultural,

material and spiritual heritage” (Act No. 1/1993).

Yet this sole allusion to the past appears to daek its immediate, state socialist
episode. Only the wording, “at this time of recatugion”, suggests existence of a troubled
past. This past remains unnamed and its troublsgaaified As far as the explicit text of
the constitution is concerned, state socialism nexésted, unless one would foolishly
suppose it to be a part of the “heritage” thatltvemakers deemed as important to “protect
and develop”. Hence, to identify other crucial asp@f the official remembrance, we need
to give heed to the specific legislation and insiiins that the state introduced in order to
deal with the past under discussion. In the brdadesse, these special laws and
institutions constitute the methods of transitiopadtice (Riban 2001). Here, the brief

examination of transitional justice focuses not smch on legal dilemmas and
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ramifications, rather, the methods stand out asnmonéc practices by the means of which
states engage with their past. They may assumegxample, the following forms that

Barbara Misztal identified in Central and Easteundpe:

“Among policies which have been implemented in BastEuropean countries to
deal with their communist past, the most common a@aicies of lustration
(screening the past of candidates for importanitipos with the aim of eliminating
them from important public office), decommunizatiofexcluding former
Communist Party officials from high public positg)n restitution of property,

recompensation and rehabilitation of victims” (M&z2003, 151).

Although restitutions in the Czech Republic stirréfdm time to time an
opinionated debate in the media, this has not tffetheir status as an administrative and
judicial problem that requires no special attentidrihe state other than legislation of its
principles. Measures such as restitutions, whilagban important symbolic motion by the
state in the renunciation of past injustices, $albrt of the complete dimension of justice
that requires, in the words of Judith Skhlar, k& the victim’s view into full account and
give her voice its full weight” (Shklar 1990, 12@his aspect of official memory seriously
disadvantages it against profoundly narrative rebranmce such as cinematography can
offer. Although this is not a general rule, as s®taes emerging from authoritarian rule
have strived to provide an arena for public stdliyig2 The most important example in this
respect was the South African Truth and ReconmhatCommission (Coombes 2003;
Posel 2008) Czechs have witnessed an exerciseaons$itional justice that, however,
eschewed an establishment of what Teitel callscwssor trials”. In her vocabulary, the

Czech state opted for “criminal” and “retroactivgistice (Teitel 2000). The basis for
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Czech retroactive justice was laid down above alhe two laws: the Act of 13 November
1991 about the period of the lack of freedom (Act M80/1991) and the Act of 9 July
1993 about the unlawful character of the commumigime and about the opposition to it
(Act No. 198/1993). Both of them defined the imnatdipast as a legally precarious
period that had not allowed for proper functionafgrosecution and judicial system. The
retroactive application of legality intends to campate for the malfunction.

From the perspective of post-socialist states,fotget but not to forgive was the
more common strategy in Central and East Europeamtdes leaving Communism
behind” (Irwin-Zarecka 1994, 127). Czech legislati@eclared that the negative
prescription on politically motivated offences coitted in the past cannot count in the
duration of the state socialist regime, implyingttthere would be more punishment, not
less. Secondly, the prosecution of such formerfyummshed offences should be carried out
in standard courts. Thus, no special, transitiost{us would be conferred upon those
crimes. The “truth” about the past as it has beersyed in the Czech Republic serves
primarily as grounds for judicially controlled rigtntion, not as a cathartic tool that could
potentially effectuate forgiveness on national le¥ée relevant courts are standard ones
and thus no distinction is made between crimes dtwesinunder the old and the new
regime. Victims and perpetrators appear beforeciet as individuals implicated in
concrete cases, not as representatives of the amps into which the society had been
presumably divided.

