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Abstrakt:

Predkladana diplomova prace zkouma moznosti zmapovani recepce literarnich textli jakozto
procestt jazykového managementu a nésledné¢ poukazuje na hlavni rozdily v percepci
literarniho textu v ptipadé rodilého mluvciho a nerodilého mluvciho. Prvni tii kapitoly prace
se zabyvaji metodologii vyzkumu, kterd se opird o Teorii jazykového managementu,
Neustupného pfistup k literarni  kritice skrze zminénou teorii a formalistické
a strukturalistické teorie. Samotny vyzkum je popsany ve ctvrté az sedmé kapitole. Zabyva se
jednotlivymi ptipady povsimnuti, hodnoceni a strategiemi feSeni problémi, jak je provadéji
dva cCtendii moderni ¢eské povidky (jeden rodily a jeden nerodily mluvci). Konkrétné jde
o rozpoznani takovych procest a jejich analyzu pomoci naslednych interview. Cilem prace je
sestaveni komplexni metodologie pro identifikaci, bliz§i popis a interpretaci procesi
jazykového managementu probihajicich pfi recepci literarniho textu. DalSim cilem je zjisténi
hlavnich rozdilii v tomto procesu, je-li pfijemcem textu rodily resp. nerodily mluvci.

Abstract:

This diploma thesis explores the possibility of mapping the reception of a literary text in
terms of language management processes and in succession unveils the main differences in
the perception of a literary text by a native opposed to a non-native speaker. The first three
chapters treat the research methodology, which is based on Language Management Theory,
Neustupny’s approach to literary criticism through this concrete theory and single elements
from formalism and structuralism. The research, which is described in chapters four to seven,
focuses on the different moments of noting, evaluation and problem solving strategies realised
by two readers of a modern Czech short story (one native and one non-native speaker). These
processes are identified and analysed by the means of follow-up interviews. The aim of the
thesis is to establish a complex methodology of identifying, describing and interpreting
management processes which occur during the reception of a literary text and further to
investigate the main characteristics that distinguish this process in the case of a native and
a non-native recipient of the text.
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Introduction

Literature and reading have fascinated mankind from the very beginning of the
existence of language in its written form and throughout history they have become an
important part of our life — of our language use in everyday life. Reading can contribute to
and enrich our lives in so many ways, which is why this activity has not only attracted the
attention of readers themselves, but also of researchers and teachers suggesting it is an
important part of native and foreign language acquisition. One of the central themes discussed
in many studies and articles remains: what do we — as readers — do with literary texts? The
aim of this thesis is to give insight into readers’ approaches to literary texts and to explore the
process of reading in one’s native and comparatively in a foreign language.

In my choice of this topic, I was inspired by Jifi Neustupny’s paper from 2003
“Literarni kritika jako jazykovy management” [“Literary criticism as language
management”], where he first mentions the possibility of mapping the reception of a literary
text with the help of Language Management Theory. Reading can thus be identified as
a language management process and treated as such. My research will focus on the different
moments of noting, evaluation and problem solving strategies realised by readers of modern
literature. These are to be identified and analysed in the case of two different interviewees
both reading the same text. However, for one of them, the language of the text is his mother
tongue, for the other it’s a second language. Both of them will be asked to read a modern
Czech short story. Their reading and (at the same time) management strategies shall be
monitored; elements of language management and literary criticism shall be identified and
interpreted by means of follow-up interviews.

Further, it is the aim of this research, to establish a complex methodology for the
purpose of identifying, describing, and interpreting management processes taking place
during the reception of a literary text, and also to investigate some of the main characteristics
that distinguish this process in the case of a native and a non-native speaker of the language of
the text. This research entails not only a contribution to the discourse about operations we
perform while reading, but also an enhancement of Language Management Theory itself.
Except for Neustupny’s study mentioned above, this theory has not been applied to literary
utterances, even though it does have great potential to become an effective instrument in this
field, as I will show.

Firstly, I will give a detailed description of theories used in this context and revise

some previous research accomplished in the field. Secondly, hypotheses and the methodology
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of the research will be described, focussing on its variables and conditions. The final part of
the thesis will consist in the presentations of my findings and the evaluation of the results.
They shall be analysed by the means of the previously discussed methodology and with
special regard to the fine differences and possible similarities between the two reading acts
which were accomplished during the experiment. In this thesis I hope to give a closer look at

how we read literary texts in our native and a foreign language.



1 Language Management Theory

My choice to connect the reading process and Language Management Theory has to
do firstly with the wide range of questions that this theory is able to respond to and with its
compatibility with literature, as I will show. Therefore, I would like to give a detailed
overview of the history, terminology and most important characteristics of this theory. As
Nekvapil (2012a, p. 17) argues, Language Management Theory is “one of several theories of
language management. [... []t occupies a specific position among these theories and is able to
respond to contemporary issues.” This theory is also reckoned to be “capable of investigating
the historical processes which have an impact on the deliberate regulation of language and
linguistic behaviour” (ibid. p. 18).

The term language management itself has become quite frequent within the past
decades, sometimes however not having much in common with the above mentioned

Language Management Theory:

In the sphere of practical language planning, “language management” is frequently used to
mean the provision of translation services or the development of different linguistic skills via
language courses. “Language management” is also used as the English equivalent of the
French term “lI’aménagement linguistique”, above all in relation to language planning in
Canada [...], but essentially it is used to mean nothing more than what is labelled as “language
policy and planning” in the Anglo-Saxon tradition. Finally, there are the sociolinguists who
have only relatively recently begun working with the term “language management” as a
specific term, or rather, a semi-term to express their more or less specific theoretical approach
to language policy and planning issues. (Nekvapil, 2009, p. 1)

The relationship Language Management Theory bears to the other theories mentioned
in the above citation is important for its fine discrimination and very definition. Language
Management Theory once emerged from langue planning, which itself evolved as one of the

aspects of sociolinguistics (cf. Neustupny, 2002, p. 432) and may be defined as follows:

[...] language planning was conceived as the concern of technical experts with efficient
techniques at their disposal, as an objective process basically independent of ideology,
although in relation to extra-linguistic factors, and hence other social fields, was emphasized
(political science and economics in particular). Language planning was considered a type of
societal resource planning, with Language Planning Theory aiming at an optimum utilization
of this particular resource. [...] language planning was conceptualized as rational problem-
solving, as weighing up the advantages and disadvantages of various alternatives in specific
social, economic and political contexts. [...] language planning was to be performed at the
level of the state. (Nekvapil, 2012a, p. 6)

In its traditional form language planning was aimed at modernizing the so-called Third
World, addressing questions such as the choice of an official language (mainly in favour of
“big” languages). Later on, the critique brought forward against this conception gave birth to

a new, postmodern conception of the same, now in turn focussing on language plurality and
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diversity (cf. Nekvapil, 2010, p. 54). Examples of language planning can be found throughout

history as shown by Nekvapil (2010). The insight that some aspects of this model must be

reviewed in order to let the field of study go beyond cases of language choices made for

whole states, brought about a new concept — that of Language Management Theory. It was

first defined by Jernudd and Neustupny (1987, p. 71), as follows:

The use of this term, language management, in lieu of the currently widely used language
planning will leave the latter term free to refer to the particular phase of the “linguistic of
language problems” which developed in the 1970s. This usage coincides with the Canadian
French use of the term amenagement linguistique [...].

With the help of a short comparison of the two models in a few points, I would like to

closer define the most important characteristics of Language Management Theory' — the

theory behind language management as it will be defined here:

1)

2)

3)

4)

Language Management Theory connects language problems and problems of
societies as a whole: it implies that solutions for language problems can be found
only if social problems are also taken into account and the solution of these is
aimed for as well.

Language planning was conceived as an activity taking place exclusively at state
level whereas Language Management Theory emphasizes the fact, that language
can be managed in very different surroundings, contexts and networks ranging
from global to the individual, from expert to layman level.

Concerning the dimensions of language problems, language planning was
concerned mainly with grammar. Language Management Theory in turn includes
a wider range of language problems and in addition to that the “positive” version
of these — gratification®.

Language Management Theory does not identify language problems only from the
viewpoint of “specialists” for a society as a whole but insists that their origin
always be at the level of utterance, in interaction. From problems identified in
single utterances and interactions, conclusions may then be drawn as to language
problems in the form of larger entities. In language planning this link between
concrete utterances and the labelling of language problems by “experts” on the
state level had not been constituted as a condition for the successful and reasonable

identification and solution of language problems.

! The following enumeration is based on Neustupny, 2002.
2 T will further explain this term in the section on evaluation as one of the stages of language
management in Chapter 2.
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5) In language planning all problems were solvable — something Language
Management Theory does not demand.

6) Language Management Theory has brought about the concept of viewing language
management as a process realised in four different phases which will be specified
below.

Even though the listed points may help to bring across the basic design of Language
Management Theory there are a few further aspects that are crucial especially for my
employing it for the purposes of this concrete thesis and its research. One of the most
important acquirements of Language Management Theory is the discrimination of two kinds
of processes in the use of language — (a) the generation of language and (b) language
management. The former is “the process which enables the generation of utterances or
communicative acts”, while the latter describes “the process whose object is the utterances or
communicative acts themselves, whether they have already been generated, are currently
being generated, or are anticipated” (Nekvapil, 2009, p. 1). This is to serve as the concrete
definition of language management in my employment of this term. It derives from Jernudd’s
assumption (1991, p. 63) that speakers of any language are able to:

1) produce messages

2) monitor the language that constitutes these messages and compare it with norms,
thus noting deviations

3) evaluate these deviations, thus defining inadequacies

4) decide on means of adjustments and

5) implement potential adjustments.

Only the first one of these five abilities can be subsumed under the concept of
generating language, the remaining four points represent the single stages in the process of
language management’, as this term is conceived in Language Management Theory. The
difference between point 1 and points 2-5 can also be expressed by the opposition of
linguistic and meta-linguistic activity, as language behaviour versus behaviour towards
language (cf. Nekvapil 2009, p. 9). Just as important as their distinction, however, is the
observation, that these two processes are fatally linked to each other and thus inseparable:
“The former [generative language use] cannot be consummated without the latter [language

management] and the latter lacks meaning without the former” (Jernudd, 1991, p. 63).

3 Jernudd (1991) still uses the term “corrective competency” for points 2—5, Nekvapil (2009, p. 2),
however, notes that “[t]he expression ‘corrective’ [...] suggested only some aspects of process (b) [language
management], which is why Jernudd & Neustupny (1987) programmatically introduced the term ‘management’
for this process [...].”

11



Language management is therefore a process that can and does quite frequently occur
within the provision of translation services and is one of the main ingredients in language
courses; however it is, by definition, neither one of these. It is merely the process described
above. Taking into account points 2—5 we can establish a model of what would be the

complete process of (simple) language management, it is extracted here from Nekvapi ,
plete p f (simple) languag g it i d here from Nekvapil (2009

p.- 3):

NO DEVIATIONS
DEVIATIONS FROM THE NORM
e~
— T
UNNOTED NOTED

NOT
IMPLLEMENTED .

Fig. 1 - The language management process (Nekvapil, 2009, p. 3)

As the diagram shows, not all steps have to be completed. Language management
begins with deviations from the norm that are noted; it may or may not extend to the further
stages which are evaluation, the design of an adjustment and the implementation of the same.
The process can be interrupted or terminated at any point. As we have seen above, this
process with all the four stages was first mentioned at the very beginning of Language
Management Theory, it has, however, since then been explored more deeply and duly
appropriated. Further relevant remarks and explications concerning the individual stages of
the language management process will be made in the following chapter’s sections concerned
with the single steps carried out by actants of language management.

At this point, I would like to emphasize that the diagram shows what is called simple
language management. This very process may be intertwined (as mentioned in point 4 of the
differences between language planning and Language Management Theory) with other
management processes — namely what is called organized management. The main difference
between these two forms of language management is, that simple management is “directed to

discourse” whereas organized management is directed “towards a language system or part of a
12



system” (Jernudd — Neustupny, 1987, p. 76). The characteristics by which organized
management differs from its simple version are the following (cf. ibid.):

1) Its object is language not as discourse but as a system.

2) There are theoretical components at work.

3) A complicated social system, i.e. “specialists”, is involved.

4) A specific idiom for discussing language matters is applied (meta-linguistics).

Nekvapil (2009, p. 2) adds that organized management processes are: “[...] trans-
situational and sometimes demonstrate a lesser degree of organization and sometimes a
greater one” and makes the following conclusion concerning the relationship of Language

Management Theory and language planning theory:

We are now thus able to claim that the language planning theory from the 1960s and the 1970s
dealt precisely (and only) with organized management. LMT [Language Management Theory]|
emphasizes the connections between organized management and simple management. These
connections are key not only for LM theory, but also for the functioning of organized
management itself — Neustupny [...] even calls directly for basing organized management on
the analysis of simple management to the greatest extent possible.

What has already been mentioned is that organized management, i.e. management on
the macro-level, should be based on simple management meaning management on the micro-
level. The simple language management process is therefore the base for all other exploration
conducted in this field of research. For its better understanding I will demonstrate it with the
help of one example. The following conversation took place within a very specific linguistic
situation — a family, in which the father (F) is German and the mother (M) Czech. They have
decided to raise their child — seven-year-old Ondra (O) — bilingually, applying the rule “one
parent one language™. All three family members are present when Ondra is looking for single

parts needed to build a castle he has received for Christmas:

O: Papa! Ich such (..) ((to himself:)) (Hm, wo ist das erste?) ((to his father:)) Ich such noch
eins dieses, das soll hier hin.

F: Dann musst du suchen. (Das) muss da sein, Ondra.

O: Ich kuck ii:berall .(..) ich finde das [nicht].

M: [und] hast du das nicht /ier hingetan?

O: Ne. ((Czech))

M: (..) A jestli ses nepodival, jak vis, Ze to tam neni?

O: Protoze tam to spadlo a bylo to tam jen jednou. ...

Translation into English; Czech utterances are underlined to distinguish them from German
ones:

O: Daddy! I'm looking for (..) ((to himself:)) (Hm, where is the first one?) ((to his father:))
I’m looking for one of these ((grammar mistake — apparently negative transfer from Czech)), it
should be here.

* For further reading on this subject see Du, 2010.
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F: You’ll have to look for it. (It) must be there, Ondra.
O: I’'ve looked e:verywhere .(..) i can[’t] find it.
and] didn’t you put it sere?

“RE 7

M:
O:
M: (. ) And if you didn’t look, how can you know it’s not there?
O: Because it fell down there and it was there only once. ...

In this example we can see how a small child is actually managing the language of his
entire family. We know that there is a norm coordinating interactions between the three
members of this family — Ondra speaks German to his father and Czech to his mother (the
“one parent one language” rule). The parents, however, communicate with each other in
German. Evidently Ondra’s mother got carried away in the presence of her husband and in the
heat of the moment addressed her child in German: “[und] hast du das nicht Aier hingetan?”
Ondra has noted this deviation from the family-intern norm which becomes evident in his
unusually emphatic answer consisting of a “ne” with undoubtedly Czech pronunciation’.
Although he does not communicate this explicitly, his adjustment plan is clear — using Czech
when speaking to his mother. By choosing this code also for his own utterance at that moment
he has already to a certain degree implemented the adjustment plan, and even so does his
mother: she formulates her subsequent utterances in Czech. Apparently, Ondra is content and
his attention can again belong to extra-linguistic activity — the search for the missing piece of
his new toy.

We have seen that within one word (Ondra’s energetically articulated “ne”) all four
phases of language management may be constituted. Thus as little as one word is enough to
set off and develop this whole process. Therefore, the researcher’s sensibility for these small
hints is crucial for the identification and analysis of especially simple language management
processes. Organized forms of language management are much more easily recognized which
lies in the subject matter that one of their main characteristics is the explicit communication
about language problems. Therefore I will not put forward a detailed example and analysis of
an organized language management process at this point. Instead I would like to refer to the
interaction between the simple (micro) and organized (macro) level of language management.
In the ideal case the so called management cycle is complete and occurs in the form of micro—

macro—micro. Nekvapil (2009, p. 6) explains this model as follows:

This scheme captures the following typified situation: problems experienced by ordinary
language users or “laymen” are brought to the attention of linguistic or other professionals; the
problems are solvable and the designed adjustments are accepted be the laymen.

> There is also an informal version of the German negation, that (in its written form) may seem the same
as the Czech “ne”. However, the articulation of the letter “e” chosen by Ondra here leaves no doubt — he is
speaking Czech, not German.
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If, for some reason, this process is not complete, we speak of a partial management
cycle or a fragment of the management cycle (cf. ibid. pp. 6 ff.). The former consists of two
steps of the total three (i.e. either micro-macro or macro-micro), the latter is management
accomplished only on one of the levels (either micro or macro) without its outreach to the
other level. In the following chapter, we will take a closer look at the four stages of language

management as to their specifics which are of importance not only for this research.
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2 The simple language management process

2.1 Noting

This first phase of language management, i.e. of behaviour directed at language itself,
is perhaps the most important, since it is the only possible initiator of the entire language
management process. If nothing is noted by the interlocutors (or at least somebody
overhearing the utterance in question) nothing can be managed or, more precisely, the
management process did not commence. At this point [ would like to recapitulate how noting
has been defined.

Jernudd (1991, p. 63) speaks of the ability to “monitor the language that constitutes
[...] messages and compare it with norms, thus noting deviations” in this context. According
to him, noting occurs in the moment the deviation from a norm is detected. Nekvapil (2012b,
p. 161) specifies this definition by adding what concretely one might have in mind when
speaking about the so-called norm: “[...] ‘noting’ [...] can be triggered by various stimuli,
such as a deviation from an expectation the speaker had of the normal course of interacting, or

29

the ‘norm’”. Based on Lanstyak’s definition of a language problem (2010, p. 191) another
definition of this inception of language management can be put forward. According to him, a
language problem is “a negatively evaluated deviation from the real norm applied in the given
interaction” (“negativne hodnoteny odklon od redlnej normy uplatiiovanej v danom

6
prehovore”

). Therefore we have got another specification of the norm here — it may differ
according to the context it is applied in, according to the circumstances of the given
conversation.

In his discussion of noting, Nekvapil (2012, p. 162) concludes as follows: “The main
empirical question has become under which circumstances ‘noting’ takes place or not and
thus ‘management’ commences.” At the same time as serving as the “main empirical
question”, noting can be characterized as the most difficult to actually identify of all the four
stages in language management. As we have seen above, I have even derived one of the
definitions of noting from a definition of a language problem, i.e. of one of the further stages
of language management (Lanstydk). And this is the main problem we encounter when trying
to identify noting as such — in the majority of cases of naturally occurring data we detect it

with the help of another evitable stage of language management. We simply assume (and

there is no obstacle to this) that in order for an evaluation to be made, an adjustment plan to

% This definition of language problems is especially valuable due to the clearer specification of the
norm, opposed to earlier definitions.
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be designed or even implemented, noting must have occurred at some point since otherwise
there would be nothing to evaluate or adjust.

This was the case in the example given above — Ondra’s energetic “Ne” was the
constitution of disagreement (i.e. negative evaluation) and the adjustment plan (changing back
to Czech) in one, and further reassured us that he had noticed his mother breaking with the
norm valid in their family. I do not wish to doubt this method of detecting ‘noting’, however
this would leave us without any possibility to detect management processes which have not
transcended their first stage. Connected to this issue, the follow-up interview has proven to be
a very useful and efficient tool. With its help, management processes can be identified at any
stage. The follow-up interview brings into play a discursive approach, thus allowing to
“respecify cognition in terms of discursive categories” (Nekvapil, 2012b, p. 164). Arguing in

favour of this research tool, Nekvapil further amplifies his point as follows:

[...] the individual phases of simple language management (particularly, “noting”, but also
“evaluation” and ‘““adjustment design”) can be viewed as categories to which speakers are
oriented while reporting their experience with language, communication or socio-cultural
phenomena. This does not mean that they use just those words (they are likely to use the word
“evaluate”, perhaps also “note”, but certainly not “design an adjustment”). Importantly, these
categories are employed not only by the interviewee but also the interviewer. Put briefly, in
this approach the “linguistic reality” of the language management model is not derived from
informants’ or researchers’ mental states but their ways of talking. Relying on follow-up
interviews, in fact, most of the studies of “noting” carried out within LMT unwittingly
assumed that approach. (ibid.)

These observations are of utter importance when establishing instruments of how
research of language management processes shall be conducted. I would like to highlight the
statement that an appropriate method to detect not only management processes obviously
being in the stage of evaluation or adjustment design, is the follow-up interview as cognitivist
approaches can easily be integrated here. Inter alia, this is one of the reasons why this will be
the main tool for explorations within this research.

But it is not only the interaction of the researcher — the interviewer — and the
interviewee subsequent to possible language management processes that can help detect them.
Another essential element is that of instruction: as claimed e.g. in connection to second
language acquisition research, instruction “provides structured, differentiated input that assists
noticing by focusing attention on and enhancing awareness of language features [...]” and
“[...] instruction may play an important role in priming learners to notice features by
establishing expectations about language” (Cross, 2002, p. 3). The interviewer is therefore

able to direct the interviewee’s attention to certain features by giving him the accordant

17



instructions, as a teacher of a second language is able to conduct the student’s attention in
such a way that they will be able to notice certain features of a text or an utterance.