In the Czech Republic, restoration of the authoofyeveryday legality thus
achieved primacy in its post-socialist organizatiom this manner, the state repudiates
personal testimony as a necessary preconditidmeiparsuit of “truth” about the past. The
state apparatus gets fully credited with the cdpglmf unveiling the said “truth”. When

we collate this mnemonic strategy with alternatigesh as the South African one, two
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distinct modes of remembering begin to unfold. ®o#ds up from the bottom, while the
other one imposes itself from the top down. Wojei&adurski , in a passage that is in

opportune concurrence with this paper’s approadhuby explicates:

“the difference between these truth commissionsthedCzech declaration [about
the unlawful character of the communist regimelhiat the former — such as the
Commission on Historical Clarification in GuatemalaCommission for Truth and
Reconciliation in South Africa — typically work tinevay from detailed, single-case
accounts to generalised characterisations of tlggmee [...] But the Czech
statutory declaration is nothing but interpretatiand — at best — a “generalised
account”. [...] As such, it is not the basis for aasensus-seeking establishment of
the facts about the past, but rather a dissensiv®king state orthodoxy about the

ideological lenses through which the past shouldibeed” (Sadurski 2005, 231).

If TRC became a sort of international trademarkhef South African approach to
the apartheid, then perhaps the most salient featirthe Czech state’s political
management of the state socialist past was theypol “lustrations”, which informed
many similar policies adopted in other post-sostalcountries. Lustrations, as the
etymology of the word implies, provide the means“faurging” the state apparatus of the
individuals who were deemed responsible for thenteaance of the state socialist regime.
The principle of lustrations required that impottansitions in e.g. state administration or
the army could not be taken up by people who eitised to hold analogous posts in the
previous regime or collaborated with its secrevises. The relevant legislation (Act No.
451/1991; Act No. 279/1992) was a result of mangpdies in the Parliament and

reflected, above all, contemporaneous political dsothat favored pronouncements of
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collective guilt and has been subsequently usegbolitical strives.(Mayer 2009, 64—65)
Nonetheless, lustrations did have an important aorapt oriented to the past: the criteria
that were used to established a person’s complitli the state socialist government
relied on the archives produced by the governmieati Teitel alerts us to the implicit
paradox of such policy: “So it is that the old statchives were still being used to control
politics in East Europe.” (Teitel 2000, 99) The fidence placed — and as many would
argue, misplaced — in the archives of the old regimould not stop there and, as we are
about to see, resonated strongly in the academsiahe official memory permeated

historiographical epistemology.

6.2 Histories of the historians

It may come across as inappropriate to open a suynmeaerview of the post-
socialist and post-apartheid historiographies vathreference to yet another statutory
instrument, but the Act of the Czech Parliament tba Institute for the Study of
Totalitarian Regimes and the Security Services &ecljAct No. 181/2007) represents a
major effort of the state to promote research gieedd on the history of the state socialist
past. By virtue of its status as an “institute”g tbrganization founded in 2007 enjoys
research status and employs qualified historiahg. dcademic benefits and potential for
critical investigations of the past on the partt@ Institute are somewhat doubtful, since it
entails a prescription of its research focus. Ttiss greamble narrows the field of inquiry
to “[investigation and recall of] the consequenoéshe activity of criminal organizations
based on the Communist and Nazi ideologies advagatippression of human rights and
rejecting the principles of a democratic statehm years 1938—-1945 and 1948-1989”. (Act
No. 181/2007) While there is no doubt about “suppi@ of human rights” in the said

periods, the accentuation of the “criminal orgatimes” and conflation of Communist
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ideology with the Communist regime betray an inatian of the kind of conclusions that
the state expects from history produced at thatinst It is here, not in the constitution,
that the Czech state legislates a duty to remerabérpasses it, albeit in an ambiguous
manner, on to historians. (Vagk and Mayer 2008, 146)

Whereas in the case of South African constituti@nceuld imagine the lawmakers
as historians, in the Czech case the historiang aplaole of judges and police-like
investigators. This “forensic” flavor, which in efft sees the past generations through a
prism of victims and victimizers, was the main wagor a controversy that surrounded
the passing of the act in 2007. Criticism came iptadly from the M.P.s of the
Communist Party of Bohemia and Moravia, a successtre formerly ruling Communist
Party of Czechoslovakia, but also from other leftgvparties and from an important
segment of the community of historians. A pecuierunner of this institute is the Office
for the Documentation and the Investigation of@gnes of Communism, an organization
that is actually a part of the Police of the Cz&dpublic, although it has, since 1995,
carried out a lot of historiographical and architygle of work.

“[The] imperative of our epoch is not only to keeperything, to preserve every
indicator of memory — even when we are not sureckvimemory is being indicated — but
also to produce archives.” (Nora 1989, 14) Thesetlae words of Pierre Nora from his
famous article on the realms of memory that attechpo account for the changes in the
social forms of remembering in modern societiegestied of their living memory. In this
sense, the “imperative” to archive is a universagjzrocess that reflects the monopolizing
drive of historiography as a discipline on to regargation of the past. Yet as such it is also
defined by “indiscriminate production of archive¢Nora 1989, 14) and thus the process
does not account for the very deliberate and drsoatory efforts to archive the traces of

state socialism. A salient feature of the Czecht-posialist historiography of the
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immediate past is its obsession with the archiviethe state socialist governments and
security forces. The urge is less to construct,ataaive all, to declassify and make public
the archives of the previous regime. The latter sevwe by the purpose of revealing the
identities of individuals who were either membefshe secret police or who collaborated
with them. Another detective trend in historiogrgptvould examine the previously
unknown documents of political nature in order tecdver the backstage maneuvers of
communist politicians. Ruti Teitel correctly assethat under such conditions “the
question of how to treat archival historical knodde has become deeply enmeshed in the
politics of transition. [...] Historical inquiry quidy gives way to the politics of exposure.”
(Teitel 2000, 96) The problem, however, does nop ghere. The history that can be
written trough the prism of the archives of powanmot but adopt the power’s perspective.
The top down approach to remembering that we deeitiin the previous section finds its
mirror image in a perspective of the top down higto

The fringe history that proliferates in intimatenoection with the state’s objectives
represents, of course, only a fragment in the dMeistoriographical discipline. Yet, in the
debates on the immediate past, it is a fragmerbosiderable importance. The standard
historiography offers little counterweight to tr@rher tendency and could hardly claim a
similar public significance. The output of the rassh is extensive enough in a number of
publications, but the research’s scope is veryowaregarding the perspectives employed.
Resembling the history of “great men”, the histofythe previous regime becomes a stage
where the impersonal “Party” is the main actor.ancurious consequence, the state
socialist and the post-socialist historians seemsht@re a similar vision of history, where
the Communist Party is the true leader of the ngss@ly now the normative statements

differ. The marginalized remains on the marginsilevhe rulers and policemen of the past
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now appear perhaps stronger that they have ever. baring historians from the post-

socialist generation describe the situation ofdiseipline in the following critical manner:

“[The historiography of the Communist dictatorshifgavily relies on the theory of
totalitarianism, in which the power structures lué state and the Party are in sharp
opposition to society. [...] Not only the new soclaktory approaches but the
traditional structural social and economic histofthe Communist period as well
are seriously lagging behind research on powetigsili(Kolat and Kopéek 2007,

223).

To be sure, after 1989, it is not only the stat@adist past that Czech historian need
to explore. Apart from it, “much effort has beerespfilling in “blank spots” ignored by
Communist-era historiography. These blanks includg only periods such as the
immediate postwar era, but also understudied tomosh as the Holocaust, the
transfer/expulsion of the Sudeten Germans anduéete of 1968” (Bryant 2000, 48—49).
The burden of historian’s own social as well agigighary history under state socialism is
immense. Moreover, it consists also of epistemolgand methodological preferences.
Thus, on the one hand, Chad Bryant may observieeitCzech historiography a persisting
tendency to emphasize the “factographical’ stadglaand trace the tendency back to the
state socialist era, when the espousal of postiveerved as a tactic that “allowed
historians to employ the correct ideological larggian order to present their findings,
playing a sort of game which allowed them to awdsorship (and repression) while still
having their works published” (Bryant 2000, 49 &.