In connection with second language teaching and acquisition there is one last remark I
would like to make about noting. It is also part of the base upon which the hypotheses of this
thesis will be formulated. For her accurate expression of this argument, I would like to cite
Sherman (2012, p. 187): “What constitutes a notable, relevant deviation for a NNS [non-
native speaker] may not be the same for a NS [native speaker].” This has also something to do
with Nekvapil’s finding that it is not only the norm — and deviations from it, of course —

agitate us to note something but also very individual aspects:

[...] people’s “noting” seems to be prompted not only by a deviation from the norm, as claimed
in LMT [Language Management Theory], but also by the particulars of their biographies; in
other words by unique events that have happened during the course of their life, which makes
them sensitive to specific phenomena that other individuals (with other biographies) would not
“note”. (Nekvapil, 2012b, p. 167)

One of these unique events may be that of learning a second language; in the specific
situation when language management takes place it may be the event of the managed
utterance being in a foreign language. It may as well be the instruction given to us before
engaging in the concrete interaction. All of these factors that potentially influence noting and
should be kept in mind when studying the initial stage of the language management process.
Clearly, individual differences, instruction and the relationship to a language (whether it is
one’s mother tongue or a foreign language) determine not only noting but also all other stages

and aspects of the language management process.

2.2 Evaluation

The second step performed when managing language — evaluation — is only little less
difficult to identify than noting, as in simple management it may be quite discrete. As we have
seen in our example with Ondra, only his implementation of the plan (the strongly
emphasized Czech pronunciation of Ne) pointed his evaluation out to us. This is due to the
fact that in simple language management, the evaluation of a deviation from the norm is
usually not communicated explicitly. Nonetheless, evaluation has been granted more attention
than noting and has, in fact, been the process from which language management as we know
it today originally evolved. Together with language planning, language management was
firstly conceived as the “linguistic of language problems” (Nekvapil, 2012a, p. 12). Language
problems can simply be defined (cf. above citation) as “a negatively evaluated deviation from

the real norm applied in the given interaction” (“negativne hodnoteny odklon od realnej
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normy uplatiiovanej v danom prehovore” — Lanstyak, 2010, p. 191). For years, problems were
the core of the language planning and language management — it was them that gave the
stimulus for further management (respectively planning) and it was them that made a
deviation “worth noticing” for those interested in adjustment plans. Elements that could not
be identified as a problem were not conceived as calling for a solution.

This initial definition and charge of the second stage of language management,
however, was fairly general and therefore did not meet the needs of more specific analyses in
Language Management Theory. Lanstydk (2010, p. 191) specifies the definition of the
language problem’as follows, describing concrete cases which can be defined as negatively

evaluated deviations from the expectations towards a communication act:

[...] such a problem that appears in (written or oral) verbal communication makes the speaker
and/or the auditor feel uncomfortable and raises difficulties for him; it disturbs the
communication, slows it down or even makes it impossible and forces the speaker to use
verbal or non-verbal means which he initially did not intend to use.® (own translation)

In addition to this extension of the very definition of a language problem, Lanstyak
developed a detailed classification of language problems, which can be found in the same
paper of his (2010) and will be shortly paraphrased here. According to him, there are four
kinds of language problems:

1) Problems related to the context: the means used are only “wrong” in this concrete
situation; the utterance does not comply with the norms established for this certain
communication. Ondra’s mother could, for example, have spoken German to her
husband and this would not have been evaluated as negative at all. Her utterance
was therefore noticed and evaluated negatively only due to the context — it did not
comply with the norm established for the conversation with her son.

Problems in Lanstydk’s first category may have to do with style, language
correctness or with certain language means being off-limits within a certain

context.

7 According to him, the original definition cited above is “too narrow and not always applicable in the
context of minority bilingualism where norms aren’t always stable and different competing norms will often be
applied in one concrete situation” — “prili§ uzky a nie vzdy aplikovatelny v kontexte minoritného bilingvizmu,
kde normy nie su vzdy stabilné a kde sa Casto uplatiiuju v tej istej situdcii rézne normy, ktoré si navziajom
konkuruju” (Lanstyak, 2010, p. 191).

¥ [..] taky problém, ktory vznikia v (pisanej alebo hovorovej) verbalnej komunikécii, vyvolava
v hovoriacom a/alebo v posluchacovi neprijemny pocit a spdsobuje mu tazkosti, v komunikacii zapricinuje
poruchu, spomal’uje ju alebo ju dokonca znemozinuje a nuti hovoriaceho pouzivat' jazykové alebo neverbalne
prostriedky, ktoré povodne nemal v imysle pouzit.” (Lanstyak, 2010, p. 191)
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2) Problems related to the realisation of the utterance — the speaker uses a non-

existent (language) element’.

3) Problems deriving from the language insufficiency of the speaker.

4) Problems originating from the language system itself, e.g. a language may lack

certain means of expression (grammar, lexicon etc.) or a whole variety or register.

The consequences of these language problems may then be — according to Lanstyak —
a) minimal; b) they may limit the comprehensibility of the conversation, or they may even c)
evoke negative reactions of the speaker, the addressee or a third person overhearing the
conversation.

These negative reactions may be anticipated by the interactants and they may try to
tackle them in advance — thus applying so-called “pre-interaction management strategies” (cf.
Nekvapil — Sherman, 2009). These could be language courses and linguistic instruction. The
value a language problem has in this field is commonly called a “mistake”. Mistakes in
second / foreign language use are the reason why language courses are offered and taught.
Even in this very organised and prototypical process of language management the (language)
problems — the mistakes and their anticipation'® — are its motor.

This is the negative aspect to the second stage in language management which used to
be the only one referred to in language planning and early Language Management Theory as
it was originally developed. However, there had been objections to this concept and soon the
other pole of evaluation attracted attention. The question was: what if a deviation is noted and
then evaluated not negatively, thus constituting a problem, but positively? Neustupny calls
this gratification using the term for the first time in his paper from 2003 (cf. 2003a, p. 127).

Due to its novelty the term hasn’t been analysed deeply yet. Therefore I will just make
a few remarks on how, in my judgment, it would be possible to work with it. First of all, it
should — as all other stages of language management — have its place in discursive categories.
I suppose we can locate gratification where an interviewee uses expressions such as “I liked
...; ... was pleasant; ... was fun; I was happy to see / hear / realise that ...” etc. Second of all,

gratification could also be of fundamental interest in second language acquisition theories.

’ I have put language into parentheses here due to the fact that I am certain this classification of
problems can not only be applied to language problems but also to socio-cultural problems experienced within
any conversation. This is in the spirit of Neustupny (2003a, p. 126) himself, when he claims the following about
Language Management Theory: “[...] language problems must be viewed within the context of communication
problems, and these within the context of interaction problems. Communication [...] is considered [...] as
composed of grammatical (‘linguistic’ in the narrow sense of the word [...]) plus nongrammatical communication
[...] processes, and interaction is seen as communication plus sociocultural [...] interaction. From this point of
view, our concern must be interaction, not communication or narrowly conceived language.”

' For further reading on language teaching and the anticipation of language problems (mistakes) as the
main motivation for undergoing this type of education see: Nekvapil — Sherman, 2009.
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The value of noting has been subject to controversial claims and there are no definite results
of empirical studies (cf. Nekvapil, 2012b, pp. 162ff., and Cross, 2002). However, gratification
defined as the positive evaluation of an element having been noted could qualify as a useful
instrument in the description of the language learning process. When a language learner
remarks the usage of a certain linguistic means and evaluates it as positive or useful for his
own language use (i.e. gratification takes place), there might be an incomparably high
probability of further management of the element and it eventually being internalized. For

a further development of this idea empiric data would be needed, whatsoever.

2.3 Adjustment design and adjustment implementation

Adjustment design is what we do if we locate a problem or — and this hasn’t been
granted much attention yet — if gratification takes place. It is therefore the reaction to our
evaluation of something we have noted. As it is possible to anticipate problems before
actually engaging in the interaction (cf. Nekvapil — Sherman, 2009), plans to tackle these
problems can be part of pre-interaction management processes, as well. These may be
inscribing in a language course before going abroad, looking up words in a dictionary before
actually taking part in an interaction and many more. Analogically in-management and post-
management can be performed (ibid. p. 184). In our example from above (bilingual Ondra
managing language use in his family) we have seen classical in-management. Post-
interactional management is any management taking place after the interaction has been
interrupted or completed.

I am listing these terms in this section on adjustment design and implementation
because in the case of pre-interaction management the interactants seem to skip the first stage
of language management. They simply assume there will be a problem, i.e. they assume the
occurrence of stage two, and therefore suggest (for themselves) and partly implement (the full
implementation is then to take place during the interaction, comprehensively) this adjustment
plan. They may also assume there will be gratification taking place — in consequence they
might take a notepad and a pen with them to note down especially useful information they
expect to derive from future or anticipated interaction.

Since my research is going to be concerned with the field of reading I would like to
show a parallel to what has become known as reading strategies (cf. Aebersold — Field, 1997,
and Najvarova, 2006). Here, too, authors distinguish between strategies performed before,
while and after reading a text. In a certain way reading strategies can be conceived as

management strategies (even though they have so far not been described in terms of Language
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Management Theory and have not been amplified as concerns the single stages of the
management process) and therefore they may be an inspiring source what concerns how
readers approach texts.

The final point I would like to make in connection to adjustment plans and their
implementation is, that they can be enforced either by the interactant whose utterance has
triggered the management process or by other participants of the interaction or by an
overhearer respectively. As I have mentioned above, any of the interactants or an overhearer
may note a deviation, evaluate it and thereafter design and implement adjustments. The
difference between management performed by the person having uttered the element subject
to the management process and that performed by other interactants or overhearers, become
the most obvious within the fourth management stage — adjustment implementation. This is
namely due to the fact, that in any other stage, the management process could still be shifted
back to the author of the utterance subject to it (the deviation from the norm). The deviation
from the norm can be pointed out to its originator, so that they can eventually conduct further
language management themselves''. This was the case in our example — Ondra did most of
the language management. But the final implementation of his adjustment plan was also
completed by his mother who was the originator of the deviation of the norm that initially led
to the management process.

At the stage of adjustment implementation, Schegloff, Jefferson and Sacks (1997)
define these two processes as self-repair and other-repair'”. The former means the
implementation of an adjustment plan by the interactant who has uttered the repairable, i.e.
“that which the repair addresses” (ibid. p. 363), in the latter case the adjustment is
implemented by others than those whose utterance has become subject to language
management. | would like to point out that in our study we will have to do rather with other-
repair which derives from the very nature of a literary text already having been printed and
published meaning its author cannot (at this moment) make any further adjustments to it.
Readers'” can, however, easily adjust their attitude to the text or their strategies while dealing

with it, thus performing other-repair.

! Provided that they agree with the interactant or overhearer who has so far conducted the language
management process or are due to other factors obliged to obey their recommendations.

12 Analogue terms for the other management stages could, naturally, be set up. These could be self-
noting vs. other-noting, self-evaluation vs. other-evaluation.

"% At this point it does not matter whether we define the reader as the addressee of a literary utterance or
the overhearer of the same. Naturally, arguments for both viewpoints could be found.
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3 Literature and Language Management Theory

3.1 Neustupny’s heritage

In his study “Literarni kritika jako jazykovy management” [“Literary criticism as
language management”] (2003b) Neustupny was the first to make literature and the reception
of it subject to research in Language Management Theory. His paper is based upon the
presupposition that literary criticism is a form of language management, and that there is an
analogy as to (a) generative language use opposed to (b) language management and (a) the
generating of literary utterances opposed to (b) “the activity whose objects are these very
literary utterances” (“activity, jejichz objektem jsou samy literarni promluvy” — ibid. p. 277).

Already at the beginning of his study Neustupny makes a significant remark:

However, the situation is not simple. The phenomenon called “actualisation” in the Prague
School (Garvin’s “foregrounding”) reminds us promptly, that it is one of the functions of
literature to draw structural characteristics of utterances to the attention of the writer/reader —
and this fact considerably enhances the importance of category (b) [i.e. literary criticism as
language activity directed towards literary utterances]. (ibid. — own translation)"*

Except for a short excursion into the history of the term foregrounding in the
respective footnote, Neustupny doesn’t commit himself to any further explorations of this
phenomenon. He does however admit that his view on literature, and presumably also on

foregrounding, has been shaped mainly by the Prague scholars of the 1950’s:

When I was studying at Charles University in the fifties the representatives of the linguistic
novitiate often made ribald comments on literary sciences addressed to the literary novitiate
labelling it a discipline without rigorous theory and methodology. Nevertheless many of us
had read not only Trubeckoj and Trnka, but also Mukatovsky and Wellek and admired their
concept of language which went far beyond traditional linguistics. Compared to literary
sciences even phonology, the supreme discipline at the time, seemed to be immature and
pointless. (p. 276 — own translation)"’

We may therefore assume that Neustupny’s concept of literary criticism as a form of
language management was influenced by structuralist theories, as they were developed by

Mukatovsky and others. I would like to further explore these approaches and perhaps add a

14 . v ;. , , , V1w . .
“Situace vSak neni jednoducha. Jev nazyvany v Prazské Skole ,aktualizace (Garvinovo

,foregrounding®) ndm naléhavé pfipomina, ze jednou z funkci literatury je €init stavebni rysy promluv objektem
pozornosti pisatelii/Ctenait — a tato skutecnost podstatné zvysuje zdvaznost kategorie (b).” (Neustupny, 2003b, p.
277)
1> «“Kdyz jsem v padesatych letech studoval na Karlové univerzité, zastupci lingvistického noviciatu se
Casto ustépacné vyjadfovali o literarni véde¢, na jejichz pozicich stal noviciat literarni, jako o discipliné bez
rigordzni teorie a metodologie. Mnozi z nas piesto cetli nejen Trubeckého a Trnku, ale i Mukatrovského a Wellka
a obdivovali se jejich pojeti jazyka, které daleko piekracovalo hranice tradi¢ni lingvistiky. Z hlediska
strukturalni literarni védy se i fonologie, tehdy jesté kralovna véd, zdala byt nejen nevzletna, nybrz i izkoprsa a
bez pointy.“ (Neustupny, 2003b, p. 277)
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few thought-provoking impulses in the following subchapters. First of all, however, further
aspects of Neustupny’s text shall be reflected.

Through another analogy to Language Management Theory he states that there are two
types of management of literary utterances — simple and organized management, the latter
covering literary theory as well as what is conventionally known as literary criticism. At this
point, the “traditional” notion of literary criticism is reflected. Through it, we integrate literary
criticism into an organized management process only, defining it as something occurring on
an official level, in journals, at universities, an act accomplished by professionals. However,
Neustupny does not conceive literary criticism as an exclusively organized process. He
defines it in an innovative way thereby extending its scope also to simple management —
according to him, simple literary criticism is performed by every reader in every contact of his
with a single literary utterance, whereas organised literary criticism is accomplished by
professional critics and connected to theories, may be communicated in larger networks and
with the help of special nomenclature (cf. ibid. p. 278). He thus establishes an analogy to
Language Management Theory and its distinction between simple and organised language
management.

After another comment on the fact that actualisation respectively foregrounding’® adds
complication here, too, and a short excursion on Wellek’s discussion on the connection of
literary theory and literary criticism by the means of evaluation'’, Neustupny concludes that
literary criticism equals prescriptive metalinguistics of literary utterances (cf. ibid.). From this
statement we can draw several conclusions: Firstly, literary criticism makes suggestions or
produces rules of how literature should be, i.e. of how language should be used in this case or
imaginably also how literature should be approached by potential readers. Therefore,
adjustment designs and their implementation are likely to be included in its process.
Secondly, it is metalinguistics — as has already been stated, literary criticism is an activity
directed at language as such; it is therefore a typical management activity. And finally the

object this language is directed at, are literary utterances.

' In this thesis I am going to use the term foregrounding for what Mukafovsky originally called
aktualisace. See also Miall — Kuiken, 1994, p. 390: “The term foregrounding had its origin with the Czech
theorist Jan Mukatovsky: it is how Mukatovsky’s original term, aktualisace, was rendered in English by his first
translator [...].”

17 Situace je viak opét slozita, nebot’ ,aktualizace* implikuje hodnoceni a to nasledné prostupuje teorii
a literarni historii. Uz v raném obdobi Prazské Skoly byl tento rys diskutovan Wellkem [...]. To, Ze mnozi
experti v oblasti literatury nazyvaji svou disciplinu ,literarni kritikou® spiSe nez ,literarni teorii‘, vyplyva tedy
odjinud nez z pouhého tradicionalismu. Ve ¢étvrté kapitole knihy Theory of Literature (Wellek — Warren, 1942),
ktera vychovala generace odborniki na literaturu, Wellek opét zduraznoval jednotu disciplin, které se zabyvaji
studiem literatury, avSak vymezit literarni kritiku v této mnoziné pfistupi se mu nepodafilo.” (Neustupny,
2003b, p. 278)
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At this point Neustupny makes a hint at an important difference between language
management in its conventional form and the management of literary utterances: “I am
convinced that both types of criticism are inseparably connected whilst organised
management must be based on simple management” (“Mam za to, Ze oba typy kritik jsou
nerozlu¢né propojeny, piicemz organizovany management je nutn¢ zalozen na managementu
jednoduchém” — ibid., own translation). Language Management Theory had always called for
organized management to be based upon simple management, sharply contrasting with
language planning on this point. In literary criticism this is not an issue — except for absurd
cases when e.g. somebody were to criticise a book, text, etc. without reading it, there can be
no organized management, no literary criticism in journals, literature classes, interpretation in
a wider context, without previous simple management, i.e. perception of the text and its
simultaneous reflection. This establishes a very specific relationship of simple and organised
management in this context accounting much greater weight to the simple management
process in literary criticism than is the case with classical language management. Here, no
adjustment plans can be designed only on the macro level, because any management starts at
the micro level; that means there can be no partial management cycle macro-micro or even the
fragmental macro.'®

According to Neustupny (2003b, p. 278) the literary management process works
according to the same principle on the simple as well as the organized level and may be

described as follows:

[a—

Interactants note deviations from the literary norm.

2 They evaluate such deviations. If the characteristics they have noted fail to fulfil the
interactants’ expectations their evaluation is negative. However, if the literary utterance
contains characteristics that exceed their expectations the evaluation is positive.

3 In the next stage an adjustment plan may be designed, i.e. changes to the literary utterance
can be suggested.

4 Such plans can be implemented. A reader might for example evaluate a literary utterance
negatively and implement “adjustment remedies” — he decides not to finish the text. Or an
editor might notice that the text of a young author does not fulfil her expectations,
evaluate such deviations from her norms negatively and request improvements which may
be realised by the author. Many realisations of improvements suggested in this way do not
occur in the temporarily limited “present” interaction, but in the author’s future
production.” (own translation)

'8 Of course, counterarguments can be found —a piece of literature could be banned or devaluated by
critics without them having actually read it. This, however, should not be the case and cannot be considered as
seriously performed literary criticism.

? 1. Ulastnici si povsimnou odchylek od literarnich norem.

2. Takové odchylky hodnoti. Jestlize rysy, jichz si povsimli, nedosahly urovné o¢ekavani ucastniki,

hodnoceni je negativni. Jestlize v8ak literarni promluva obsahuje rysy presahujici o¢ekavani, hodnoceni

je pozitivni.
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In addition to the fact that the single stages are basically the same, there is a much
greater permeability between these simple and organised literary criticism. A literature
student might start reading a book, evaluate certain points negatively and in consequence not
finish it. This is a simple management process. If the same student, however, goes and makes
his opinion of the book known amongst his friends using sophisticated methods of text
analysis, the process initiated may easily become part of organized management, e.g. the
discussion of the book in a literary class.

Nonetheless, Neustupny keeps these two processes apart for the purpose of his
research. He conducts two analyses of what he has defined as literary criticism. Both
processes — simple and organized literary criticism — are examined in the case of one literary
work, Hirano Keiichird‘s short novel “Nisshoku”. In the part of the text which focuses on
simple literary criticism, the respondent is a friend of the researcher, who has not received
specialised education in the field of literature. The researcher asked her to read the first 22
pages of the short novel, and then conducted two follow-up interviews>’ with her (pp. 279 ff.).
What concerns organized literary criticism Neustupny depicts nine short texts judging the
mentioned short novel in matters of its potential for winning a literary prize (pp. 282 ff.).
According to the researcher, the main differences between the simple management process in
the case of his friend and the examples of organized management provided in the reviews are
the following (p. 283)%":

1) Simple management is often conducted unknowingly, whilst professional criticism

is always a conscious process.

2) Organised management happens within a network of readers.

3) It is regarded a professional activity with all attributes that come with that — the
ability to sustain opinions, the observance of certain norms concerning the
formulation etc.

4) Professional criticism is over all more “organized”, i.e. connected to theories, to

former discussions of similar topics and professional norms.

3.V dalsi fazi se mize vyskytnout plan pro upravu, tj. navrh na zmény v literarni promluvé.

4. Takové plany mohou byt realizovany. Napfiklad ctenat mize hodnotit literarni promluvu negativné a

miZze piijmout ,,adjustacni opatfeni — rozhodne se naptiklad nedocist text. Nebo si redaktorka mize

povsimnout, ze literarni text mladého autora neodpovida jejimu ocekévani, mize pak takové odchylky

od svych norem hodnotit negativné a vyzadovat upravy, které mohou byt autorem realizovany. Mnoho

realizaci takto navrzenych uprav neprobihd v literatufe v rdmci ¢asoveé omezené, ,piitomné* interakce,

ale v autorové budouci literarni tvorbg. ” (Neustupny, 2003b, p. 278)

* A more detailed description of this method will be given below.

! These are analogical to what characterizes classical language management and the difference between
its simple and organised forms.
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5) The norms applied differ considerably — simple management is based upon “folk
norms”, organised management has its professional norms.

6) The idiom used by the professionals has to be unified and must comply with their
norms.

7) The functions of the two processes are divergent — simple management usually
occurs as reading for pleasure’’, while organised literary criticism may serve a
number of different purposes — Neustupny calls them the social, professional,
theory-deriving and informative function (cf. ibid. pp. 283-284).

It is the aim of this thesis to explore simple literary criticism — meaning the process of
reception of literary texts in single reading acts not aiming at the production of a professional
critique of the text. Therefore, further commitment to the different functions Neustupny has
postulated within the context of organised literary criticism will not be supplied at this point.
The same applies to his further remarks on the management process in organised literary
criticism, whose description goes into much greater detail than is the case with the simple

management Process.

3.2 The “complicating” element: foregrounding

Neustupny (2003b, pp. 277, 288) has above been cited in two incidents stating that the
element of foregrounding present in literary texts complicates the management of such
utterances and its analysis. He does not specify how exactly this occurs and why we may
assume it does. These are the questions that I will try to answer in this subchapter.

There have been numerous attempts to define literature as such — why is it we feel
there is something special about certain texts? What is it that distinguishes an instruction
manual from a novel? I am not aiming at unravelling the essence of literature — this is a much
too complex subject to tackle here. In summarizing works, this topic has also been described
as a riddle (cf. Culler, 2002, p. 43). Culler concludes that there are two different views on
what literature is — it might be language used in a special way or the product of special
attention directed towards language™ (ibid., p. 44). Both of these approaches lead us back to

Language Management Theory. Its object is language used “in a special way” (this special

2 Neustupny mentions certain exceptions to this rule when e.g. students of literature are obliged to read
a text. However, as I would argue, it is disputable that this form of reading — in an organised environment of
literature courses — is still a form of simple literary criticism. This proves the close involvement of simple and
organised management processes in the reception of literary texts.

3 This second aspect is described as conventional, implying that there is really nothing special about the
language used, that we pay attention to it only due to certain conventions. This aspect as well may be implicated
by Language Management Theory as processes on the macro-level, where interest (and therefore the
establishment of conventions) plays an important role (cf. also Neustupny, 1987).
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way could be language use that isn’t exclusively generative, and is therefore attracting
attention) and at the same time the attention paid to such cases (the management itself). I am
not trying to argue here that all language that is managed is literature; however, these obvious
connections between the two fields of study support the eligibility of applying Language
Management Theory to literature.

Neustupny himself, who was the first to come up with the connection of both, was
influenced by structuralist theories, which themselves strongly emphasize the first aspects of
the “riddle” of literature, special language use. The term foregrounding can first be made out
in Shklovsky’s text “Art as Technique” (1988). The Russian structuralist speaks of the
unusual characteristic of language used in literary texts, its power to counteract habitual and
automatic perception. According to him, language in literature is used in a way enabling the
reader to perceive words in their original quality — speaking in Language Management Theory
terms fo manage the words and not just perceive them as generated, but also as part of
management processes (i.e. note them) or to perceive the words as managed not merely as
generated™ . Tt could also be said that literature, in Shklovsky’s terms, is such language use
which enables noting, therefore implies the possibility of setting off a management process in
the reader’s consciousness.

Russian formalism, and with it Shklovsky’s theories, had great impact on theories that
evolved all over Europe, especially on Czech structuralism. In Prague it was Jan Mukatovsky
who further worked with this concept and came to elaborate the notion of foregrounding.
According to him, whatever element is “foregrounded”, is of special quality only against

a certain background. Merely thanks to this duality, both categories can exist:

Foregrounding is the opposite of automatization, that is, the deautomatization of an act; the
more an act is automatized, the less it is consciously executed; the more it is foregrounded, the
more completely conscious does it become. (Mukarovsky, 1964, p. 19)

[...] the simultaneous foregrounding of all the components of a work of poetry is unthinkable.
This is because the foregrounding of a component implies precisely its being placed in the
foreground; the unit in the foreground, however, occupies this position by comparison with
another unit or units that remain in the background. A simultaneous general foregrounding
would 2tshus bring all the components into the same plane and so become a new automatization.
(p- 20)

To again draw a parallel to Language Management Theory we could say that
generative language use is a kind of background from which language management can

emerge. The fact that some utterances are managed, i.e. perceived and treated differently from

1 am well aware that this step requires the extension of the category “corrective language use” to
“everything other than generative language use” i.e. “language management”.
% For the Czech original cf. Mukatovsky, 1934, pp. 126/128.
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others is proof enough that they “stick out”. Structuralism determined the presence of
(systematic) foregrounding of certain elements in language to be the key ingredient of literary
texts: “The function of poetic language consists in the maximum of foregrounding of the
utterance” (ibid. p. 19). This does complicate the question of language management of literary
texts — if we follow Mukarovsky’s thoughts, there are certain elements in such texts destined
and formally calling to be noticed, in other words to be managed. Neustupny (2003b, p. 279)
paraphrases this idea as follows: “[it is] one of the functions of literature to draw structural
characteristics of utterances to the attention of the writer/reader — and this fact considerably
enhances the importance of [...] [language use as language management]” (“[...] jednou
z funket literatury je Cinit stavebni rysy promluv objektem pozornosti pisateli/¢tenait — a tato
skute¢nost podstatné zvySuje zavaznost kategorie (b).“ — p. 279, own translation).

Aside from this, there are a number of further consequences the presence of
foregrounding has for the management of literary texts. I will classify them in four points,
thus showing that the effects of foregrounding complexly engage in management processes:

1) Foregrounding doesn’t mean that these elements have to be “problems” and it
is important to correctly identify cases in which their management is just about
noting or gratification, about merely remarking or enjoying the literacy of a
text, and perhaps realising further management procedures thanks to the
positive evaluation of noticed elements.

2) The assumption of the presence of foregrounded elements implies that it is
perfectly alright and even desirable to note and manage certain aspects of the
text. Management processes are therefore naturally integrated into the process
of reading literary texts.

3) In the field of foregrounding, a number of theories, idioms and interest can
easily come into play and subsequently modify the simple management process
in favour of more organised management elements.

4) Foregrounding (as defined by Mukarovsky) is one of the reasons why a certain
element in the text may be noted, but there may, of course, also be other
reasons why different readers may initiate a management process during the
reception of a literary text.

There are two questions that come up together with these four conclusions: What is the
background from which foregrounded elements emerge? Which factors can influence the

awareness of foregrounding and enhance the identification of the same?
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Concerning my first question, Neustupny’s approach in his study (2003b) is not
consistent in this point. In the above cited process of simple literary criticism as he defines it
(p- 278), he comes to mention in the first stage literary norms, in the fourth stage when giving
the example of an editor he speaks of “her norms” and “her expectations” — those being very
personal criteria. In the case of simple management he speaks of “folk norms” (cf. p. 284).
When depicting the organised management process the author defines elements worth noting
as “unexpected” (“necekany” — p. 284) — also of relatively individual character — and thereon
adds that evaluation, too, relies on standards which “are sometimes of very individual
character” (“jsou n€kdy velmi individualni” — p. 285, own translations).

Mukarovsky assumes it is standard language that figures as a background in literary
texts: “[...] for poetry, the standard language is the background against which is reflected the
esthetically [sic!] intentional distortion of the linguistic components of the work, in other
words, the intentional violation of the norm of the standard” (Mukatovsky, 1964, p. 18)*°. In
one of his essays published two years later, in 1936, Mukarovsky treats the wider field of art,
its main characteristic being the aesthetic function it has in our lives. He works with a parallel
to language use (mark the notion of mistakes) to show that in contact with works of art in

general we also rely on certain standards:

[...] language, religion, science, politics etc. These systems are part of reality even though they
cannot be perceived directly: their existence is manifested by the standardising power they
exercise on empiric reality: so e.g. a deviation from the language system which is encoded in
collective conscience is spontaneously felt and evaluated as a mistake. The field of aesthetics,
too, appears in the collective conscience above all as a system of norms. (Mukatrovsky, 2000,
p. 96. — own translation)*’

To conclude — Mukatrovsky’s background is a system of standards, be they language
standards or others. According to him these are determined collectively. However, he does
remark that every evaluation comprises a moment of subjectivity (ibid. p. 100). In spite of

this, his definition of art is very closely linked to the definition of (collective) standards:

Art work is always the inadequate application of the aesthetic norm in a way that disturbs its
hitherto existing state — not out of unintentional necessity but deliberately and therefore

2 For original see: Mukarovsky, 1934, p. 124.

27 «[...] jazyk, nabozenstvi, v&da, politika atd. Tyto systémy jsou reality, tiebaze pomoci smysli pfimo
nevnimatelné: svou existenci dokazuji tim, Ze vzhledem ke skutecnosti empirické projevuji silu normujici: tak
napt. odchylka od jazykového systému, ulozeného ve védomi kolektivnim, se spontdnné pocituje a hodnoti jako
chyba. I oblast esteti¢na se v kolektivnim védomi jevi pfedev§im jako systém norem [...].” (Mukafovsky, 2000,
p. 96.)
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usually very sensibly [...]. [...] Viewing art history from the perspective of the aesthetic norm,
we see it as a revolt against the dominant norms. (ibid. p. 105-106 — own translation)*®

From Mukarovsky we can conclude so much about the character of this standard as it
being defined by the whole of a society, transcending pure individual consciousness and
expectation (cf. ibid. p. 100). However, this is only part of what we have seen in Neustupny’s
study. What is foregrounding if its background isn’t some sort of standard valid throughout
the entire society, but a very individual element? The answer can perhaps be found through
the other Prague structuralist mentioned by Neustupny (2003b). Havranek gives greater
insight into what might be the background of foregrounding, about the character of the

automatized part of language:

By automatization we mean such usage of isolated or connected language means as it is
regular in certain tasks of expression, maening that the expression itself does not attract
attention; the expression occurs in its linguistic form and is accepted as conventional striving
towards “comprehensibility” as part of the language system, and not only when completed by
the situation and the context in a concrete utterance. (Havranek, 1934, p. 52-53 — own
translation)”

There are quite a few interesting and remarkable aspects in this short passage. Firstly,
there is the element of attracting attention — automatized language (in Language Management
Theory’s terms generative language use) does not attract attention. Further it is accepted as
conventional, i.e. it complies with certain rules valid for those involved in the communication
(meaning mainly the reader), it is comprehensible to them and part of their language system.
If this is automatized language, and its opposite is foregrounding, this description allows for
the inclusion of a wider spectrum of possible definitions of what foregrounding and especially
its reception can be, thus helping me to define this term for the purpose of the analysis of the
reading process.

I will look upon foregrounding not as an act performed exclusively by the author of a
piece of literary work, but rather as something that “sticks out” for its recipient. Concretely, I
am arguing that foregrounding is very often the reason for something being noted and
therefore the trigger of the language management process in reading literary works. The term

foregrounding as I will subsequently use it responds to the fact that the text in question is a

% «Umélecké dilo je vzdy neadekvatni aplikace estetické normy, a to tak, 7e porusuje jeji dosavadni
stav nikoli z bezd¢ké nutnosti, nybrz zdmérn¢€, a proto zpravidla velmi citelné. ” (ibid. p. 105) “[...] D¢gjiny
uméni, pohlizime-li na né ze stranky estetické normy, jevi se jako d€jiny revolt proti normam vladnoucim. ”
(ibid. p. 106)

9 «Automatisaci rozumime tedy takové uzivani jazykovych prostiedki, a to bud’ isolovanych anebo
vzajemné spojovanych, jaké je obvyklé pro urcity kol vyjadfeni, totiz takové, Ze vyraz saim nebudi pozornost,
vyjadieni po strance formy jazykové se déje a je pfijimano jako konvenéni a chce byt ,,srozumitelné* jiz jako
soucast jazykového systému a nikoliv teprve doplnénim v konkrétnim jazykovém projevu ze situace a
souvislosti. ” (Havranek, 1934, p. 52-53)
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work of art. It includes the notion of language use to be “artistic”” and this quality to be the
main reason for noting. So far, this is in accordance with Mukatovsky. However, by the
extension of the term on the basis of Havranek’s definition, it can also comprehend what goes
beyond deviations from the norm of the standard, deviations from literary standards and other
collectively defined rules. It should include moments of subjectivity and specific conditions
of single reading acts. Foregrounding as I would like to introduce it can be defined as follows:

1) It is a special trait of a literary text that can appear, disappear and significantly
differ in single reading acts.

2) Its occurrence can but must not have been intended by the author of the text.

3) It may but must not be a deviation from the standard variety of a language. It may
but must not be a deviation from the literary norm of a certain period of time,
artistic style, art group or other formation. Rather it is a deviation from a
combination of standards projected into the text by its reader.

4) Foregrounding can occur also in cases when language elements of the text are not
part of the reader’s language system — regardless of the fact that this is because of
the non-existence of these language elements, their obsoleteness, inadequacy,
rarity or the reader simply not being acquainted with them®’. These elements can
result in the identification of language problems; however, they might as well lead
to gratification or remain unevaluated.

5) There is no right or wrong recognition of foregrounding, even though consensus
between readers is possible and probable, especially if their backgrounds coincide.

To conclude, this notion of foregrounding is the general framework of conditions that

may lead to language management of literary texts, that is to literary criticism.

3.3 Managing literary texts

To sum up I will now list the single stages of the management process conducted

while reading literary texts, in other words literary criticism:

1) When a reader (or a critic) is engaged in literary criticism, the main objects of his
management are foregrounded elements and the phenomenon of foregrounding
itself. That is due to the fact that foregrounding makes it possible for certain
elements in the text or characteristics of the text to be noted by the reader.

However, noting does not have to be limited only to these cases.

3% For this point of my definition I have drawn inspiration from Lanstyék’s (2010) typology of language
problems as mentioned above.
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2) Noted aspects of the text may then be evaluated positively or negatively, namely
leading to gratification or the constitution of a problem respectively.

3) Further, an adjustment plan can be designed. Mainly this is going to be other-
repair, except for the case when an author is reading his own literary work before
publishing it.

4) The implementation of such an adjustment is also in most cases going to take place
in form of other-repair (again, except for the case when an author is reading his
own literary work before publishing it). Typical examples of adjustment plans may
be trying to guess the exact meaning of words or phrases or the entire text, looking
a word up in a dictionary, resigning from reading the text, consulting the text with
another reader, reading more texts written by the same author, jotting down certain
phrases or passages, gathering more information about the author, his works,
topics the text refers to etc.”' Cases of pure self-repair are possible if — as
mentioned above — the author locates problems while revising his text before
publication, and then makes changes to the text before publishing it.
A combination of self- and other-repair is the case when an editor makes remarks
upon an author’s text; he accepts them and makes changes to the text accordingly
before it is published. One further form might be the reaction of the author to
management performed by his readers — in future works he might apply different
strategies and adjust some elements to evoke different management strategies
(more positive ones presumably) with his readers.

I have already foreshadowed above that in literary criticism, the distinction between
simple and organised management is only very vague. The main difference lies in the degree
of which the single stages of the management process are influenced by institutions,
professional standards and previous discussions. This standardisation (and therefore
organisation) of the reading process is closely linked to the possible consensus between
readers of where they spot foregrounding in the text, i.e. of which elements they choose to
manage. At this point an interesting question arises — where exactly does “organisation” affect
the management process?

Miall and Kuiken (1994) conducted a research focused on foregrounding and the
probability of it being noticed by an extensive number of people. They found out that there

was no difference in identifying foregrounded elements in a text as to whether their

3! Again, Lanstyak’s text (2010) and the consequences of problems he distinguishes are very useful for
the categorisation of possible management here.
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respondents were educated in literature or not. According to the authors there may, however,
be a difference in the following behaviour towards the identified foregrounding between

literary competent and incompetent readers:

In four studies with three literary stories and four groups of readers, we have shown that the
degree to which foregrounding is present in the segments of a story is a predictor of both
reading times and reader’s judgements of strikingness and affect. By studying readers with
different levels of literary competence and interest, we have provided evidence that these
effects are independent of literary background and interest. [...] The results suggest that
foregrounding achieves its effects in relation to norms of language use outside of literature,
rather than [...] in relation to norms established within especially trained communities with
particular perspectives on what is literary. Thus, readers with general linguistic skills — and
either high or low in literary competence — will respond to foregrounding by finding it
striking, affectively evocative, and interpretively challenging, even though it is very likely that
readers with high levels of literary competence will more effectively develop a coherent
understanding of the meaning of foregrounded passages. (p. 404—405)

We may take the last sentence of the cited passage as a hint at the three further stages
of the management process — the “educated” or trained reader may be able to evaluate more
efficiently what he has noted and put these elements into a broader context. This does have
a great effect on the outcome of an evaluation (positive vs. negative) and therefore also on
possible adjustment designs and their possible implementations.

To be more concrete, a trained reader will note certain elements as well as the
untrained. The untrained reader might evaluate them negatively because he does not
understand their function in the text — they could be allusions to other texts, they might also
be the prolongation of a certain style the author of the work has elaborated for himself
through his previous work etc. Since the inexperienced reader is unable to identify these
elements as part of a strategy or a style or otherwise appreciate their presence in the text, he
might evaluate them negatively, therefore stating a problem. His further management of the
text might be to stop reading it completely and do so (adjustment design and implementation),
to go on reading with the hope of getting into the text eventually (adjustment design) but with
the unsatisfactory feeling of not understanding or being subject to misunderstandings.
Another possibility would be for him to consult a specialist or further literature, thus giving
his simple literary criticism a more organised touch.

The experienced reader might immediately “understand” some of the clues the text
supplies him with, i.e. some of the elements he has noted. If he evaluates them positively,
gratification will take place and no further “problem solving” management measures will be
necessary in this case. He might collect his positive impressions from the text and write
areview or recommend the text to his friends and colleagues. We can therefore expect

different degrees of the integration of organised structures into literary criticism in
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correspondence to personal experiences of the reader with these structures, his education,
reading preferences and many other factors.

However, we should keep clearly in mind how organised the use of language itself
(especially in the case of modern Western languages) is — its speakers learn to distinguish
between standard and non-standard varieties already during their first years of primary
education, they permanently and throughout their whole life perceive instructions of what is
normal in which context from their surroundings and in return assist to form and consolidate
the rules valid within this system. Thus, the sole fact, that a reader has his entire life been part
of and taken part in his mother tongue which is the official language of a state and therefore
underlies relatively strict rules, is quite a strong “organisational” feature in his perception of
language and especially literary texts. In my opinion, this is one of the main reasons why
abroad consensus may be reached concerning foregrounding, why literary criticism
conducted by trained and untrained readers differs so little.

Evidence for this claim could come from readers who are not so tightly integrated into
the use of the language given, as are second language learners reading in their second/foreign
language. In connection to this idea Kadir, Maasum, and Vengedasamy (2012) recently
conducted an experiment with 24 Malaysian learners of English as a second language. Their

main conclusions were as follows:

More high proficient ESL [English as a Second Language] learners are able to identify
foregrounded literary devices used in the L2 [second/foreign language] text such as the
personification and metaphor compared to low proficient learners, who mostly identified
isolated words or phrases. (p. 1688)

[...] ESL learners especially high proficiency ones, demonstrated understanding of the tasks
required of them; identifying literary devices (foregrounding) and expressing their personal
comments based on the question presented. However, one central issue worth highlighting is
that the ESL learners’ comments were not wholly elicited by the foregrounded elements they
have identified. Instead, the comments were strongly related to the character or event that
takes place in the story. (p. 1690)

Unassailably, this study is of interest and its results are significant for the topic treated
here. It shows that, the more proficient a reader is in the second language — the more he is
integrated into the social system of this language, the more he will be able to identify
foregrounded elements in accordance to the “wishes” and preferences that authorities have
established. Here, these “authorities” were three experienced teachers, who had helped the
researchers pre-determine five foregrounded elements which were supposed to be identified
by the Malaysian pupils participating in the study. This part of the design of the research
undoubtedly enhances the notion of right and wrong. Another “falsifying” factor, which is

also partly reflected by the authors of the study (cf. p. 1691), is the environment in which this
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research was conducted: it was clearly part of the “macro” level where language can be
planned — the place being a compulsory school and the time shortly after final examinations
before year-end school holidays. These circumstances may not only have affected the
respondents’ motivation as speculated by the researchers (cf. ibid.) but also deprived the
results of their authenticity, since the reading process was clearly determined by academic
discourse and rules stating what was correct and what the students were supposed to note,
evaluate etc.

This also correlates to another fact mentioned in the conclusion — students underlined
elements they suspected to be foregrounded and then commented on completely different
features of the text. Drawing from Language Management Theory we may assume, that
something had to be noted beforehand, since comments include evaluation and evaluation
only occur upon prior noting. However, the respondents did not highlight what they noted
because the instructions were not to highlight what you note, but to highlight what might be
literary devices (cf. p. 1688). The definition of such is of course related to highly organised
structures — in this case the instruction by the teachers throughout the preceding academic
year. In addition, foregrounding can not only appear in the lexica and syntax but also within
the plot and in connection to single motives of the text. The students commenting on
characters or events in the story also serve as evidence for management processes going on:
these elements have been at least noted and in many cases evaluated, as stated directly in
some of the students’ responses (cf. p. 1690).