Historians, after all, make up a social group thelies and the persistence of state

socialist trajectories affects them no less thampinges on filmmakers. Contemporary
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historiography is itself a product of the past whitsets forth to study. The real problem
of Czech historiography from epistemological pecsipe centers on a peculiar erosion of
borders between the state’s memorial politicsphistl science, and standard criminal and
judicial apparatus. Paul Ricoeur rightfully aleus to the danger of having the distinction

between historian and judge blurred:

“The judge has to pass a judgment — this is thetion of a judge. Judges must
come to a conclusion. They must decide. They metsatsan appropriate distance
the guilty party and the victim, in accordance wathimperiously binary topology.
All this, historians do not do, cannot do, do nanivto do; and if they were to
attempt it, at the risk of setting themselves ugh&ssole tribunal of history, this
would be at the cost of acknowledging the precaness of a judgment whose

partiality, even militancy, is recognized” (Ricoe2004, 320).

The fact that some historians would see it as ttesk to critigue what they
perceive as a dominant approach in their discipkhews that the dominance is not — and
cannot be — complete. Likewise, the victoriousesapolicies conceal the plurality of
views that had been legislated away. Yet the empliaat | have placed on the dominance
and contrasts should, or such was the intenticay dittention to the main principles that
shape knowledge of the past in the post-socialistc@ state and historiography. These two
fields can be considered as a background againshviilmmakers put forward their own
representations of the past. All these collectet®is share to some extent dependence on
the trajectories constituted in their fields duritige state socialist era — and their past
alliances and divergences ensure that today tlemipective representations of state

socialism will also differ.

135



7 Conclusion

My dissertation thesis was prompted by the questain how cinematic
representations bear on the collective memoryaiéstocialism in the Czech Republic. In
my work, it is evident that Czech cinema does bW the epistemological criterion of
referentiality that binds historians. A more im@mtt observation — and one that does not
automatically follow from the former — about thdatenship between historical and
cinematic representations of the state socialist ghows that the two do not even
converge in terms of dominant genres.

This is in part due to the different status of feest as an object of knowledge in
historiography and cinematography. | began my ingoy a theoretical assessment of how
historiography and cinematography differ in how yth@roduce knowledge and
representations of the past. The difference inntieglium of representation — writing in
print versus writing in moving images — is not fantental. In this respect, | agree with
some of the propositions of the growing numberabfoars who study historical films as
works of history. Yet my own research does notrafgily with this approach which, in
my view, underestimates the socially and textusfgigcific ways in which the two fields
produce knowledge. Therefore, | argue for a limetion of “historiophoty” and suggest
that in most cases, the past will be subjected istindt registers of knowledge in
historiography and cinematography respectivelyigiires as an object of history for one
and as an object of memory for the other.

The different discursive position of the state absi past is a necessary but not a
sufficient condition for the divergence in its repentations on the whole to occur.
Memory of the state, the official memory expressedegislation and administrative

measures and proclamations, does approximate shenhiof state socialism much more
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closely than the collective cinematic memory. Irdjeleistory can exert much influence
upon memory — and vice-versa. The extent of theraation, however will depend on

social determinations. Whereas history is ad ki knowledge produced by a fairly
limited and well defined social group, memory istype of knowledge produced in
countless social locations.

The impossibility of speaking of a particular canttef collective memory without
taking into account the social characteristics i group that creates, preserves, and
disseminates it, required me to consider at leasiesbasic attributes of Czech filmmakers
as a group. Bourdieu’s theory of social fields ahthe field of cultural production proved
to be outstandingly useful for my task in thatlib@ed me to think of essentially aesthetic
and economic factors in sociological terms. Thatok¢his perspective, | could trace not
only the defining tension of cinematography — thteva. industry conflict — of which the
filmmakers are well aware, but also how it affetis multiple positions in cinematic field
and leads the cultural producers to adopt diffestrattegies for takings of those positions
as well as to legitimize themselves through variclasms to either aesthetic authenticity
or popularity. The forces active in the field ohematic production, however, cannot be
fully understood without a recourse of the analygisthe developments of Czech
cinematography over the course of its own statéabsicpast. Especially the strong sense
of cinema as an integral part of national cultusnrmot be explicated without the
experience of the nationalized industry, which isgub political significance filmmaking.
Cinematic producers thus could not but assume & ablintellectuals that has in some
ways carried over to post-socialist cinema as well.