The design and outcomes of this research will be directive also for my research which
is to be significantly set apart from it in some points. First and foremost, I would like to avoid
the categorisation of management processes as correct or incorrect. Further, Kadir, Maasum,
and Vengedasamy’s research shows how crucial instruction can be for the value of responses

to a text. This will be considered in the design of the present research.
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4 Research design and hypotheses

4.1 The respondents

My research is to consist of two contrastive cases — one being that of a native speaker,
the other that of a non-native speaker. Previous studies (cf. e.g. Nekvapil, 2012b) have shown
that the language management process can be strongly influenced by personal factors — the
respondent’s biographical details, their personal preferences, educational and -cultural
background (cf. especially Neustupny, 2003a) and many others. Also in this research all of
these aspects may play a great role, therefore, the two respondents will be shortly introduced
at this point. Naturally, it is impossible to predict which features will eventually be reflected
in the research and will then turn out to be decisive for the literary criticism accomplished.
From the general profile of the respondents we can, however, deduct some of the hypotheses
and perhaps later on explain certain aspects of their behaviour towards language.

To gain detailed information about them, both were given a short questionnaire
(enclosed in the Appendix) consisting of 6 and 5 questions respectively (question 3 was
omitted in the questionnaire for the Czech native speaker). The concrete questions were
inspired by the way Neustupny (2003b) describes his respondent for simple literary criticism
(cf. p. 279). I decided to communicate with each of the respondents in their mother tongue,
thus allowing them to express themselves freely and minimizing the influence of any
language barriers. This principle was applied not only in the follow-up interviews but also in
the communication preceding them, including the questionnaire. The questions were
formulated in Czech and English and communicated by electronic mail. In addition, the
information about the respondents could also be completed with facts I have come to know
through my friendship with them.

The first respondent is Kuba — a native Czech who was born and has spent his whole
life in Prague. He is 26 years old and until June of last year studied at medical school. After
the successful completion of his studies he started his internship at a Prague hospital.
Concerning his reading habits he tries to read as much as possible; his reading matter includes
fiction, psychotherapeutic literature, medical textbooks and non-fiction books, e.g. popular
philosophy, ethnography, books on landscape. He makes an effort to stay informed about new
publications in Czech. The last time he has received official instruction about literature was at
grammar school. However, we may presume that he is still exposed to some forms of
organised literary criticism due to his concern about newest releases — he probably draws this

information from official reviews. Concerning his language skills, he does speak English and
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German to a certain degree, doesn’t use them in everyday life, whatsoever. He reads only in
Czech and this is also the language he communicates in most of the time.

I expect the operations he will perform within simple literary criticism to be strongly
intertwined with his ample knowledge about Czech culture and his firm integration into the
social system of this language. I do not expect him to be unfamiliar with vocabulary used in
the literary text I have picked for my research since it is written in temporary language which
is exactly the code Kuba is the most acquainted with and applies in the overwhelming
majority of his interactions.

The non-native speaker involved in this research is also male and in the same age
group as Kuba. The first nineteen years of his life he spent in Cheyenne, Wyoming, United
States of America. To pursue university education he moved to California. After his second
year of study he first came to Prague as an exchange student. In the end, he extended his stay,
to a total of three years. After finishing his Bachelor's of Humanities and Social Sciences at
the Anglo-American University in Prague, he moved back to the USA for about two years.
Three years ago, he returned to Prague to work as an English teacher, what he has been doing
ever since.

He speaks Czech quite well which is also due to his great interest in the people, the
country and the culture. During the first year and a half he spent in Prague, Brian regularly
attended language courses at Charles University. After that he did not inscribe in any further
official courses but continued to use and improve his Czech in everyday life. Even though his
work consists of teaching English, and all his lessons are conducted only in English, he
usually speaks Czech with colleagues at the language school and with his flatmates and
friends.

He does not read a lot in his spare time, he is, however very interested in literature.
When he was studying Brian took numeral literature courses at University and his Bachelor's
thesis was focused on literature, as well. He has studied literature from all over the world, but
the texts and instruction were always in English. Presently, he does not have much time to
pursue this hobby of his, reading novels in English only occasionally. He does, however, read
newspaper and magazine articles in Czech and English quite often. As he has mentioned to
me in one conversation, he frequently uses a dictionary when reading in Czech. I therefore
expect him to use the same strategy also in this research. Since he mentioned this to me before
I first showed him the text, this is very likely to become part of Brians pre-interactional
management. He might anticipate problems with understanding certain elements of the text

and therefore prepare accordingly, e.g. by getting ready a dictionary.
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Probably he will also make use of the dictionary later — the text contains less
frequented words and their meanings cannot always be deduced from the context which is
why I believe Brian will need to look them up while reading the text. Language elements that
are not part of modern-day Czech standard language might be evaluated negatively because
their meaning cannot easily be clarified by the means of a dictionary. This might also result in
misunderstandings or confusion. However, I do expect Brian to evaluate the text positively
overall, since he is interested in Czech history and literature in general. As Neustupny (2003b)

has shown, finding something “interesting” is often a means of expressing positive evaluation.

4.2 The text

Both of the respondents are presented with a modern Czech literary text. This text is
Navstéva staré damy [The Visit of the Old Lady], one of the short stories from Josef Monik’s
publication Neser bohy [Don’t Fuck with the Gods] (2004). It has been selected due to the
following facts: firstly, the text has been published quite recently and therefore should not
contain elements (language as well as motives) that might be too remote for modern readers
to relate to. Secondly, it is not part of what could be described as the mainstream of modern
Czech literature and therefore I expect that any attitudes towards it will not be directly
influenced by previous discussions of the same text.

Another feature making this text apt for the objectives of my research is its length
which is a total of eleven pages. Neustupny (2003b) presented his respondent with 22 pages
of the short novel’s total 75. His justification for this reduction of the text’s length is that it
would be easier for the reader to remember details from the text (p. 179). No doubt, the native
speaker respondent could easily have read a longer text than the eleven pages of Monik’s Visit
of the Old Lady — this is, however, not the case with the non-native speaker. It is one of my
hypotheses that the non-native speaker will spend substantially more time reading the text
because there will be more he has to do — more words will not be part of his active language
use and there will be more motives he might not recognise easily, therefore he will need to
apply more complicated (and time-consuming) management strategies (e.g. consulting a
dictionary).

The story itself is set in Prague in the 1990’s, its protagonist being forty-year old
Alzbéta occasionally working as a tourist guide. One day her former friend and fellow skier
Liliana who emigrated to the USA contacts her asking her to show her around town when she
will be visiting Prague. Throughout the text there are some hints at the fact that Liliana might

be identified as Ivana Trump. The protagonist agrees and also arranges for a car and for a
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driver to be at their disposition for the whole day. The main part of the story is this day the
two women spend together touring Prague and viewing the main sights of the city. The whole
story is presented from the perspective of the protagonist who repeatedly criticises her guest.
She eventually realises how much their worlds have diverged throughout the years and how
much the “old lady” is still attached to the Czechoslovakia of her childhood, thus making it
impossible for her to perceive the present-day reality of this country.

Clearly, this short story is full of allusions to Czech history, geopolitics and culture.
Even though I do not expect the non-native speaker to have great troubles relating to these (he
has been living in Prague for almost six years in total and has surely gained insight into the
mentioned topics), it is probable, that he will not be so much at ease with them as the native
speaker. Therefore problems could emerge in connection to these elements, they could also
lead to further research on the topic or be managed in some other way. However, it cannot be
ruled out that even the native speaker will note some of these elements e.g. describing them as
interesting, funny, nostalgic etc. Concerning the whole text, the time and place of its setting
could also be one of the main criteria for its overall evaluation by the readers. Both of them
live in Prague and have a positive relationship to this city, which could be an element they
would evaluate positively.

Concerning the language of the text itself, it can be said that grammatically it is
written in the standard variety of Czech. Much of its vocabulary derives, however, from
common Czech, slang or is tightly connected to the time the story is set in. I expect the non-
native speaker to rather perceive these words as problems, whereas they could lead to
gratification in the native speaker’s case making the text more interesting, attractive or

authentic for him.

4.3 Instructions

A copy of the eleven pages of the text (plus one page at the end of the text visualising
one of its motives — a ten-crown-bill) was given to each of the respondents. The text itself was
centred on the A4-pages leaving enough space in the margins for the respondents to take
notes.

From Neustupny’s study (2003b) we cannot deduct the exact instructions he gave to
his respondent JR before having her read the text. What we do know is that the researcher told
her, she was going to read an interesting text, and that the following interview was going to
relate to this text (cf. ibid. p. 179). Another lack of clarity concerning the research procedure

can be stated as to when and in reaction to which instructions JR marked certain segments of
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the text that were then discussed in the second, process follow-up interview (cf. ibid. p. 281).
It is not clear whether JR was asked to mark certain segments after the first, summarizing
follow-up interview or before approaching the text for the first time. Just as little do we know
about the precise instructions she was given about making certain notes or remarks in the text.

However, these remarks she has made in the text, later on become crucial for
Neustupny’s research. In follow-up interviews used for the research of non-literary discourse,
the researcher presents segments of the (recorded or videotaped) original utterance, the so-
called base communication, to the interviewee and asks him to comment on these (cf. ibid. p.
281). When studying simple literary criticism Neustupny — as the researcher — did not choose
these segments that were to be discussed, but instead chose to discuss what JR herself had
marked in the text. Intending to do the same, I had to choose a way of instructing the
respondents to ensure they would actually mark certain segments in the text.

To be concrete, the respondents were told they were going to read an interesting text
and that my research was going to be about “how you read a literary text”. The further
instructions had to be given in accordance to what I wanted to monitor — the language
management process in the case of literary texts. As I have argued above (based upon
Nekvapil, 2012b) that discursive categories help us to discover language management as it is
described by the interactants of concrete communications, usually in follow-up interviews.
The specification of the instructions given to the respondents was also derived from these
categories. Based upon statements made by JR in Neustupny’s research (2003b) we can find
the following categories (pp. 180—182): JR mentioned something being inferesting, herself
being (not) interested in something, something being good reading, positive, negative,
something else she didn’t understand, had difficulties with. Neustupny comments on these as
follows: “I interpret such formulations as instances of noting deviations from norms
accompanied by evaluation [...]” (“Takové formulace interpretuji jako ptipady povSimnuti
odchylek od norem doprovazené hodnocenim [...]” — p. 281, own translation).

When the copy of the text was handed over to each of my respondents, they were
instructed as follows: You may make remarks into the text, next to it, take notes in the margin,
on the reverse side of the paper — however you like. It would be great if you could just
highlight, underline or somehow demarcate anything you noticed, you evaluated in some way,
tried to resolve or dealt with in some way. — For the sake of completeness I will also mention
the Czech version of the instructions given to Kuba: Miizes si délat poznamky do textu, na
okraje, na zadni stranu papiru — uplné jak chces. Bylo by dobré, kdybys mohl néjakym

zplisobem oznacit, podtrhnout nebo jinak vyznacit, ceho sis vsiml, co jsi néjak hodnotil, co jsi
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resil nebo s ¢im ses néjakym zpusobem vyporadal. Further, both of the respondents were told,
that anything was allowed, that they might use any aids or resources when reading the text.
Examples given were the Internet, dictionaries and thesauruses.

I would like to explain my choice for the formulation of the instructions by relating the
vocabulary to discursive categories used to describe the single stages of language
management. As Nekvapil (2012b) has shown, respondents themselves are likely to use terms
corresponding directly to the first two stages of language management, however they are not
likely to explicitly formulate statements about adjustment design and implementation in
Language Management Theory terminology (p. 164). Therefore, I could use the original terms
for noting (anything you noted) and evaluation (evaluated in some way). The formulation of
instructions evoking the last two stages of language management represented a greater
challenge, finally I chose to try to resolve and deal with in some way.

Both of the respondents were given these instructions and the copies of the text. They
were asked to read the text within one session and inform me as soon as they would finish, so

we could conduct the follow-up interview.

4.4 Methodology
As foreshadowed above, the main tool in this research is the follow-up interview.
Neustupny (1990) has given a detailed record of this methodology and has also applied it in
his own research on literary criticism (2003b) and other projects (e.g. Neustupny, 1994) for
exploring simple management processes. It is an introspective method directed at processes
which take place consciously as part of a base conversation/communication (cf. Neustupny,
1999, p. 14). This base communication is usually videotaped or tape-recorded. The researcher
then presents single sequences to the respondent, questioning him about them in detail.
Neustupny (1999, p. 14) describes the follow-up interview in five main points that I
will reflect here and at the same time modify them so they can be made compatible with my
research — the main alternation consisting in the base conversation not being oral interaction
but the reception of a literary text’:
1) The base communication is a natural utterance that has not been recorded merely
for the sake of linguistic studies. In our case it will be the reading process of a text
as it is performed by the two respondents. The reading of a text can basically be

described as the interaction between the reader and the text (cf. e.g. Aebersold —

32 To my knowledge the follow-up interview has not yet been applied to explore processes of reading
and writing. Neustupny (1999, p. 16) indicates this and the possibility to expand in the given direction in his
paper: “Znacné moznosti vyuziti NI [nasledného interview — follow-up interview] existuji i pfi studiu psaného
jazyka: jaké védomi doprovazi procesy ¢teni a psani, je dozajista dilezita otazka, ktera by nam neméla unikat.”
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2)

3)
4)

5)

Field, 1997, p. 5), there is thus a sort of communication going on. One problem is
however, that this base communication cannot be easily recorded in a traditional
way. There are usually no sounds being produced and videotaping the reader as he
leans over the text reading it would not lead to satisfying results. Therefore, the
only lasting account of this communication is the copy of the text itself including
remarks and notes made by the reader that can be supplemented by his oral
account supplied during the follow-up interview.

The follow-up interview analyses the awareness of the interactant in the course of
the base communication. It does not evaluate or test his language proficiency or
grammar. This does not mean that his accounts of not understanding something or
not knowing how to express something aren’t interesting for the follow-up
interview. However, they are not to be evaluated from a normative point of view.
The same can be applied in relation to reading a literary text — it is not the aim of
the follow-up interview to evaluate whether the respondents “correctly” identified
e.g. foregrounded elements or guessed right concerning the meaning of unfamiliar
vocabulary but how they themselves reflected these.

The object of the research is the awareness of the interactant.

It is presumed that the awareness of language is displayed in language
management processes. Therefore, questions directed at the respondent are
connected to the single stages of the management processes, which is reflected
mainly in the instructions that were given to the respondents. Extended questions
may also be: What did you note about the text? How did you evaluate that? Which
conclusions did you draw from that / what did that make you want to do? How did
you deal with that? Again, the first two stages of the management process can be
addressed directly whilst the further have to be paraphrased.

It is desirable that any data containing language management be reflected in the
follow-up interview. This means that any passage or elements demarcated by the
respondent in the text, the margin, on the backside of the paper, should be

discussed during the follow-up interview.

The follow-up interview itself can then be divided into five phases — warming up,

awareness before the recording, during the recording and after the recording and the closing
phase (cf. Neustupny, 1999, p. 16—17). In his researches (e.g. 2003b, 1994) Neustupny
distinguishes between two types of follow-up interviews accomplished within these five

phases, the first one being a “summarizing assessment”, the second one being a “process
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follow-up interview”. The former takes part during the warming up phase and is initiated by
questions about the overall impression the respondent has about the base communication. It
could be shown that there is usually a wide discrepancy between statements made in the
summarizing assessment and the process interview (cf. Neustupny, 1994; 1999; 2003Db).
Nevertheless it is important to give the respondents a chance to express their thoughts freely
(without guidance as this is practised in the further phases) and in the very beginning of the
interview to insure their cooperation throughout the whole procedure (cf. Neustupny, 1999, p.
16).

The following three phases of the follow-up interview are what Neustupny (2003b)
elsewhere calls the process follow-up interview. As mentioned above, this consists of the
exploration of the respondent’s awareness at three different points of time — before, during
and after the interaction figuring as the base communication for the interview. Connected to
reading, this distinction once again calls into mind reading strategies which are also
categorised as pre-, during and post-reading strategies (cf. Aebersold — Field, 1997). For the
follow-up interview used to explore literary criticism I would therefore like to extend the
scope of my questions, so they will not only explore the respondents’ awareness, but also the
actions and reactions which they have realised at the single points of time. Following
Neustupny’s basic description of the follow-up interview (1999, pp. 16—17) I will give an
overview of what should be focussed on in the three phases of the process interview exploring
simple literary criticism:

1) In the phase focussed on pre-reading awareness and behaviour, the main aim is to
find out what the respondents knew or presupposed about the research. Further, the
researcher focuses on what the respondents did before they commenced to read the
text, whether and how they prepared, i.e. whether they performed pre-interactional
management acts. A non-native speaker might for example get ready a dictionary
or turn on the computer and open a web translator. Regardless of their mother
tongue, readers might gather information about the author, skim the text or apply
other pre-reading strategies (see also Aebersold — Field, 1997, pp. 65ff).

2) When exploring the respondent’s awareness and behavior while reading, the
interviewee should relate to the remarks which have been made into the copies of
the text. Each demarcated segment should be discussed and analyzed — if
necessary with the help of questions directed at the single stages of the

management process.
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3) Related to processes after reading, we will want to find out whether any and if yes
which kind of post-interactional management has taken place. The researcher
should focus on the attitudes the respondents have established towards the text and
aim at questions revealing what they might have stored in their long-term memory.

These three phases of the process follow-up interview are followed by the closing

phase which consists of a short conclusion by the researcher giving the respondent the chance
to put forward a short commentary on his part, and the relevant acts of courtesy

(reciprocation, possibly handing over a reward, taking leave etc.).
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5 Hypotheses

Most of my hypotheses have already been mentioned above. For the sake of clarity

I will sum them up at this point and explicitly list them below. According to my expectations

the non-native speaker’s i.e. Brian’s literary criticism will differ from the literary criticism

performed by Kuba i.e. the native speaker in the following points:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

Brian will spend more time reading the text, since the language management
he will complete within his simple literary criticism will be more extensive;
Kuba will not have problems understanding the text’s lexicon, gratification
will take place in cases of foregrounded elements;

Brian will note far more lexical elements than Kuba since such management
acts performed by him will include words he does not know;

both of the respondents will somehow manage motives of the text whereas
Brian will identify them as problems in more cases than Kuba;

language management performed by Kuba will contain more instances of
positive evaluation (gratification) than negative ones, in the process follow-up
interview he will focus on what was interesting for him as JR did in the case of
Neustupny’s research (2003b);

Kuba’s simple literary criticism will be more strongly intertwined with his
knowledge of Czech culture and his firm integration into the social system of

the language.
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6 Findings, results and interpretation

6.1 Literary criticism performed by the native speaker

The first respondent — the native speaker Kuba — read the text and was interviewed the
same day, a weekday evening. This fact is reflected during the interview when he points out
he was tired and therefore had to concentrate harder (K33-34)*°. The total time he spent
reading the text was about 30 to 45 minutes and the interview lasted a little over 20 minutes.

In the summarizing assessment Kuba gave a verdict of the text which can be situated
somewhere between positive and negative: “Well I found it average, rather rather the longer I
read it the more fun it was. Mainly in the beginning I didn’t like it” (“Tak libilo se mi to asi
tak primérné, spi§ spiSe ¢im jsem to Cet dyl, tim mé to jako vic bavilo. Ze zacitku mé to
hlavn¢ nebavilo” — K3-4). Concerning his pre-reading activities, i.e. pre-interactional
management, he did not prepare any reading aids or possible references. Kuba did however
skim the text, concluding from the title that the story was going to be about an old woman.
When reading the beginning of the text he extended this impression of his to an old woman
from a Prague posh quarter (Jevany — cf. K16ff.).

It was also at the beginning of the text where Kuba identified the main problems he
had with it. He talked about these after mentioning his initial impression of the title and the
first few sentences (old woman, Jevany), one instance of noting as regards the content of the
text (K42ff) and two more instances of noting related to the lexicon of the text (K46, 49). He
did not evaluate these two elements but deducted from them that the text was going to be
written rather in colloquial or informal style. In addition, he evaluated positively one passage
describing it as “funny” (“vtipny” — K52). His subsequent negative evaluations of certain
elements in relation to the beginning of the text can be found in connection to the following:

1) He did not agree with the spelling of the name of a pub (U raka); according to him

it should have been spelled with a capital R (cf. K55). This evaluation also implies
an adjustment plan directed at the author — in Kuba’s view he should have adapted
his spelling. A similar case of management he did not mention in the interview can
be found in his copy of the text (cf. appendix, p. 92). Here he corrected, i.e. he
implemented his adjustment design, the spelling of “k vanociim” to “k Véanoctim”
with a capital V. Later on in the text there was one more such correction Kuba

would suggest (using the past instead of the present tense, p. 99 — cf. K2371Y),

3 The numbers in brackets refer to the line of the interview — K for Kuba, B for Brian. The transcripts
of both interviews can be found in the appendix. M stands for the researcher, K Kuba and B Brian. All
translations from the interview with Kuba are my own.
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however he did not insist upon this amendment to the text, even if according to
him the formulation was “unusual” (“neni zvykly” — K243).

2) One passage he did not understand (“nerozumél” — K68; “nechapal” — K71), it
interrupted his reading flow (zaseknout se — cf. K68) since it didn’t make sense to
him (cf. K 74).

3) He found the text inconsistent mentioning there were too many names and
different characters (cf. K90) making the text too “loose” (K92) and
“unsystematic” (K127). He explicitly said he liked texts better when they stick to
one topic (cf. K91-92) therefore hinting at an adjustment he would suggest. Until
the “story itself” (“samotnej piibéh” — K103) began Kuba felt the text was
annoying him (otravovat — cf. K104) which implies a very negative evaluation that
could even have led to his not finishing the text, i.e. breaking off the interaction
with it.

4) Direct speech in the text is not marked by quotation marks making the text difficult
to read, according to Kuba (cf. K 94fY).

5) After the “story itself” had begun, he did not get to know anything else about Jack
(cf. K106fY).

The beginning of the “story itself” was a turning point for Kuba’s literary criticism.

Up to here the text had “annoyed” him so much he might have not continued to read it. We
can see here one of the features identified as typical for literary texts by the structuralists —
their position between something we know (automatization) and something that is new to us
(foregrounding). The first part of the text was obviously almost too much foregrounding for
Kuba — all the events, characters and motives were new and there was nothing he could hold
on to. That is why his gratification was so great when the “story itself” began.

From here on he started to evaluate more and more things positively and gratification
took place in numerous cases. He himself pointed out the importance of this development: “so
in the end I was happy that it finally like got going” (“tak nakonec jsem byl rad, Ze tady se to
uz jako chytlo” — K 106). However, even though he was already more satisfied with the story
itself he still negatively evaluated “mental leaps” (“asociacni [...] skoky” — K123). His
positive evaluations became even more ample from the point where the protagonist and her

guest start touring through Prague:

K: [...] tady jsem si fikal, Ze uZ je to dobry, jak to jezdi tou Prahou, jak jsou tam ty mista, ktery
¢lovek zna, mize si to jako spojovat v ty mapé co ma v hlave, tak jsem si fikal, Ze to je takovy
zabavny takhle si to jako projizdét geograficky, Ze to ma takovou najednou strukturu, to se mi
libilo. (K168-171)
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K: [...] here I told myself, that’s it’s becoming good, how they’re going through Prague, how
there are the places one knows, you can connect them in your mental map, so I told myself,
that it’s kind of fun sort of to go through it geographically, that all of a sudden it has some
structure, I liked that.

Again, the respondent referred to his disfavour of the initial disorder of the text,
suddenly appreciating its eventually emerging “structure” which he was also able to pursue
easily thanks to his knowledge of the places mentioned. Not only did he characterise this
feature of the text as positive but he also took further steps to actively work with this
geographical structure thereby enhancing his enjoyment of the text making it a very good
example of gratification, as it can take place in literary criticism. He also emphasised the
importance of getting acquainted with the text, which is one of the reasons he could enjoy it
more when he reached page 97 (a little beyond the middle of the text):

K: [Tady uz jsem] tady uz asi tady uz tady uz jsem jel po tom textu, tady jsou v ty kavarn¢ uz

nebo v néjaky ty restauraci, to mi tak, to tak jako vodsejpalo hezky nebo uz si ¢lovék tak

zvykne na to Ze tam nejsou i ty uvozovky. A mam pocit ze uz taky jak si ¢lovék () a jsou tam

furt ty postavy stejny tak najednou ¢loveék nemusi furt- takze tady se mi to jako cetlo dobre (.)
tady se mi to taky Cetlo dobre [...] (K 223-227)

K: [Here I was] I was already I was perhaps already going with the text, here in the café or in
that sort of restaurant, it was for me like, like it was flowing so nicely or I’d already become
accustomed to the fact that there are no quotation marks. And I suppose that here when you ()
and there are always the same characters then all of a sudden you don’t always have to- so
here it was good reading, here it was also good reading [...]

Even though he did enjoy reading the text more and more as he got used to it, he
mentioned the missing quotation marks once again later on (cf. K252) signalising that this
problem did not cease to exist even after he had gotten more used to this peculiarity of the
text. Together with the “negative” elements at the beginning of the text Kuba also reflected
the fact that his reading was in fact an experiment and that he was not reading the text under
completely ordinary circumstances. This concerned his reading speed, he pointed out he
would have read the text more quickly had he not been taking part in the experiment (cf.
K26-27), and his attention paid to some details he would otherwise just have skipped (cf.
K80-81). In another instance he was alluding to the instructions I had given to him, saying
that these had actually inspired him to apply certain management strategies, concretely to

search for information on the Internet:

K: no (.) pak tady ty- ty Svéradice s tim Trumanem, to (.) to m& jako zaujalo, (..) to jsem i
jedinkrat vyuzil tu moznost, ze viilbec meé by to ani nenapadlo pfitom se koukat na internet, ale
kdyzs mi to jakoby rFekla, Ze se mtizu podivat na internet

M: =mhm
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K: =tak (.) tak proto m& to asi napadlo, tak jsem si fek, ze to bych se podival, jestli je to
pravda, protoZze to je takova jako zajimava informace, pokud to tak bylo. A zadal jsem do
googlu Svéradice zvon a Truman, a nic nevypadlo, nebo jsem nic nenasel, takze jsem to hned
vzdal [...] (K57-64)

K: yeah (.) then th- this Svéradice with Truman, that (.) I was fascinated by that, (..) that’s also
the only time when I took advantage of the possibility, / wouldn’t even have come up with the
idea to search on the Internet, but if you sort of told me, that I could use the Internet

M: =mhm

K: =so (.) so that’s why I got the idea, so I told myself, that I would look that up, whether
that’s true because that’s kind of an interesting information if that were the case. And I wrote
Svéradice bell and Truman into google and nothing came out, or I didn’t find anything, so I
gave up right away [...]

We can see here that the instructions for reading the text are crucial — Kuba came up
with using external resources only due to my extended explication of the “rules” of the
experiment. This was the only case he consulted any external sources. Most of the
management he performed thus mainly relied on his own judgement and the information
given in the text. There are several instances where Kuba noted some deviations from his
norms, describing them mostly in the following terms: it struck me that (zarazilo mé, trklo
m¢e), it was weird (divny) or unusual (neni zvykly, nezvykly), it crossed my mind (bliklo mi
hlavou), I stumbled upon (zastavil jsem se). The interview with Kuba has also revealed one

example showing us clearly how individual noting can be:

K: [...] No, tady jsem to cet, tady zase, tydlen ty vo tom konopisti, s tim Drakulou a tak, tak
(jsem si) tikal, ze je to takovy (), jsem si fikal, tak to bude vo takovym téch interkulturnich,
jako vo téch piedsudcich a vo tom co se tak fika. [...] (K83-85)

K: [...] Well, here I was reading it, here again, that that about Konopisté, with that Dracula and
so, so (I) gathered, that it is that kind of (), I gathered, that it would be about those
intercultural, like about those prejudices and about what people say about that.

Upon hearing this, a stranger might not be able to follow at all, why Kuba is
mentioning intercultural discussions or prejudices here. Knowing him and his immediate
social environment, | can say that these associations might have something to do with his
girlfriend who is currently studying abroad and therefore often speaks of the topics Kuba
mentioned here. If it hadn’t been for her experiences from abroad, he would probably not
have made such a comment or even noted the element of Dracula as something evoking
intercultural differences or prejudices to him, I expect. His girlfriend and her studies were not
included in the initial characterization of Kuba, however, it becomes obvious here that this
factor also had a certain impact on his individual approach to the story and especially on his

noting certain elements.
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In other instances Kuba did not understand lexical elements or the overall meaning of
a phrase, therefore more or less explicitly identifying them as problems. In the text, he
underlined them in most cases and occasionally also wrote a short commentary in the margin.
He then reflected them in the interview employing the following discursive categories to
signalise his negative evaluations: I didn’t understand (nerozumim, nechapal jsem), I don’t
know (nevim, neznam), I don’t understand (nechapu), it wasn’t clear (nebylo Upln¢ jasné).
However, in most cases there was no further management of the identified problems. Once he
even gave his reason for not trying to complete any further management of words he did not
understand, saying it wasn’t important (cf. K138). In some cases, however, Kuba tried to
guess from the context or find associations that could help him define the elements he didn’t
know. This is the case with the word “uzance” (K129ff) and to a certain extent also with the
word “okluzni” (K189ff). He tried to find out what “tajdiiv”’ could mean, guessing it could be
transcribed from an English word, he did not come up with any resolution whatsoever (cf.
K254fY).

At the very end of the text he also mentions one word he did not understand in its
context — the word “old” (“stara” — K265ff). At first it wasn’t clear to him in which way the
characters of the story were employing the word. He had also remarked on it in the very
beginning of the interview implying he had associated with it an old woman probably retired
living in a villa in Jevany (K16ff). At the end of the story he stumbled over the word “old”

once more:

K: [...] jo a pak akorat tadle ta, ja nevim jestli z toho néco jako vyvozovat nebo jestli je to
n¢jaky jenom to ze ona to stara mysli jenom jako Ze stara kamaradka von to mysli jako Ze
stara jako né&jaky absolutni (.) jako Ze je prosté stara no

M: =mhm

K: Ze by stafe nevypadala tak (to je n&jak tak) ze vlastn€ jsem to nejdiiv jako precet rychle a
tfikal jsem si pro¢ jako se tikd, ze stafe nevypadala vlastné mé to jako jsem to né&jak jako
nechyt,

M: =mhm

K: =pak jsem se vratil k tomu Ze ona vlastné mysli jako stard kamaradka a von mysli jak stara
(vibec asi) (K265 —274)

K: [...] yeah and then this here, I don’t know whether to like draw some conclusion from that
or whether it’s just some kind of that she means this old only like old friend he means it like
old like some absolutely (.) like that she’s just old yeah

M: =mhm

K: that she wouldn’t look so old (something like that) that actually I read it quickly at first and
told myself why is she like saying that, that she didn’t actually look old it kind of I didn’t get
1t,

M: =mhm
K: =then I returned there that she actually means like an old friend and he means like old
(overall)
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In conventional conversation we might ask the speaker for clarification how he meant
something. With written texts other strategies have to be applied, a very useful being re-
reading for clarification which is exactly what Kuba did here. He became aware of some
inconsistency or deviation, evaluated it negatively and managed it successfully adjusting his
interpretation of the word “old” in both cases of its usage in the text.

In other cases he didn’t resolve problems right away but hoped the text would supply
him with further information so he could then be able to adjust accordingly. Amongst the
problems Kuba was trying to solve throughout his reading was the time period the text is set
in; here he did come to a conclusion eventually, see K162 and K182ff. The second such
question bothering him was the main character of the story — Liliana. He remarked it was
“weird” (“divny” — K119) that she arrived in her own bus; according to him this was
“uncommon” (“nezvykly” — K123) even in the case of rich people. He also reflects her
personality several times describing it as oscillating between capitalism and nostalgia (cf.
K165ff). He comes to speak of her again relating to her husband and that he must have been
unbelievably rich if he built a skyscraper on 5™ Avenue (cf. K200): “It seems to me like sci-
fi” (“to mi pfijde jak scifi” — K201). In the end he made an adjustment design of just taking
this as a hyperbole (“literarni nadsazka” — K207) reflecting the fact that he was reading a
literary text. He also implemented this plan and did not brood over Liliana’s identity any
longer.

In some cases Kuba’s positive and negative evaluations of elements he had noted were
quite closely interrelated. Not understanding something was the trigger for further
management or at least for closer attention paid to the passage in question, which in the end
led to gratification. We can find one example for such a concentration of noting and of
subsequent positive as well as negative evaluation on page 96 of the text (Monik, 2004). The
density of remarks made in the text is remarkably higher than elsewhere and the commentary

is detailed as well:

K: No tady je to takovy néjaky rymovany najednou nebo takovy zvl- takovy jako opys se
sklani, tomu taky moc nerozumim (.) no (..) Manestv most, vody je dost (...) to je to takovy
to, to je takovy jako néjaky rozvolnéni takovy jako (..) takovy jak basnicky nebo né&jak jako,
jak bych to tek? (.) no (.) no ze vykvéta naivitou to mi pfijde takovy docela dobry tady ten
popis toho jako vlastné jeji- (..) Ze je takova (...) no (.) () takova asi ta hloupost je takova jako
omlazujici nebo (.) no

K: Yeah here it kind of rhymes all of a sudden or sort of spec- sort of like opys se sklani, |
don’t understand that a lot either (.) yeah (..) Manestv most, vody je dost (...) that’s like that,
that is kind of a loosening up here kind of (..) kind of like poetic or something like that, how
can [ say that? (.) yeah (.) yeah vykvéta naivitou ((she blooms with naivet¢)) that seems quite
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good to me and then here this description of this actually her- (..) that she’s kind of (...) well (.)
() that foolishness of hers is kind of rejuvenating or (.) yeah

There is a negative evaluation of not understanding but immediately after that
a considerably long description of gratification follows. The poeticism of the text perceived
here was undoubtedly one of the things Kuba enjoyed most about it. For us it is interesting to
see how closely not understanding which would usually be interpreted as a problem can be
connected to finding the text poetic and therefore appreciating it, thus displaying gratification.
Another interesting feature of this comment is that here “loosening up” (“rozvolnéni” — K212)
is evaluated positively, whereas the beginning of the text was negatively described in terms of
being too “loose” (“volny” — K92).

Moving towards the end of the text, Kuba became interested in how much tip money
Liliana actually gave to the driver. His management of this passage became quite complex
because he drew upon much information gathered throughout his entire engagement with the

text:

K: No, tady uz jak se to chylilo ke konci, tak uz jsem si fikal, jak mu ze mu dala néjakou tu
sloZzenou ten slozenej peniz tak tak tak jsem si fikal tak to by uz mohla bejt n¢jaka ta pointa ze
se to tam vlastné neprozradi hned. Tak tak samotnyho mé to za- za- (jako) zacalo zajimat kolik
mu dala, tak jsem si ek, Ze by to néjak tak mohlo skoncit coz tak n¢jak bylo. no (..) No pak
vlastn¢ ze jo ta (.) ten konec kdy (..) to vlastné skonci tim, (asi) tim Ze mu jako dala hodn¢
nebo malo to se ¢lovék mize dohadovat (.) protoze Ze jo pro ni jde o cenu ty Eskima ten
Gottwaldov ne ty vysoky penize v ty Americe [...] (K259-265)

K: Well, and here when the text was actually drawing to a close, so I told myself, when she
that she gave him that folded money that folded bill then then then I told myself that this could
already be sort of a punch line that that wouldn’t be revealed right away. So so even I started
to (like) become interested in how much she gave him, so I told myself, that it could somehow
end like that, which was also the case sort of. well (..) Yeah and then actually that yeah that (.)
that end when (..) actually it ends like (maybe) with her giving him a lot or little you can argue
about that there (.) because you know for her it’s about the price of an Eskimo ((iced-lolly))
that Gottwaldov and not the big money in America

This consideration can also be connected to the sentence that received the most
positive evaluation from Kuba, i.e. the strongest gratification, in his literary criticism:
“Détstvi vam nezkazi ani blby rezim” (Monik, 2004, p. 95). When he came to speak of it

during the process interview, he characterized it as follows:

K: [...] Détstvi vam nezkazi ani blby rezim, to mi pfijde takova dobré jako véta.

M: [mhm]

K: [Kde] je to takovy koncentrovany, a takovy jako dobfe by se to dalo vytrhnout, je to takova
nosna. [...]

K: [...] Childhood won’t be spoilt even by a stupid political system, that seems like a good
sentence to me.
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M: [mhm]
K: [Where] there’s sort of a concentration here, and such a like it could well be extracted, it’s
sort of representative. [...]

And it is apparently also this motive that might be decisive for Kuba’s lasting
impression of the text. For him, it has clearly been made subject to foregrounding — to the
respondent it sticks out, it could be extracted from the text; it has a representative function for
its overall construction. It clearly lifts off the background of the remaining text. Together with
the style of the text and the description of some scenes he liked, it was the main subject of his

final remarks:

K: Mozna tieba to to ze dé- détstvi détstvi nezalezi v jakym rezimu je nebo néco takovyho
jako tfeba to by se dalo né&jak rozvadét ale spisS jde vo to, jak to je hezky napsat. No. Tak.
(K301-302)

K: Perhaps maybe that that ch- childhood childhood doesn’t depend on which political system
there is or something like that like perhaps this could be conveyed in some way but more than
that it’s about how to write things nicely. Yeah. Like that.

The last lines of the interview showed that Kuba was overall satisfied with his reading
experience and when I later asked him in an email conversation whether he would read more
stories from the same author, he answered he would. In his closing words in the interview he
even said that this one motive of the short story could be subject to further discussions,

therefore implying possible post-interactional management.

6.2 Literary criticism performed by the non-native speaker

Brian read the text at the weekend and was interviewed during the evening hours of
the same day. The total time he spent reading it was about 2.5 hours which was longer than he
had expected. The interview lasted approximately 20 minutes.

Brian’s evaluation of the text in the summarizing assessment was surprisingly positive,
he did mention a few negative aspects but these were clearly overweighed by the positive

ones:

B: Um it was interesting. I (.) I was (.) uh there was some funny parts of it um but uh a couple
things that were a little bit confusing for me but I think overall it was pretty: understandable
and uh I didn’t have too much trouble with it. (B5-7)

Concerning his pre-interactional management Brian obviously expected to experience
some problems while reading the text, so he prepared by getting ready a large regular
dictionary and an online dictionary that he would have at his disposal (cf. B18-20). Indeed,
the majority of the management he performed was in some way connected to vocabulary

making the dictionary one of his most obvious aids. About words, phrases and passages he
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had troubles understanding he mainly spoke using following discursive categories: I had
trouble with, it didn’t (completely) make sense to me, it was confusing, I couldn’t figure out,
it wasn’t (completely) clear, I didn’t (quite) get, I wasn’t sure. Especially the use of the
adverb “completely” in a few cases points out that certainty is very important for Brian. This
might also be one of the reasons why he appreciated any kind of external resource supporting
his (possibly even correct) assumptions about the meaning of single words or phrases.

During the interview we came to speak of the nature of the dictionaries he employed
and Brian told me he was using a translation dictionary (English-Czech) but also an English-
English dictionary (cf. B140ff). From the remarks he made into the text, it can be assumed
that he also consulted a Czech-Czech dictionary at least once. On page 92 (cf. Brian’s copy of
the text in the appendix) he explained the word “zhola” to himself by means of its Czech
synonym “zcela”. The internet offers, of course, uncountable possibilities of resources;
therefore Brian might just have forgotten to mention the usage of a Czech monolingual
dictionary (probably online) in the interview.

This management strategy — the usage of a dictionary and especially the English-
English dictionary installed on his personal computer, seems to be applied by Brian not only
in this concrete interaction. He mentions it functions as a reference for him in countless

situations; his strategy seems to be well-proven and he very much appreciates it:

B: =yeah [ well I always, I have a (.) just on my computer an English-English dictionary that is
really really good and I use it all the [time] for many different things, so it’s always kind of the
first thing I go to when (.) like [ um (.) when I need to know a word or just have a question
about something. It also has the etymology of all the English words so its

M: uhuh

B: =l really like it [...] (B151-156)

Brian also hinted at the superiority of this dictionary over ordinary online search
engines like Google (cf. B164). I assume he is so much at ease looking lexicon up in a
dictionary, he actually favours this strategy over pondering on things he is unsure about, and
that also in terms of saving time and getting on more quickly. In relation to loanwords, which
occurred repeatedly throughout the text and were transcribed phonologically in Czech, he
said: “you usually don’t find them in a dictionary and it takes me a minute to (I go) read it and
I have to think about it and I’m like oh okay it’s (.) feet” (spelled “fit” in the text — Monik,
2004, p. 98). This is also supported by the fact that most instances of noting were actually
made subject to further management, especially in the beginning of Brian’s literary criticism.
A clear aim at gratification, at creating lasting knowledge through the act of reading becomes

visible (cf. B65ff.). Brian takes the act of reading as a chance to broaden his own horizons,
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stating that he had to clarify some things not in order to follow the text, but just for himself.

His very first comment in the process interview can be cited as an example:

B: Um (.) okay so the first thing uh the woman’s talking about uh her husband and what he
does and um I just took a couple notes for some vocabulary the difference between uh spravni
fad- radé¢ or or is it spravni rad? and uh dozor¢i rad board of directors and board of trustees.

M: mhm ((chuckle))

B: =() to sort of clarify for myself (.) (B24-28)

Of course he did also guess the meaning of words from the context, i.e. possibly just
noting them but not explicitly identifying them as negative and not making any adjustment
designs to resolve such problems. Even if the meaning of the word was fairly clear to him,
however, he did at least mention his effort to show gratification, to remember it (cf. B65).
Cases of such words he merely noticed and did not identify as problems become more

frequent towards the end of the text, which he himself also reflected in the interview:

B: () okay (..) and then (..) generally um (.) whenever I read a story or something like this uh
for myself I’'m kind of uh I’m torn between wanting to know what every single word means
and wanting to just read it and not stop every you know (.) paragraph and so (.) in the
beginning I tend to read a lot more slowly and carefully and then as I go along it just it’s
quicker and I just pick things up more from context and uh than really thinking about them
and looking things up so

M: =mhm

B: =that’s kind of why (.) as it goes along there’s less and less uh yeah. (B238-245)

Here, he mentions being “torn between” two possible approaches and even though
continuous reading is identified as one possibility, it is obvious that not knowing something is

in the vast majority of cases a very negative experience for Brian. The most representative

example is the phrase “zaplat’ pambtih™:

B: [...] I had trouble with this phrase here. Uh zaplat’ pambih?