The next concern of the dissertation thesis adddefise post-socialist cinematic
representations of the state socialist past. Thpgoapgh was decidedly sociological and

avoided in-depth interpretations of the films. Tdwrpus was assembled on the basis of
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thematic content and included only full-length teatfilms. Such choice may have not
been warranted by the criteria of filmmakers, fisoholars and critics, historians, or
audiences; but it proved to be a very useful cofpua sociologically motivated analysis,
because it gathered together influences from dissinb-fields of Czech cinematography.

The most striking feature of the corpus as a whas its undeniable importance
for the post-socialist cinema. Although it congst only a fraction of the entire
production or feature films, it is disproportiongteuccessful in gaining critical appraisal
as well as large number of movie-goers, i.e. itieds high orthodox as well heterodox
recognition. This type of legitimizing conjunctusgould be difficult to comprehend
without taking into account the symbolic statusfio?hmakers as intellectuals and the
political heteronomy in the cinematic field whichasvestablished in it during the state
socialist organization of cultural production.

The closer description of the corpus and its chapgomposition over the past two
decades, however, showed that the collective pmsélsst memory of flmmakers has
developed relatively autonomously from the polititald. The heightened symbolic and
cultural capital that the filmic remembrance sedambe yielding stems from within the
field itself. Again, this may be attributable teetstatus of public intellectuals which, for
better or worse, Czech filmmakers attained undeptievious regime.

The thesis that the cinematic memory of state §sgiadepends on socio-historical
characteristics of flmmakers in their capacitysaicial group thus appears to be valid,
although the latest films hint at new trends thaild be resemble the official memory in
their unequivocal condemnation of the past. Indeeds as if the filmmakers would
attempt to cut off all the continuities that linkeir field to the state socialist past only
toward the end of the second post-socialist decadtey the primary purpose of

remembrance is to remind the viewers of the neddrgget. However, the permanence of
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this new trend can only be ascertained in the &utlevelopments of cinematic memory.
The new trend of emphasis on drama, tragedy, amh éhriller as genres of
remembrance replaces the previous unchallengednamice of comedy as the main genre
in which the narratives of the past used to be.t@dnre as a category of analysis, |
argued, is particularly suited to the needs of@cdogist for research of how people make
sense of the social world and of the past. Onceegisrapprehended not as a static literary
category, but as a historically changing set ofsuhat serve to control the production and
consumption of cultural texts, then it can be exadia symptom of wider social forces.
The analysis of comedy genre and of its specifisitmm in the cinematic collective
memory of state socialism reveals in the contextCa&ch nationalism, the genre has
achieved symbolic and political relevance. | sugjgjest comedy has a function of “semi-
public* transcript and in this capacity it creatascommunity of consumers almost
coterminous with the nation. The lower status comedgenre hierarchies enforced by
highbrow critics, producers, and consumers shigidsgenre from severe oversight, and
yet it still allows a communication of messagesical of the powers that be across large
audiences. By ostensibly aligning themselves witis tradition — indeed a collective
memory of its own — the filmmakers (many of whonrevdebutans or members of the up-
and-coming generation) were insisting on a sens®mtinuity with the state socialist past.
We must underscore the paradox that representatioiine past in Czech cinema take on
forms — i.e. genres — that flourished under theestocialist regime. The cinematic
remembrance does indeed appear to be self-ref@rentimany aspects and relatively
autonomous — just as the field itself — from otfeems of collective memory. It cannot be
equated with national memory, but it should be wered as a serious contender, due to
the popularity of its most successful narrativesvadi as due to the symbolic capital of

cinematic producers.
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Speaking of memory automatically begs the questibriorgetting. The latter,
however, should not be regarded as an oppositeeafary. As Marc Augé (1998) argued,
forgetting makes an integral part of memory, whieln never be complete. Remembrance
thus always implies a determination of what is im@at for a given social group.
Nonetheless, at least in concluding remarks, ogrifgiant omission should be noted.
Over the two decades of post-socialist cinema, neienhas dealt with formative political
issue of the late 1960s, known as “socialism witmhn face”. The concept indeed seems
to be discarded not only on the proverbial scraplaehistory, but also into the forgotten
past — a place with absent memory. Eyal (2003) skowow the 1989 transition in Czech
politics dispensed with the reformist communistsahnot do quite the same for cinematic
memory, except pointing out that representatiorthese actors are absent.