M: mhm.

B: Uh (.) it’s used a few times throughout the text and I couldn’t find any sort of definition for
it in (the) dictionary or (.) uh anywhere

M: =uhuh

B: =on internet um just looking at it uh in a few different contexts I- I can kind of understand
how it’s (.) used

M: [mhm]

B: [as] something like thank heavens or whatever

M:=yeah [mhm]

B: [it’s um] but I- literally I () I don’t know what this word means. (B35-43)

His management of the expression was successful in the end (he guessed the meaning
correctly) but he still wasn’t completely comfortable with the phrase. He mentioned it again
later on in the interview (cf. B203), showing the uncertainty about the exact meaning of the
phrase was disquieting him even then. Apart from this lasting problem, at the beginning of his
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reading Brian also immediately identified two passages he evaluated very positively. The first
was the phrase “skepsi az sepsi”, which he described as “funny” (B69) and “pretty funny”
(B74). On page 91 of his copy of the text the density of Brian’s notes is extremely high and
upon analysing the single comments, it becomes clear that this was a passage marked by
gratification as well as problems and the resolution of the same. When going through the text
he did, again, first mention the positive aspects he had noted, then starting to address the

problems he encountered:

B: [...] I like this sort of section here when um she told the man about her sort of escape from
uh from Czechoslovakia and you know she’s fleeing from these uh the border guards in uh
white jump suits un- under a hail of bullets and this

M: =uhuh

B: = dogs chasing her which um (.) guess it was not- was a bit of an exaggeration.

M: mhm

B:=um and yeah this is- this style here was a little uh different for me um because it’s all
dialogue but it’s just (.) instead of clearly marking who said what and using quotation marks
it’s just divided by paragraph

M: =mhm

B: =and it sort of (.) it just kind of flows into this and so down (you know) at this point
because I’'m you know sort of reading slowly or stopping a lot it (.) it got a little bit confusing
as to who was saying what and I had to go back and kind of uh reread it. Um (.) yeah here (.)
this (.) it wasn’t completely clear what Head was but I guess it was just a brand that she’s
sponsored by

He first mentions a passage he liked a lot, which is actually the account of Liliana’s
flight from Czechoslovakia as Jack reports it to the narrator. Accompanied by the formulation
“I like” this can clearly be identified as gratification, even though the same passage did
contain some problems as well. Brian had to look up several words before being able to
understand the section in order to enjoy it. This might be a hint at the fact that effective
language management of smaller problems may lead to gratification in a wider context. Due
to the identification of problems the attention paid to the concrete passage is increased and if
the problems are solved efficiently, they give the reader the feeling of being capable of
understanding, and thereby enhance positive evaluations i.e. gratification and enjoyment of
the text. Or, it might be the aspired enjoyment of a passage that makes it worth looking up
words the reader does not know. This would mean that there is foregrounding here as a
certain a priori feature, making the passage attractive for the reader, so he will take the pain to
search for the meaning of words he does not understand. At any rate, the successful
management of problems is obviously strongly interconnected with gratification.

The most important problem Brian solved here, apart from the vocabulary which he
didn’t comment on in the interview, was what he called style — direct speech not being

marked by quotation marks. This problem, too, he could resolve successfully by identifying
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the speakers of each utterance and indicating them next to the utterances. He also marked the
beginning of each new replica by a small vertical line, as can be seen in the appendix. To
implement this adjustment plan into the text, he had to go back and reread the passage, which
might again have contributed to his appreciation of the same.

In some cases, however, problems remained unsolved, i.e. adjustment designs could
not be implemented. Brian tried to find out what “Iézt nékomu do zeli” meant, but he wasn’t
able to, so he decided to just go on reading, relying on his feeling, that for the overall context
of the story the passage wasn’t too important (cf. B125ff.). Such a calm acceptation of
uncertainty was quite rare in Brian’s literary criticism.

The only other such case when Brian seemed to be alright with not understanding was
related to what he called references to Czech culture (cf. B204). This statement was made in
relation to the colloquial designation of cars (Tatra 613, bavorak, vektra, Zil, Cajka) which he
was not able to clearly identify. He did not even try to search for the meaning of these words,
perhaps assuming he would not find them in a dictionary anyway. Here we can see how
closely linguistic problems are interrelated with socio-cultural ones and how much the single
interactants are aware of their presence and of the distinction between these two. Brian
identified his problems on the linguistic level (not understanding the names for the cars) as a
socio-cultural problem (not knowing Czech culture so well). In sequence he did not attempt to
use a merely linguistic management strategy (looking the words up in the dictionary).

In the overall, however, Brian employed the dictionary very frequently sometimes

even looking up words even though he had already identified their meaning from the context:

B: [...] the bundeswehr?

M: =mhm.

B: =I had to look up online to see what it is um

M: =mhm.

B: =and from context it’s pretty clear it’s um something to do with the army or soldiers but
(B164-169)

There were three instances where Brian was obviously noting certain elements and
perhaps evaluating them slightly negatively but not solving them right away. In these cases he
chose to just wait until the text would supply him with explanations or clarifications. The first
of these cases is “Gottwaldov” being the former name of the city Zlin under communist rule
(B108ft.), the second was the time period the text is set in (cf. B79ff.). The third such case
was the character of Liliana. His first noting of this element took place on page 91, where he
formulated for himself the question whether she was a famous skier (see Brian’s copy of the

text). However, he did not comment on this in the interview or evaluate the fact in some way,
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leaving the management process at its first stage. Only at a later point he came to explain

further management steps he had taken to actually identify the character of Liliana:

B: um here when she starts talking about her um her husband was when I first got the idea of
who she was

M: mhm.

B: but it’s also (.) it’s a little bit confusing here because th- until this point the narrator is
always referring to her as Liliana

M: =mhm

B: =and Liliana Drummondova and then she starts referring to her as Ivana and I wasn’t sure
if it was there were two women or what exactly (.) was happening

M: =mhm
B: =in the story so it was a bit confusing here.
M: =yeah.

B: =um (..) but then yeah er I gathered that it’s she’s some millionaire who’s from
Czechoslovakia married to an American um (.)

M: millionaire.

B: =yeah it’s

M: =yeah ((laugh))

B: =it’s pretty obvious who it is [...] (B171-187)

On the corresponding page of his copy of the text (p. 93) he wrote “Ivana Trump?”
into the margin signalising his solution about who the main character of the story was. But
again, as has shown typical for his literary criticism, Brian was not completely satisfied with
an explanation that he had come up with solely on his own and which he had not been able to
verify, as we can see in the final part of the interview: “I have some questions about sort of
the story itself again with th- you know uh (.) with the names of Liliana Drummondova and
uh Trump like why? What was going on with that exactly or have I just completely
misunderstood it” (B256-258).

As the text continues, there were two more cases of gratification I would like to point
out. The first one was Brian realising that he understood a collocation (jednim uchem tam,
druhym ven — in one ear, out the other — B212ff.) thanks to the fact that a similar one exists in
English. He did not feel the need to look the phrase up and was satisfied with his
interpretation. The other case of gratification took place in connection to page 96 of the text
where we can again notice a high density of remarks. Obviously Brian looked up the meaning

of several words. In the interview he commented on this section as follows:

B: [...] more vocabulary here yeah I just (she’s) kind of going on, this was more from I guess a
literary perspective just the way that the narrator’s talking about uh Ivana and um just keeps
pointing out her plastic surgery and () calling her an American instead of Czech. Um and er
yeah this () yeah I think (..) maybe it’s here somewhere where she’s sort of looking at her and
looking at the sor- the guy who looks kind of dirty or

M: =mhm

B: the guy is looking at Ivana and uh (.) so it’s kind of interesting um. [...] (B: 213-219)
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The respondent is at this point reflecting the fact, that he is reading a literary text, and
is describing the passage as interesting therefore showing gratification. Together with the
description of Liliana’s flight from Czechoslovakia mentioned in the beginning of the
interview these might also be the positive elements shaping Brian’s lasting impression of the
text (together with the above mentioned questions he still hasn’t been able to clarify

completely):

B: [...] um yeah I think it was interesting entertaining there were a fe:w sort of descriptive
sections that I liked again sort of her flight from the country

M: =mhm

B: =her story and um (.) when they were waiting in line to get into uh the saint Vita’s
cathedral. And there was this dirty man sort of standing at the (.) you know (.) plastic
American woman |[...] (B258-264)

In the final phase of the interview Brian was also questioned about possible post-
interactional management he might perform, concretely about whether he would like to read

further short stories from the same author or of the same kind. His answer was as follows:

B: Perhaps yeah. They’re actually um (.) I think this was manageable enough for me, (but)
again in the beginning I went pretty slowly but I (.) I could just more read it for just enjoyment
not you know trying to study the language or learn something, I could just read some stories
like this and um (..) not have to you know er stop (look) everything (up) um and still enjoy it.
(B275-279)

Again, he emphasized that he was trying to study the language of the text which made
him read more slowly and carefully. This does not seem to have something to do with the
circumstances of the experiment but rather with his personality and his overall attitude
towards the Czech language and towards reading in general, wanting to know everything and
know it for sure. In his eyes this might be a strategy not keeping him from enjoying it, but

rather enabling him to enjoy the text, as becomes clear in the last cited sentence.
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7 Analysis and further discussion

7.1 Similarities

In this subchapter I would like to highlight some aspects that were similar or the same

in both cases of literary criticism and offer possible explanations of why these similarities

may have occurred.

1)

2)

3)

Both Brian and Kuba reflected the fact they were reading a literary text, which
might be interrelated with the instructions I had given them, telling them they were
going to read a literary text. They actually referred to this fact when trying to
explain something or justify the text in cases of elements that somehow exceeded
their norms or deviated from them. Kuba resolved the question of Liliana’s
identity labelling the fact that her ex-husband built a skyscraper on 5™ Avenue
a hyperbole (cf. K207). Brian also dismissed parts of the text as exaggerations (i.e.
the figure of a hyperbole) (cf. B96) and even emphasized that some of his own
comments on the text were made from a literary perspective (cf. B214).

Both readers managed two main elements determining the design of the plot. The
first one of them is mentioned also in point 1 — Liliana’s identity. Her unusual
wealth was noted by both readers; however Brian’s management of the same was
much more complex and in the end led to an acceptable answer, the identification
of Liliana as Ivana Trump. It is possible however, that Kuba’s less complicated
strategy was in fact the more effective one, since the question did not bother him
any longer after he had put it off as a hyperbole typical for literary texts. Brian
mentioned Liliana’s identity once more in the final stage of the interview,
suggesting it could still represent a small (but unresolved!) problem for him.
Further, both readers pondered upon the time the story took place in and both
eventually came up with an adjustment satisfying each of them. In both cases
management strategies chosen had to do mainly with waiting for the text until it
would supply further information to them before identifying the uncertainty about
the mentioned elements as a problem.

Both readers reflected the graphic structure of the text evaluating negatively the
lack of quotation marks in direct speech and additionally did so in relation to the
same page of the text (Monik, 2004, p. 91). They tackled this problem by rereading
the related sections and Brian additionally marked the speakers in the text, more

consistently implementing his adjustment design. Apparently, this strategy was
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more effective since he did not mention having the same problem again, whereas
Kuba did (cf. K252).

4) Loanwords from the English language that were transcribed within the Czech
phonetic system presented a problem for both readers. However, Brian was able to
profoundly resolve more of them, whereas Kuba mostly just skipped them.

5) Certain passages received extended attention by both readers — especially the
scenes described on page 95 and 96 (Monik, 2004) and these descriptive sections
or the way certain circumstances were described were also positively reflected by
both of them in the final stage of the interview. In connection to these passages the
non-native as well as the native speaker made an increased amount of remarks into
the text and there was a high amount of vocabulary they commented on in the
interview. Brian and Kuba mentioned having trouble with the meaning of some
words or phrases here.

6) Both readers reflected the fact they had to get acquainted with the text and were
reading it more fluently afterwards.

Concerning points 1, 3 and 4 we can say that the reason for why the readers treated
certain aspects of the text similarly can be found in their education. They have both received
instruction at school about stylistic traits typical for literary texts and the usual typographic
organisation of texts, these being supposedly the same in North America and Central Europe.
Normative education thus has a great impact on what readers expect from a literary text and
introduces very specific norms into the interaction altering the management they perform. To
give a concrete example, I suggest that in an ordinary interaction when someone would have
told Kuba about the erection of a skyscraper on 5™ Avenue he would have further questioned
the validity of this information or the details about the person involved respectively.

In the cultural and language contexts the two respondents are connected to it is
claimed typical for literary texts to employ figures such as hyperboles or exaggeration and it
is a common and widely accepted convention to graphically demarcate direct speech in texts.
Both readers are accustomed with Czech and English orthography — and expect Czech words
to be written according to Czech orthographic rules and English according English writing
conventions. That is why the inobservance of these rules by the author of the text was noted
by them. A possible explanation as to why Brian was more successful at determining the
meaning of these loanwords might lie in the fact that he is less firmly integrated into the

Czech spelling system — his mind being therefore more open towards “word games” on this
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aspect — and he has a wider scope of English words to draw from when trying to imagine the
original version of the mentioned loanwords.

Point two refers to information which was crucial for a fundamental understanding of
the text and was at the same time never mentioned explicitly in it. Both readers tackled these
questions and noted elements related to them, which shows that they are central for the plot of
the story. They invite the reader to engage in the text, to manage its language since it is not
just generating pieces of information. It therefore supports language management and we can
speak of foregrounding here. The readers expected the text to be explicit about the time it
takes place in and its characters; however, it did not meet their expectations. Elements hinting
at the desired information were repeatedly noted and then combined so the readers obtained
the information they were looking for.

Point five is a typical example of foregrounding as it has been defined by Mukatovsky
— the literary text contains an increased amount of items that stick out from ordinary language
use making it interesting, perhaps literary. This was exactly the case here: both respondents
had certain troubles with some of the vocabulary. They noted it because it was not part of
their standard and in some way had to manage it to insure it made sense to them. Brian even
mentioned that his comment on this section of the text was made from a literary point of view
(cf. B214) and Kuba characterised it as a nice description of the situation (cf. K210ff.) and as
poetical (cf. K212). Especially the consensus of both readers is a proof to me that here we can
actually speak of one of the main strengths of this literary text, one of the features making it
(among others) literary. It directed the readers’ attention towards its language displaying its
power to foreground certain aspects and trigger management processes.

The sixth and last similarity I have chosen to depict here is the fact that both readers
felt they had to get acquainted with the text. According to them, this led to a decrease in their
notes and comments, i.e. to a lower density of noting and therefore of management processes
overall. As the discussion reached page 64 (Monik, 2004) Kuba said: “[H]ere there won’t be
so many notes anymore [ guess” (“[T]ady uz téch poznamek snad nebude tolik” — K154). In
Brian’s case, a similar statement came up much later, concretely when discussing page 98
(Monik, 2004): “as it goes along there’s less and less” (B245).

In relation to his analysis of JR’s simple literary criticism, Neustupny (2003b, p. 282)
argues that in literary criticism noting takes place not only at the beginning of the interaction
but repeatedly throughout the whole text. According to him, this is the main point on which
literary utterances differ from non-literary ones and it is this fact that guarantees the aesthetic

function of the text:
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[... W]e know that noting deviations (and therefore the entire management process) often takes
place at the very beginning of interactions. [...] Despite the fact that we can observe no
instances of noting on pages 15, 16 and 17 there is a relatively high occurrence of noting on
page 18 and beyond that as well. This fact can probably be associated with the phenomenon of
“foregrounding”: as opposed to non-literary texts many parts of the literary utterance are
foregrounded and some instances of this foregrounding make themselves visible to the reader
at any stage of his reception, not only at its beginning — otherwise the aesthetic function of the
text would not be fulfilled. (own translation)™*

The respondents argued that with getting used to the text there were not so many
things they noted any more. This is true to a certain extent; however there are still — as in JR’s
literary criticism — instances of management after Brian’s and Kuba’s mentioned remarks.
This means that there were elements of the text worth noting even after they had already
gotten acquainted with it, which is a signal that these elements are very likely to be examples
of foregrounding. At this point, readers have adapted to the text, getting to know its norms,
and are thus more sensitive to deviations from it, making their noting of foregrounding more
reliable, i.e. more of their noting will actually be concerned with foregrounded elements and
not with anything that strikes them but might not at all be a deviation from the text’s internal
norm. Neustupny’s claim that foregrounding distinguishes literary texts from ordinary
interactions by ensuring that management processes take place not only at its beginning but

throughout the whole text has hereby been affirmed.

7.2 Differences
As the above listing of similarities between the native speaker’s and the non-native
speaker’s literary criticism has shown, there were also numerous differences in the way they
approached the text. In the following section I will highlight the most important of them, put
forward possible explanations for them and offer conclusions that can be drawn from them.
Kuba’s and Brian’s management of the text differed mainly in the following points:
1) Brian was much less confident about his ability to read the text without any
external aids; therefore his management was more frequently connected with the
use of dictionaries and the Internet. Kuba rather relied on his own judgement and

knowledge than consulting external resources.

3 «[... J]e znamo, Ze povsimnuti odchylek (a tudi? cely managementovy proces) Gasto probiha na

samém zacatku komunikacni udalosti. [...] Ackoli miizeme pozorovat, Ze na stranach 15, 16 a 17 k povSimnuti
nedoslo, relativné vyssi vyskyt povSimnuti se objevuje i po osmnacté stran¢. Tento fakt 1ze pravdépodobné spojit
s jevem ,aktualizace‘: na rozdil od neliterarnich textt je v literarni promluvé mnoho jejich ¢asti ,aktualizovano®
a nékteré z téchto ,aktualizaci‘ se ¢tenafi vnucuji v kterékoliv fazi Cetby, nikoliv je na pocatku — esteticka funkce
Cetby by se jinak ,neuskuteénila‘.” (Neustupny, 2003b, p. 282)
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2) Brian’s management of certain elements of the text was much more concerned
with vocabulary, whereas Kuba’s management was very often concerned with its
content. However, Brian did manage then content as well.

3) Brian mentioned getting acquainted to the text at a much later point than Kuba.

4) Kuba noted certain colloquial words and colloquial phrases concluding from them
that the text would be written in an informal style, e.g. grupa, kazdy pes jina ves
(Monik, 2004, 90). Brian also noted such lexical elements, e.g. cestovky, kazdy
pes jina ves (ibid.), but did not draw any conclusions from them about the overall
style of the text.

5) Kuba made adjustment designs concerning the grammar and spelling of the text
(cf. K54 and K237ff.), and in one case also implemented these (capital V in “k
vanocim” — cf. Kuba’s copy of the text p. 92). Brian did nothing similar and did
not comment on such elements in the interview, either.

6) Kuba’s lasting impression of the text was concerned with the motive of childhood
under communist rule and the remembrance of it, whereas Brian was captured
rather by the character of Liliana and elements he has not fully understood.

Point 1 mainly concerns the expectation the reader has towards a text and towards his
own language proficiency. Both of the respondents knew they were going to read a text
written in Czech, which also shows in their preparation prior to reading it. Kuba’s pre-
interactional management was limited to skimming the text, reading the title and accordingly
trying to adjust to what he might expect from the text. Brian got ready at least two dictionaries
which he also referred to during the reading process. He was more eager to use the Internet
during the reading process. Kuba did admit not knowing the meaning of some words; in no
case did he refer to a dictionary whatsoever. This shows that the native speaker feels sure
about his own abilities and especially his ability to overcome difficulties on his own, not
needing to consult any other sources. This became visible also at the very end of the interview
— Brian still had questions and was concerned he had misinterpreted certain aspects of the
text, while Kuba was ready to start a discussion about what he had identified as the main
motive of the text (the positive view on childhood in any governmental system).

Doubtlessly, all of these differences between the two respondents are also, to a certain
extent, related to the personality of the two respondents. Brian seems to be more anxious
about having accurate and verified information in general but I do think he would be much
more comfortable reading a text in his mother tongue than he was in this case. The fact that

the text was written in a foreign language was certainly also the reason for point 2 — Brian
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was quite occupied by searching for vocabulary he did not understand and therefore he might
have been unable to comment on the content of the text in some instances. For example, Kuba
frequently spoke about things that did not make sense to him from a logical point of view, e.g.
that Americans could hire a tour guide directly from overseas (cf. K42ff), the presence of
a translator and a director speaking English (cf. K68ft.), the episode the narrator remembers
having experienced years ago at the hotel (cf. K144ff.), the simultaneous toilet flushing
Liliana mentions (cf. K230ff.). Brian did not refer to these or similar problems which does not
necessarily mean he understood all the logical aspects of these passages. To further explore
what exactly each of the readers was doing with the language of the text here, I will compare

their commentary on the scene Liliana remembers at the hotel:

K: No (.) pak vlastné i tady ten (...) i tady ten ¢la- ten vodstavec vo tom (.) vo téch
nadstandardnich sluzbach jak, jak mn¢ to taky nebylo jako Uplné jasny, ze vona tam $la
nékomu naproti, a vlastné udélala néco spatné

M: =mhm

K: =jako ze tam za to né&jak platéj jako (..) navic e taky je v tom né&jaky jako Smelina, ale GipIné
jasny mi to jako neni, pro¢ nékomu nemohla jet naproti nebo

M: [jasné, no]

K: [nebo jak] se to s t€éma protisluzbama jako déla. [...] (K144-151)

K: Well (.) then actually this here, too (...) and here this art- this paragraph about that (.) about
those special services when, when it wasn’t completely clear to me, that she went to meet
somebody there, and then actually did something wrong

M: =mhm

K: =like that there they pay for that somehow like (..) and also um also there’s some kind of
racket, but it isn’t really clear to me, why she couldn’t go to meet somebody or

M: [yeah, sure]

K: [or like] how they do that with those counter charges. [...]

B: [...] yeah this phrase here I- I couldn’t figure out what it meant at all um when she was
talking to the uh the porter in the elevator

M: =mhm

B: =um (.) yeah Ze jeho holkam nepolezu do zeli. I (..) yeah I couldn’t figure out what it
means exactly

M: =mhm
B: =but um just sort of from the context of the situation I can you know (.) just continue
(B125-131)

As we can see, both readers stated some difficulties with this passage. Kuba did so
especially in relation to its content and the story’s logic, Brian’s commentary was focussed on
a phrase which he didn’t understand and wasn’t able to clarify for himself. Obviously, both
readers identified a problem here; they did not understand what exactly the narrator was
relating to. The difference lies in the level of the text they identified the problem at — Brian on

the linguistic level and Kuba on the socio-cultural level of the present communication. For
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whatever reason this passage might be so unintelligible, each of the readers searched for it in
a different field. This is connected with what I have mentioned above in relation to how
confident readers feel about understanding the text. Kuba assumed he understood all words
and phrases, i.e. the linguistic factor of the interaction, therefore he figured his inability to
make sense of the account must originate from the socio-cultural factor involved. This led
him to mentioning he didn’t really know “how they do that with those counter charges”. Brian
on the contrary interpreted his problem on the linguistic level. He couldn’t figure out a phrase
but felt comfortable enough about his understanding of the context of the situation.

We can see here how these two components of communication as they were identified
by Neustupny (2003a) interrelate. Interactants are quite well aware of their competence in
each of these fields and perhaps even more conscious about their incompetence in them. If
a problem emerges, they tend to search for its origin in relation to the communication
component which they have for themselves identified as their weakness. We know Brian has
identified the language of the text as his main weakness and therefore also the most obvious
reason for any problems he might encounter. Kuba had to go further to find a reason why he
might have a problem understanding. He therefore identified the milieu in which this scene
takes place (obviously there is a pimp and prostitutes involved) as something strange to him,
making it difficult for him to understand the situation.

We may conclude that when reading a text, non-native speakers will be more likely to
identify problems related to linguistic aspects of the text, since they expect to be incompetent
in this field. This may, to a certain extent, simplify or even falsify their problems in the
observer’s eye because they seem not to experience so many problems related to the content
of the text. The higher amount of content problems Kuba identified thus doesn’t reveal
Brian’s higher competence in this field or his more profound knowledge of specific situations
and contexts. The disproportion merely shows that Brian identified his problems mainly
where he expected them to occur — on the linguistic level. If someone explained the meaning
of the phrase “lézt nékomu do zeli” to him and he still hadn’t understood he might have stated
the same problem has Kuba did.

Points three, four and five are closely interrelated. They are, as a matter of fact, all
linked to Kuba’s closer and firmer integration into the social system of the Czech language.
He disposes over a more profound knowledge about its different registers making it easier for
him to identify them and subsequently to adapt to them. Lexical items which are not part of
the standard language were noted by both readers at the very beginning of the reading process

(e.g. cestovka — cf. B45, grupa — cf. K46) but only Kuba subsequently made conclusions
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about the whole text figuring it would be written in a rather informal style. Therefore, further
informal language was not noted by him anymore. Brian repeatedly had to manage such
elements (e.g. the slang designations of cars — cf. 192ff.) and reflected them. When reading
a text in a foreign language we can therefore expect a reader to adapt to its style more slowly
since he is not able to classify certain elements as quickly and efficiently as native speakers.
He may thus perform more language management because some things still “stick out” to
him, whereas the native speaker is able to judge them in a greater context and therefore
perceive them as normal and expected within the context and the style of the given text.

Brian’s much lesser integration into the social system of the Czech language also
makes him less sensible for deviations from norms which we usually acquire in compulsory
school education such as spelling and grammar. That is why he did not, as Kuba, correct
certain elements of the text or suggest their “correct” version. Further, this is linked to what I
have discussed in relation to point two — I believe Brian would not feel competent enough to
design and implement adjustments in the field of Czech grammar and spelling. Another
possible explanation would be that in English literature, a larger spectrum of variation is
tolerated and therefore such deviations from the standard are not experienced as deviations
from the supposed norm for literary texts. However, we do not have any proof for this here
since Brian seems to not even have noted these aspects of the text and therefore was not
confronted with the question of how to manage them.

Point 6 reflects how very individual reading and literary criticism are. Not only the
single instances of management are influenced by individual preferences, personal
background, education and many other factors, but as is the lasting impression of the text. At
the very end of the interview Kuba reflected the motive of childhood and its value regardless
of time and political system, Brian mentioned Liliana’s identity and the possible connection to
Ivana Trump. In these two statements we can see how both of the respondents were
influenced by the culture they grew up in. The motive Kuba spoke about might be of
importance to him personally, since people in his surroundings e.g. his parents or slightly
older peers have experienced communist system in their childhood. Brian referred to an (at
least partly) “American” motive — Ivana Trump is famous mainly in the USA. Obviously this
story described her from a completely different perspective than the American media, which
could make the story interesting for Brian and might be decisive for the lasting impression it
made on him.

Another interesting point is that Kuba did not come up with the idea that Liliana might

be Ivana Trump (perhaps he does not know her) and neither did Brian address the motive of
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childhood in the communist period in the course of the interview. It is also important that
everything the respondents mentioned in the final stage of the interview was managed by
them when they had been reading the text, making it logical to suggest that only elements
which have at least been noted will shape the lasting impression of the text. Looking at their
final statements we can, however, see that the facts mentioned were not just noted but also

evaluated:

K: Mozna tieba to to ze dé- détstvi détstvi nezalezi v jakym rezimu je nebo néco takovyho
jako tfeba to by se dalo né&jak rozvadét ale spis jde vo to, jak to je hezky napsat. No. Tak.
(K301-302)

K: Perhaps maybe that that ch- childhood childhood doesn’t depend on which political system
there is or something like that like perhaps this could be conveyed in some way but more than
that it’s about how to write things nicely. Yeah. Like that.

B: well I mean I think I- I enjoyed reading it, [ was curious whether it’s uh a true story um or
it’s just an (allocation). Yeah I- I have some questions about sort of the story itself again with
th- you know uh (.) with the names of Liliana Drummondova and uh Trump like why? What
was going on with that exactly or have I just completely misunderstood it um. But um yeah I
think it was interesting entertaining there were a fe:w sort of descriptive sections that I liked
again sort of her flight from the country

M: =mhm

B: =her story and um (.) when they were waiting in line to get into uh the saint Vita’s
cathedral. And there was this dirty man sort of standing at the (.) you know (.) plastic
American woman, so. (B255-264)

Kuba evaluated positively the motive mentioned above (the value of childhood) and
the way the story is written. Thus in both cases, gratification had taken place. Brian evaluated
positively the two sections of the text and in addition articulated his negative evaluation of
lack of clarity concerning the main character. This experiment has shown, therefore, that only
problems or instances of gratification are likely to be stored in the long-term memory of the
reader. A shift from studying the value of noting in second-language acquisition (cf. Cross,
2002) to the study of evaluation in this context might therefore be an efficient contribution to

the field.

7.3 Summary
In relation to the analyses put forward above the results of the research can now be
compared to the hypotheses I have defined prior to carrying it out.
1) Brian did spend more time reading the text; he read it about three times longer than
Kuba did. However, it is not clear whether his management was actually more
extensive. The interview itself lasted about the same time in the case of both

respondents which indicates that Kuba had just as much to say as Brian. The only
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2)

3)

4)

5)

thing Brian chose not to mention repeatedly was vocabulary. Regarding the lexical
inventory of the text the non-native speaker’s management was doubtlessly more
extensive than the native speaker’s.

Against my expectations, Kuba did have troubles with some lexical items. In most
cases, he chose not to solve these, however. Gratification took place in several
instances, as I have pointed out above.

Brian noted far more lexical elements and especially evaluated them as problems
(since he did not know them) which he was able to resolve successfully in most
cases. However, there were also numerous cases of gratification and we cannot
speak of a polarity of Kuba evaluating lexical elements mainly positively and
Brian negatively. Both of the readers showed gratification towards the vocabulary
of the text in some cases and identified the lexicon and as motives as the source of
problems in others.

Both of the respondents managed motives of the text and both of them identified
them as problems in some cases. It is true, however, that for Brian certain motives
seemed to present more severe and lasting problems. On the one hand this might
have been caused by individual differences between the readers (Brian being more
concerned with accuracy and certitude), but on the other hand we have seen that
the expectation a reader has towards the text is decisive also on this point. The
non-native speaker expected to have more problems and was therefore unsure
about his ability to solve them on his own which is why he also identified some
motives as lasting problems (e.g. Liliana’s identity) whereas Kuba was confident
enough not to let them bother him any longer. It is also important to mention here,
that in sections of the text that were difficult for both readers, it was the native
speaker who rather reflected motives and content while the non-native speaker
searched for the origin of problems he had identified rather on the lexical level.
Thus this hypothesis could not be confirmed.

Positive and negative evaluations were distributed evenly in Kuba’s literary
criticism, the hypothesis about a dominance of gratification in his case could
therefore not be proven. Subsequently he did not focus more on the positive
aspects during the process follow-up interview. However, it is significant that none
of his problems were so severe he would have projected them into his overall
impression of the text put forward in the final phase of the interview. There, he

focussed on what had been evaluated positively for him as JR did in the case of
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Neustupny’s research (2003b) and opposed to Brian, who in this phase also
returned to problems he had experienced.

6) Kuba’s simple literary criticism was more strongly intertwined with his knowledge
about Czech culture and his firm integration into the social system of this language
as I have depicted above.

Concerning foregrounding as a special concept involved here, I would like to add that
on this point the literary criticism of the native and the non-native speaker differed to a certain
degree. The native speaker’s management was in most cases concerned with what I have
earlier defined as foregrounding. Doubtlessly the non-native speaker as well, has encountered
this trait of the text and managed it accordingly, even though much of his management was
dedicated to vocabulary he was not familiar with. As the follow-up interviews have shown,
however, vocabulary is not the most important fact for the reader’s awareness while reading
the text. It seems to just be a by-product, being mentioned occasionally but not actually
eclipsing other management of the text.

Referring back to the recent research conducted by Kadir, Maasum, and Vengedasamy
(2012) we can now say that language proficiency should not be the ultimate condition for the
access to literary texts and their “correct” reception. Neither should any of the stages of the
management process taking place during literary criticism be subject to judgement in terms of
the categories correct and incorrect. What low proficiency readers “do” with a text — i.e. how
they manage it — should not be labelled as digressive, but appreciated as an interesting source
providing insight into a reading process which is less affected by different organisational
structures. We have seen that Brian did bring numerous impulses into the text and managed
various aspects of it very differently from Kuba. However, this does not make one of the
literary criticisms examined here more valuable or more correct than the other.

In connection to several sections of the text, unfamiliar vocabulary and the successful
management of the same was very closely intertwined with gratification in relation to
foregrounding. Understandably, Brian showed more instances of having troubles with the
lexicon of the text. However, there was a high correlation between sections identified as
foregrounded and at the same time obtaining problems in both respondents’ cases. All this
supports the idea that non-native speakers are able to appreciate certain features of the text in
spite of their lower language proficiency. I therefore strongly disagree with one of the

conclusions drawn by Kadir, Maasum, and Vengedasamy (2012):

In terms of proficiency, high proficient ESL learners identified more correctly the literary
devices in the story while low proficient ones chose ordinary words or phrases which they

71



might find difficult. Perhaps in the context of the study, the act of choosing difficult
vocabulary over literary devices may indicate low proficient learners’ level of linguistic and
literary competence which has yet to reach certain “permissible” level for responding to
literary texts. (ibid. p. 1691)

By introducing a certain level of language proficiency necessary to “correctly”
manage texts, only selection and the enforcement of highly organised structures can be
achieved. My research has shown that the loosening of such structures is highly valuable.
Brian was more open to some aspects of the text and was therefore able to manage them in a
more creative way than Kuba. As an example, I would like to mention the Czech transcribed
English words appearing throughout Monik’s text. The research has also shown that
management performed by the readers differed mainly in their attitude and expectations. The
non-native speaker was not as confident about relying solely on his own judgement but was
also more eager on actually learning from the text. This makes his reading valuable in two
aspects — he could enjoy the text and at the same time acquire new vocabulary and train his
foreign language skills.

Studying literary criticism performed by non-native speakers (and comparing it to that
of a native-speaker) can thus considerably broaden the spectrum of possible ways to read
atext and is extremely fruitful. Reading literary texts is also precious for the non-native
speakers themselves, as the management performed contributes to their acquisition of the

foreign language.
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Conclusion

In my thesis I have shown how Language Management Theory can considerably be
enhanced by adding literary utterances and the interaction with them to its field of study. At
the same time this theory has proven to be an effective tool in examining how the reception of
literary texts actually works. The technique of the follow-up interview was adjusted in such
a way that it could be applied to the analysis of the reading processes enabling the researcher
to reveal management processes performed by the readers.

Apart from these aspects I have also made an effort to integrate the concept of
foregrounding into Language Management Theory and correlate certain features of both
theoretical constructs. I hope that also these outputs of my study will show useful in further
studies or become the subject of future discussions.

Concerning the practical part of my thesis I have shown how reading can actually be
reviewed in terms of Language Management Theory. Follow-up interviews were employed in
order to get a better idea of what readers actually do when they approach a literary text. The
main focus was the difference between a native speaker and a non-native speaker reading the
text in question. I am very well aware of the fact that my sample was too small to be
representative, but I do believe some interesting facts could be pointed out and generalised to
a certain degree. One important outcome was the evidence that the literary criticism
performed by a non-native speaker was a fully acceptable and very complex case of language
management. Thus it can be considered just as precious as literary criticism performed by a
native speaker.

Many questions remain, of course. Possible criticism could be addressed at the fact
that the respondents were reading the text as part of an experiment and were very well aware
of this fact. However, my contribution to the thematic field was merely a first attempt and it is
intended and desirable that it may among others stimulate further discussion and inspire more
research. Nonetheless, I believe that this study has brought us closer to finding out what
literature might be in the eyes of a reader, what it does to us and foremost what exactly we do

with it.
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Transcription conventions
? rising intonation
falling intonation
, continuing intonation

lengthening of the previous syllable

() a very short, still audible pause
(..) a longer pause
(... a long pause

- a cut-off of the preceding word or syllable

(but) items enclosed within single parentheses are in doubt

() no words could be distinguished in the talk enclosed within single
parentheses

((cough)) in double parentheses there is a comment by the transcriber

out italics indicate emphasis

[] the onset and the ending of simultaneous talk of two speakers (over-lap)

= subsequent utterance follows without an audible pause (latching on)
[...] the utterance continues but this part is omitted in the presented extract

from the transcript

Appendix
1) Questionnaire — Kuba
2) Questionnaire — Brian
3) Interview transcript — Kuba®
4) Interview transcript — Brian®®

5) Text read by Kuba
6) Text read by Brian

35 M means the researcher, K Kuba.
3 M means the researcher, B Brian.
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Questionnaire — Kuba

1. Kdy a kde ses narodil, kde jsi doposud Zil?
Narozen v fijnu 1986 v Praze, kde také cely zivot ziju.
2. Jaké mas vzdélani, jaka studia jsi ukoncil a kde?
Vysokoskolské — obor VSeobecné 1ékatstvi na UK ukonceny v roce 2012.
3. [omitted]
4. Ctes si nékdy jen tak pro radost/ve svém volném ¢ase? Pokud ano, jaké
texty ¢te§? Ve kterém jazyce Ctes tyto texty?

Snazim se Cist hodné — beletrii, psychoterapeutické publikace, 1ékatské ucebnice,
naucnou literaturu (populdrné-filosofické, etnografické, knihy o krajiné atd.). Vyhradné v
cesting.

5. Zajimas se o literaturu?

Snazim se zajimat, sleduji nové vydané knihy v ¢estiné.

6. ,,Studoval“ jsi nékdy literaturu, napr. ve formé kurzu na univerzité
nebo jiné instituci? Byla to ¢eska (nebo jina) literatura?

Naposledy jsem literaturu oficialné studoval na gymnaziu.

7. Jaké jazyky pouzivas§ v kazdodennim Zivoté? Které méné ¢asto; které
castéji?

Kazdodenn¢ pouze Cestinu, vyjimecné angli¢tinu, némecky na té nejbazalnéjsi trovni.

1) When and where were you born, where have you lived up to now?
I was born in October 1986 in Prague, where I have also lived throughout my entire
life.
2) What is your education, which study programmes have you absolved
and where?
Education at university level — general medicine at Charles University, graduated in
2012.
3) [omitted]
4) Do you read just for pleasure/in your free time? If yes, which kind of
texts? Which language do you usually read these texts in?
I try to read a lot — fiction, psychotherapeutic literature, medical textbooks and non-
fiction books (popular philosophy, ethnography, books on landscape etc.) Only in Czech.
5) Are you interested in literature?
I try to be interested; I pursue new books published in Czech.
6) Have you ever “studied” literature in terms of a course at university or
another institution? Was that English or Czech (or other) literature?
The last time I officially studied literature was at secondary school.
7) Which languages do you use in everyday life? Which more, which less?
I use Czech on a daily basis, English exceptionally and German at its most basic level.



Questionnaire — Brian

1) When and where were you born, where have you lived up to now?

I was born in Cheyenne, Wyoming, United States of America, where I lived for nearly
19 years before moving to California for university. For my third year of study I decided to go
abroad, which was when I first came to Prague. I ended up staying in Prague for three years
and finishing my Bachelor's degree there. Upon finishing, I returned to the US for about two
years, during which I lived in Portland, Oregon. In September 2010, I went back to Prague for
work, and have remained there since.

2) What is your education, which study programmes have you absolved
and where?

I have a Bachelor's of Humanities and Social Sciences, which I began at Sonoma State
University in Rohnert Park, California, and finished at Anglo-American University in Prague.

3) Wen and how did you start learning Czech?

When I first arrived in Prague in fall 2005 as a study abroad student, I had a two-week
introductory course at Charles University, and then continued with regular language courses
there for three semesters.

4) Do you read just for pleasure/in your free time? If yes, which kind of
texts? Which language do you usually read these texts in?

Not a lot. I read novels in English occasionally and read newspapers and magazines in
both English and Czech fairly regularly.

5) Are you interested in literature?

Yes.

6) Have you ever “studied” literature in terms of a course at university or
another institution? Was that English or Czech (or other) literature?

Yes, I took many literature courses at University and my Bachelor's thesis was focused
on literature as well. I studied literature from all over the world, but the texts and instruction
were always in English.

7) Which languages do you use in everyday life? Which more, which less?

English, Czech, and on rare occasions German. My work is teaching English, and all
my lessons are conducted completely in English, but with colleagues at the school I usually
speak Czech. At home I speak Czech with two of my flatmates, and English with the third.
With friends it depends on the situation. My girlfriend is German and we speak primarily in
English, but I have been slowly learning German as well.
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Interview with Kuba

M: Tak, em, toto bude interview s Kubou. Takze nejdiiv bych se ch- t¢ chtéla zeptat, ¢ jaky
mas z toho obecny dojem, nebo jak se ti to libilo nebo nelibilo?

K: Tak libilo se mi to asi tak pramérné, spi§ spiSe ¢im jsem to Cet dyl, tim mé to jako vic
bavilo. Ze zacatku mé to hlavné nebavilo.

M: mhm.

K: Musel jsem se do toho jako zacist.

M: mhm.

K: Zacatek mné trval nejdyl.

M: (..) Aha, dobfe. Tak a co jsi védél vlastné predtim, nez jsi vliibec zacal Cist, tak em co jsi
délal predtim, co jsi védé€l o tom textu nebo co sis tak myslel, nebo odhadnul?

K: Tak nevé- neveédél dél jsem nic a ja nevim, jestli jsem néco odhadoval. No na ten nazev =
to jsem () ja jsem fek, prvni jsem vid€l nazev, tak jsem si myslel (.) ze to bude vo néjaky
stary pani jako. KdyZ jsem vid¢€l to navstéva stary damy, tak mi to evokovalo spi§ néjaky
takovy tak (..)

M: [mhm]

K: [a] kdyz jsem to zacal Cist, tak jsem vidéla Jevany a néjakou () tak jsem si piedstavil
néjakou starou pani a n&jakou vilu velkou v Jevanech

M: = mhm

K: =Tak né&jak takhle jsem to, jsem si myslel, Ze to bude néjakej takovej, ze to bude o néjaky
pani (.) zdmozny, protoze v Jevanech to je takovy, Ze (..) jako z dobry spole¢nosti, v n¢jakym
dichodovym véku tieba jsem si [myslel].