If we accept the idea that the studies of postadison can benefit from an
interdisciplinary exchange with post-colonial segjisince the experience of living in a
“post-" society share some fundamental charactesistMoore, 2001; Popescu, 2003;
Stenning and Hoérschelmann; 2008), then we may thaegect for the state socialist
experience to remain a relevant factor in contemgoridentities and culture. The
permanent presence of collective memory, howewss chot mean that it is static. On the

contrary, we have seen that is a dynamic processuili surely continue to evolve.
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Appendix

Corpus of Czech post-socialist

socialism

Czech title

Vracenky

Requiem pro
panenki

Corpus delicti
Prazakm, €m je hej

Ticha bolest

Nekde je mozna
hezky

P&jme pis& dohola
Kour

Vyzily Boudnik
Tankovy prapor
Cerni baroni

Sakali léta

Vekslak aneb Staré
zlaté ¢asy

Ziletky

Diky za kazdé nové
ranc

Malostranské
humoresk

Kolja

English title

Rebounds

Requiem for a
Maider

Corpus Delicti

The Pragers Are in
Clovel

Silent Pain

It May Be Beautiful
Elsewher

Let’'s All Sing
Arounc

The Smoke

Worn Out Boudnik
Tank Battalion
The Black Barons

Big Beat

Hustler or The Good

Old Days
Blades

Thanks for Every
New Morning
Humoresques from
the Lesse Town

Kolya

films about
Director Ve @
release
Jan Schmidt 1991
Filip Ren 1991
Irena Pavlaskova 1991
Karel Smyczek 1991
Martin Holly 1991
Milan Cieslar 1991
Ondrej Trojan 1991
Tomas Vorel 1991
Vaclav Kistek 1991
Vit Olmer 1991
Zderek Sirovy 1992
Jan Hebejk 1993
Jan Prokop 1994
Zderek Tyc 1994
Milan Steindler 1994
Jan S¥rak 1996
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state

Thematic
past

1950s
1984

1980s
1980s
1950s
1989

1980s

1980s

1970s and
1980:

1950s
1950s
1950s
1980s

1980s

1970s and
19€0¢

1980s

1980s



Ceremonié
Zapomenuté s\lo
Bumerang

Zdivocela zeng

B4jeina léta pod pse

PelisSky

Padeti mého
mlacSihc bratre

Rebelové
Tmavomodry st
Pupendo
Milenci a vrazi

Kousek nebe

Obsluhoval jsem
anglickéhckréle

...a bude br

Smutek pani
Snajderov

Anglické jahody

Pouta

Zemsky raj to
napohle:

Holka Ferrari Dino
Tti sezony v pekle
Kligek

Obcansky ptikaz

Master of Ceremony Jiti Vercak

Forgotten Light

Boomerang

A Country Gone
Wild

Wonderful Years
Thail Sucke

Cosy Dnes

The Conception of
My Younge Brothel

Rebels
Dark Blue World

Pupendo

Lovers and
Murderer:

A Little Piece of
Heavel

| Served the King of
Englanc

It's Gonna Get
Worse

The Sadness of Mrs

Snajdrovi

English Strawberries

Walking Too Fast

An Earthly Paradise
for the Eyes

The Ferrari Dino
Girl

Three Seasons in
Hell

The Little Key

Indentity Card

Vadimir Michélek
Hynek Baan
Hynek Baan
Petr Nikolaev
Jan Hebejk
Vladimir Drha
Filip Rert

Jan S¥rak

Jan Hebejk
Viktor Polesny
Petr Nikolaev

Jiti Menzel

Petr Nikolaev
Piro Milkani
Vladimir Drha
Radim Spaek
Irena Pavlaskova
Jan Nmec
Tomas Masin
Jan Novak

Ondrej Trojan
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1996

1996

1997

1997

1997

1999

2000

2001

2001

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2007

2008

2009

2009

2009

2009

2009

2010

1950s

1980s

1950s

1950s

1960s-
1990:

1960s

1950s

1950s

1980s

1980s

1950s

1930s-
1950:

1970s

1960s

1968

1982

1960s-
1970:

1968

late 1940s

1953

1970s



Resumé

Platno smichu a zapomn éni:
kolektivni pam ét’ a reprezentace statniho socialismu
v €eské kinematografii

V disert&ni praci se zabyvam otazkou, jak se kinematogréfiokprezentace
vztahuji ke kolektivni pasii statniho socialismu €eské republice, respektive
v Ceskoslovensku. V pradiesim nejprve teoreticky problém, zda-li je vhoduéZanr
historickych filmi studovat jako typ &déni odpovidajici historii, nebo socialni
pantti. Tvrdim, Ze dlezity neni rozdil v médiu reprezentace, ale véasppech utvieni
védéni o minulosti. PestoZze mohou existovat ,historiofotické”, tedy brsbgraficke
filmy, béZnou produkci dlouhych hranych filmje vhodné studovat jako sociologicky
problém z hlediska kolektivni pattn Zatimco historie fedstavuje druhadéni utv&enych
ponerné jednoznané vymezenou socialni skupinou, kolektivni panvznika b bezp&tu
socialnich lokaci.

Nemoznost hovit o obsahu uiité pantti bez analyzy socialnich charakteristik
skupiny, jez ji vytvéi, vyZzadovala, abych se zabyvé&kskymi filmai pomoci teorie
socialnich poli Pierra Bourdieuho. Tato perspektivaoziuje sledovat konflikt mezi
asilim rekterych filmat o umeéleckou autonomii na straredné a politikowi ekonomikou
na strag druhé. Jejich celkové postaveni ve spotesti se pak symbolicky pozvedavé diky
statusu intelektud] ktery secesti filma mohou diky Uzkym vazbam na literaturu a
divadlo a vzhledem ke své roli vquichozim rezimu véakterych gipadech narokovat.
Zduraziovani unglecké autonomie a kulturniho édictvi v sowasnosti by bylo

nemyslitelné beziedchozi statfrsocialistické organizace kinematografie.
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DalSi ¢ast disertace se zabyva samotnymi reprezentacemhig-sbcialistické
minulosti véeské kinematografii. Zvolenyistup se vyhyba interpretaci filmového dila, a
namisto toho usilujerpdevSim o0 popis pozice, jeZ tyto reprezentace reajijiv kontextu
kinematografické tvorby. Korpus adekvatnich filnbyl sestaven pomoci tematického
kritéria. Jeho utujicimi znaky jsou disproporcionalni uznani ze rsgraublika i flmové
kritiky. Korpus je dale popsan vetgich detailech. Blezitymi milniky v jeho dynamice
jsou druha polovina devadesatych let, kdy nejedavai korpusu, ale v celé kinematografii
dominovaly hoké komedie, a dale obdobi zhruba po roce 2007, &eyz&inaji
konzistentg objevovat zanroyzavaz®jSi reprezentace.

Zawrecna diskuse se émuje pra¥ problému Zanr. Obhajuji v ni uZiténost
konceptu Zanru pro sociologii kultury a demonsttajo pojeti na pokusem o vy&dieni
uspchu komedii v reprezentaci obdobi statniho socmlisVzhledem k nizsi klasifikaci
komedii v Zanrovych hierarchiich se jedna o vhod@nr, jimz mohou nacionalni
intelektualové oslovovatiipublikum. Komedie a humor &pnachceského nacionalismu
zaujimaly dlouhodabvyznamnou pozici, a z tohaidodu je jejich vyuziti k reprezentaci
politického tématu, jakéipdstavuje statnsocialistickd minulost, symbolicky adekvatni.
Stoupajici odmitani tohoto postupu ze strany filendwvitiky vSak naznéuje, Ze post-
socialisticka kinematografie jiz nezaujima natolpoliticky relevantni pozici,jako
v pitedchozim rezimu. Kinematograficka kolektivni p&imvSak nadale {sobi jako
relativne autonomni misto pa#ti, navzdory souéhu ceské historiografie a oficialni

pangti.
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