M: [mhm] (..) A em o tom vyzkumu, tak jak moc jsi to tam zapojoval? Jakoby co jsi uz véd¢l
dopiedu

K: [jo]

M: [Ze jako] pijde o Cteni nebo [nebo]

K: [jo] (..) No, asi (...) asi kdybych si to Cet jen tak, (.) tak bych asi jako vic jako skakal=nebo
ne skékal v tom textu, ale Ze bych asi to et rychlejc, no.

M: =mhm. A em jak dlouho jsi to pi- ptiblizné Cetl, ja si myslim, Ze ted’ tak

K: =ptl hodiny [urcité]

M: pil hodiny, [tfi ¢tvrté hodiny].

K:[tfi ctvrté hodiny] no.

M: = mhm, dobfte.

K: =jsem byl unavenej z prace, ((laugh)) [tak] jsem se musel soustfedit a dolé¢haly ke mné&
hlasy z okoli, tak to () jsem se musel soustiedit.

M: [jo] mhm, jasné. (.) tak
jo, tak € ja bych rada tfeba prosla jakoby ty jednotlivy véci, co sis tam poznamenal
K:=jo

M: =jestli na to mizeme vidéet oba, takze () jo dobfe, tak zacnem tady.

K: =Tak kdyz jsem to tak cet, tak jsem se tak zorientovaval — tady prvni (.) mé tady zarazilo
tteba, jo bude to uplné takovej pelmel téch poznamek

M: jojo.

K: takze provazela ty lidi, a to tfeba dostane fakt rovnou z Ameriky, tak mé zaujalo to, ze
jestli jako priivodci (.) jak mizou priivodei v Cechach dostavat rovnou jako maily z Ameriky
(.) Kdo si fekne z Ameriky vo pritvodce takhle pfimo vo tom, to mé¢ jenom tak zarazilo, Ze

M: =mhm

K: =nevédél, pak tady to tu gruppu, tak jsem si fikal, no tak to uz to, Ze to asi bude takovym
hovorovym jako jazykem (.)

M: =mhm

K: =no (.) kazdy pes taky. tak (.) No ten Staromak, tak jsem si fikal je to takovej jako
neformalni text
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M: mhm.

K: Tady to to (.) rudy ndmésti to mi pfislo (..) to mi pfiSlo vtipny

M: ((laugh))

K: =jo (.) no pak tady u raka, tak to asi to bylo psany v dobé kdy nebylo, kdy se ne- kdy to
Slo psat malym, ale tak na mé, ze by tam m¢lo byt velky r.

M: =mhm

K: no (.) pak tady ty- ty Svéradice s tim Trumanem, to (.) to mé jako zaujalo, (..) to jsem i
jedinkrat vyuzil tu moznost, Ze viibec m¢ by to ani nenapadlo pfitom se koukat na internet, ale
kdyzs mi to jakoby rekla, ze se mizu podivat na internet

M: =mhm

K: =tak (.) tak proto mé to asi napadlo, tak jsem si fek, ze to bych se podival, jestli je to
pravda, protoze to je takova jako zajimava informace, pokud to tak bylo. A zadal jsem do
googlu Svéradice zvon a Truman, a nic nevypadlo, nebo jsem nic nenasel, takze jsem to hned
vzdal, ale

M: =mhm
K: =ale je to tfeba véc, kterou (.) bych si tieba dohledal.
M:=jo,jo.

K: no (.) tady (..) tady jsem tomu upln¢ nerozumél, tady jsem se na tom n¢jak zasek, jako ona
tady mluvi (..) vo tlumocnikovi a potom, Ze maj sekéniho feditele, kterej je vyclenén
k podavani informaci, umi plynné anglicky, ale vlastni tlumoc¢nik se vzdycky hodi, tak jako,
j4 mam pocit, Ze (.) feditel a tlumocnik je prosté Gplné€ jina role, moc jsem to jako nechapal
proc

M: =mhm

K: =moc mé to jakoby nedéavalo smysl nebo (.) prosté tlumoc¢nik je tlumoc¢nik a feditel je
feditel a ze n¢kde maj feditele, tak to pfece mé nevysvétluje to, Zze by tam nemél bejt
tlumocnik,

M: =mhm
K:=1 kdyz teda feditel umi mluvit plynné anglicky [tak]
M: [mhm]

K: tak jako (), ale zase bych se, zase kdybych to necet jako s timhlestim zamérem, tak bych si
to asi preskocil [a]

M: [jasn¢]

K: =nefesil bych to. No, tady jsem to cet, tady zase, tydlen ty vo tom konopisti, s tim
Drakulou a tak, tak (jsem si) fikal, Ze je to takovy (), jsem si fikal, tak to bude vo takovym
téch interkulturnich, jako vo téch ptredsudcich a vo tom co se tak fika. (.) tak to mé jen tak
jako bliklo hlavou, vo ¢em jako, s jakym zdmérem, to tieba ten n¢kdo psal nebo psala. No (..)
Tady kdyz se vobjevilo zase to dalsi jméno, tak (.) () coz vlastné ta hlavni postava nebo ta- ta
druha hlavni, [to]

M: [mhm]

K: =jsem jesté v tu chvili nevédel, tak uz jsem si fikal, ze tam () se zase n¢jak moc jako jmen,
ze to je furt takovy, to furt jako skace a zase nékdo dalsi: a jako ja mam radsi, kdyz se to drzi
néjakyho tématu, nez Ze je to takovy jako volny no (.)

M: =mhm

K: =tady zase je Jack tak to uz byla zase zase, tady, jak se tfeba mluvi tak, zase mé tady trklo,
ze jako vlastné nepouziva v téch ptimejch feCech uvozovky (.) uz bych se tady s- trosku jsem
se musel soustiedit na to abych si (.) zrekonstruoval kdo jako mluvi.

M: =mhm

K: =Ze je to jako (..) Ze ¢lovek precte celej vodstavec a pak uz na konec zapomene vlastné kdo
mluvil, a tady no, tak, tak, jsem si fikal, na to ze se pise bez téch uvozovek, tak ¢loveék se musi
jako vice na to soustiedit.

M: =mhm
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K: =no Gottwaldov to pouziva to stary to (.) no a tady uz, tady jak to pfeskocilo vlastné
jakoby na ten samotnej piib&éh nebo (.) tak (..) tak jsem si fikal, Ze to takhle bude skakat az do
konce a tro§ku mé to votravovalo.

M: =mhm

K: =tak nakonec jsem byl rad, ze tady se to uz jako chytlo. A vlastné uz to byl jako jeden d¢j
az do konce, ale zase jsem byl jako z toho () zase bude néco jinyho s Jackem. Nedovédél
jsem se moc vo Jackovi

M: =mhm

K: =a uz zase je to u ty kamaradky, pfiSlo mi to takovy to (..) no (.) no tady jsem si akorat
tikal, jestli (...) ze to (.) ze (..) no tady s t€éma autobusama jak tam parkujou, ze jako pak jsem
to vlastné pochopil, Ze vona pfijela jako svym autobusem asi, jako se svejma jako, Ze- ze
né&jaky bodyguardi,

M: [mhm]

K: [a pak] ze pfijela, jako Ze tam byla spousta né&jakych jejich jako [sluzebnictva]

M: [jo], ta Lilane, ze pfijela

K: =jo, jo. [no, no]

M: [jo, jo, jo] to jsem taky tak [pochopila]

K: [tak mi to pfislo] takovy jako divny jako

M: =mhm

K: =jako kdyz nékdo ptijde ze i bohatsi jako piijel boha¢ vlastné velkym jako autobusem

M: =mhm

K: ze to neni upln¢ zvykly. No (.) tak tady zase Ze jsou takovy ty asociaéni jako skoky, ze
prosté stoji teda, ¢ekd tam na tu Liliane zase si vzpomene co tam v tom hotelu zazila n¢kdy
jindy

M: =mhm

K: takovy hodné¢ jako m¢ to pfislo neuspotfadany ten text [no]

M: [a] co m4s$ tady to rozumim, ale

K: jo ta uzance jakoze neznam to slo-, jako Ze vim, ze je to od néjakyho uzu nebo Ze to

M: =mhm

K: =chapu to slovo, ale neznam ho

M: =mhm

K: =uzance Ze to je takovy jestli to je hovorovy nebo jaky to je slovo

M: =mhm

K: =nev- nesetkal jsem se s nim asi. no. Pak tady tu libru, reklamovat Shylockovu- nebo ja

nevim jako se to Cte

M: =mhm

K: nevim, co to je. Ale zase si myslim, ze to neni podstatny tak

M: Tak jsi s tim nic nedélal jako ze nevyhledal sis to nebo tak [néjak]

K: [ne] protoze to je vo n¢jakym tom lokajovi tam [jo, to]

M: [no jasné]

K: =ale, ale Ze prosté¢ to viibec jako nevim.

M: =mhm

K: No (.) pak vlastn¢ i tady ten (...) i tady ten Cla- ten vodstavec vo tom (.) vo téch
nadstandardnich sluzbach jak, jak mné to taky nebylo jako uplné jasny, Ze vona tam S§la
n¢komu naproti, a vlastné udélala néco spatne

M: =mhm

K: =jako ze tam za to né&jak platéj jako (..) navic e taky je v tom né&jaky jako Smelina, ale
uplné jasny mi to jako neni, pro¢ nékomu nemohla jet naproti nebo

M: [jasné, no]

K: [nebo jak] se to s téma protisluzbama jako déla. Jo tady je vlastné tim ten autobus, ze mi to
tady teprv jako doslo
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M: =mhm

K: jo tady uz téch poznamek snad nebude tolik. Jo tvrdej akcent to jsem jenom se na tom
zasek, Ze jsem piemejslel jak Ze je vlastné kdyz anglic- anglictina je asi mek¢i nez CeStina tak
protoze- proto ma ten tvrdej akcent v ty angli¢ting, no. (...) Tady jsem si fikal, jestli tam jesté
n¢kdy bude ten Jack nebo jestli uz to jako pojede furt dal, jestli se to jako vrati [n¢jak]

M: [mhm]

K: nebo ne. no, pak tady ta informace, Zze zbourany hradby v Budapesti a ve Vidni, to jsem
taky nevédél, ze by se bou- jako Ze se bouraly hradby. Jestli to tak je, tak to se mi taky pfislo
jako novy. (...) Tady mé to - to jsem pfemyslel, jestli je to dvacet let po revoluci takze asi
v roce dva tisice plus minus

M: =mhm

K: ta cena, tak jsem se jenom tak u toho zasek, no (.) pak péticipa hvézda na hrobé Bedficha
Smetany taky nevim no (..) tady se mi (.) jo tady (.) no potom jak vona na jednu stranu je
strasnd jako by kapitalistka nebo t- ta Lilian a na druhou stranu jako ji pfijde hrozny, ze
Rolling stones hrali na, na Strahové. tak to je taky takovy jako ten kontrast, Ze je takova
kapitalistka a zaroven takova nostalgicka vic¢i tomu socialismu. (..) tady jsem si fikal, Ze uz je
to dobry, jak to jezdi tou Prahou, jak jsou tam ty mista, ktery clovék znd, muze si to jako
spojovat v ty mapé€ co ma v hlave, tak jsem si fikal, Ze to je takovy zabavny takhle si to jako
projizdét geograficky, Ze to ma takovou najednou strukturu, to se mi libilo.

M: =mhm

K: (...) no (.) tady je to n&jaky ty jidla, rahat neznam. (..) hagiografii, no, taky vlastné¢ nevim,
co to slovo znamen4, jako zndm ho, ale vlastné nevim co znamena.

M: =mhm

K: To bych se podival asi. No. Détstvi vam nezkazi ani blby rezim, to mi ptijde takova dobra
jako véta.

M: [mhm]

K: [Kde] je to takovy koncentrovany, a takovy jako dobfe by se to dalo vytrhnout, je to
takova nosna. (.) no.

M: A tady mas zase ten rok néjak?

K:jo (...)jo (.) Ze jsem vidél Havla, Ze jsem si fikal vlastné, kde bydli Havel, takze ze Havel
zZe jsem si vzpomnél, ze asi skoncil v roce dva tisice tfi, coz [se]

M: [mhm]

K: da spocitat jednoduse vlastné ted’ () Klaus skon¢il, tak skoncil, tak jsem ptfemejslel furt
jako kdy se to vlastné vodehrava, ze to je kolem toho roku dva tisice asi kdyz tam jesté ten
Havel jakoby ufadoval, no.

M: =mhm

K: =potom tady fronta je okluzni, tak zase jako rozumim tomu slovu, zndm ho, ale takovy
nezvykly spojeni jako okluzni fronta, nebo vlastné to je fronta okluzni, mozna to je z n&jaky
meteorologie nebo prosté

M: =nevim ((laugh))

K: =vim Ze okluzem, kdyz se to zablokovany () za- je to zasekly, ale to (..) no, Ze tam koukal
né¢jakej ten chuddk do toho svatého vita, Ze je z jizni Moravy, jestli na ni koukal, protoZe vona
je taky z jizni moravy ze? no. (.) Svaty Vjaceslav Zajcev (.) taky nevim, jestli to je ten svatej
Viéclav () nebo knize Vaclav nebo jestli je to néjakej tplné jinej, nerozumim tomu.

M: mhm

(-..)

K: No a pak tady jsem si fikal, Ze ten manzel nebo bejvalej manzel () soucasnej ty ty Liliane
si postavil mrakodrap na paty avenue tak si ne- jako neumim pfedstavit jako bohatej musi
bejt, protoze na paty avenue to mi prijde jak scifi [jako]

M: [jo]

K: postavit mrakodrap na paty avenue
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M: ((laughter))

K: skoro jako ((laughter))

M: neuvéftitelny [no]

K: [no] takze takze bud’ je to néjaka jako jako literarni nadsazka takovy jako nebo je prosté
hodné bohatej, no [jsem si fikal]

M: [mhm]

K: No tady je to takovy néjaky rymovany najednou nebo takovy zvl- takovy jako opys se
sklani, tomu taky moc nerozumim (.) no (..) Manestiv most, vody je dost (...) to je to takovy
to, to je takovy jako néjaky rozvolnéni takovy jako (..) takovy jak basnicky nebo néjak jako,
jak bych to tek? (.) no (.) no ze vykvéta naivitou to mi pfijde takovy docela dobry tady ten
popis toho jako vlastné jeji- (..) Ze je takova (...) no (.) () takova asi ta hloupost je takova jako
omlazujici nebo (.) no

M: mhm

K: =eku- ekumenickej kostel asi nevim co to je ekumenickej kostel

M: =mhm

K:=taky.

M: Dobre.

K: no

M: =Tady ta stranka je n¢jaka [prazdé;si]

K: [Tady uz jsem] tady uz asi tady uz tady uz jsem jel po tom textu, tady jsou v ty kavarn¢ uz
nebo v néjaky ty restauraci, to mi tak, to tak jako vodsejpalo hezky nebo uz si ¢lovek tak
zvykne na to ze tam nejsou i ty uvozovky. A mam pocit ze uz taky jak si ¢lovek () a jsou tam
furt ty postavy stejny tak najednou ¢lovék nemusi furt- takze tady se mi to jako Cetlo dobre (.)
tady se mi to faky Cetlo dobfe, tady jsem se zastavil, jestli Ze ze neznam etiketu a jestli
opravdu jako ty ty bohat$i nechavaj vochutnavat n¢jaky ty ¢iSniky

M: ((laugh))

K: tak to je taky pro mé nova informace. Tady jsem nepochopil akorat, pro¢ ekologové vidéj
problém v tom Ze vSichni splachujou najednou. Nevim jako co je na tom [neekologickyho]

M: [taky nevim] mhm ((laugh))

K: Jako ja bych v tom vidél problém né&jakej technickej, ze se to néjak zablokuje, ale vody
vypottebuje, jestli ptijdou ted’ na zadchod nebo za ptl hodiny () nevim, nevim, jakej je v tom
rozdil.

M:=no.

K: =no tady je (..) opravdu mily chlapec tika Lian, kdyz Tonik odejde. J4 bych tam psal
odesel, mé to trklo jako Ze (jestli) tam jako ten pfitom- nebo budouci

M: mhm

K: =jenom

M: no

K: (..) (moznd) se to tak jako piSe nebo asi ja nefikam Ze je to jako Spatné, ale trklo mé to ze
to neni jako zvykly.

M: mhm

()

K: tak tady je (..) no tady zase taky nechapu pro¢ by mélo méli ty malifi nebo koupé téch
vobrazil vod téch tfi malifd, (jak) ten jeji vtip, kterej ani ta Lilian vlastné ne- nepochopi

M: =mhm

K: =pro¢ by mélo zabranit splachovani v milionech americkych domécnosti. (.) Ona se tomu
taky nejisté uchichtne, ona tomu asi taky nerozumi, ja jsem tomu taky neporozumél.

M: mhm. tady néco chybi?

K: No ty uvozovky zase

M: =jo
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K: =Ze je to zase takovy jako (..) no takze to tajduv. Tajdiv jsem piemyslel jako jak co to je.
(..) Ne- jako nedokazal jsem (.) to jako Cesky pfepsany americky slovo vlastné co to jako
znamen- jako jsem si to pfedstavoval (jak se to piSe) tide nevim prosté co to je za slovo
nedokézal jsem to z toho (..) asi ho nezndm ani.

M: =mhm.

K: No, tady uz jak se to chylilo ke konci, tak uz jsem si fikal, jak mu ze mu dala néjakou tu
sloZenou ten sloZenej peniz tak tak tak jsem si fikal tak to by uz mohla bejt néjaka ta pointa ze
se to tam vlastné¢ neprozradi hned. Tak tak samotnyho mé to za- za- (jako) zaCalo zajimat
kolik mu dala, tak jsem si fek, ze by to n¢jak ta k mohlo skoncit coz tak néjak bylo. no (..) No
pak vlastné Ze jo ta (.) ten konec kdy (..) to vlastné skon¢i tim, (asi) tim Ze mu jako dala hodn¢
nebo malo to se ¢lovék mize dohadovat (.) protoze Ze jo pro ni jde o cenu ty Eskima ten
Gottwaldov ne ty vysoky penize v ty Americe a- jo a pak akorat tadle ta, ja nevim jestli z toho
néco jako vyvozovat nebo jestli je to néjaky jenom to Ze ona to stard mysli jenom jako ze
stard kamaradka von to mysli jako Ze stara jako néjaky absolutni (.) jako Ze je prosté stara no
M: =mhm

K: Ze by stafe nevypadala tak (to je n¢jak tak) ze vlastné jsem to nejdiiv jako precet rychle a
tfikal jsem si pro¢€ jako se fikd, Ze stafe nevypadala vlastné mé to jako jsem to né&jak jako
nechyt,

M: =mhm

K: =pak jsem se vratil k tomu ze ona vlastn¢ mysli jako stard kamaradka a von mysli jak stara
(viibec asi)

M: =mhm

K: no. tak tak

M: Dobte. Muzu si t€ (.) jako ja ti d€kuji mockrat, to bylo skvélé. Ja myslim Ze to bylo lepsi
nez jsem vubec cekala Ze to tak jako dopadne Ze opravdu tam toho bylo vidét hodné co jsi
vlastné s tim textem délal. A mas k tomu jesté néjakou zavérecnou poznamku?

K: Zavérecnou poznamku? [j& nevim]

M: [jakési shrnuti]

K: jo.

M: Co si myslis jako ted’ka jak jsi o tom jesté jednou mluvil?

K: Ja mam jako (..) j& mam tfeba rad takovy jako povidky nebo né&jaky kratsi takovy texty
ktery (...) jako jako Ze nemusej bejt primarné vo néfem ze staci ze ta situace je hezky
popsana a- a ze ¢lovek nemusi z toho vymejslet néjakej zavér velkej ale Ze si fekne to je jako
piesny

M: =mhm

K: = takovy ze to prosté sedi a je to takovy jako Ze to Clovek obrazové vidi, Ze prosté si to
projde a tfekne si todleto je tak napsany Ze tak bych to nenapsal, ale popis- popisuje to tu
situaci vérné. Tak mam pocit tak si to jako zatazuju do takovydle kategorie jako néceho co
nema néjakej ze bych v tom nehledal néjaky obrovsky jako by to ne- neanalyzoval prosté
néjak extra, ale jenom ta predstava toho jak si prosté ta po téch dvaceti letech projdu tu Prahu
a ted’ je vidét jako kde to narazi nebo jako Ze vlastné to mi staci takze

M: takze splnil ucel.

K: jo, takze to je takovej text jako (.) jako (..) jak to naps- fict? jako ze neni to ja si to jako
sdm takhle bych to potieboval jako (.) jsem nad tim moc neptfemejslel (.) no Ze spi$ takovej
vérnej popis ty situace nez vo néjaky velky myslenky. To si myslim, Ze v tom nejsou néjaky
myslenky.

M: =mhm

K: MozZna tteba to to Ze dé- détstvi détstvi nezéalezi v jakym rezimu je nebo néco takovyho
jako tieba to by se dalo né&jak rozvadét ale spis jde vo to, jak to je hezky napsat. No. Tak.

M: Dobie, tak jo tak ja dékuju mockrat.

K: To je vSechno? J4 jsem cekal[ jesté néjaky otazky.]



305 M: [To je vSechno] To je zatim vSechno, dékuju. ((laugh))
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Interview with Brian

M: So uh this is the interview with Brian. (..) Um so just to begin, what was your overall
impression?

B: Um whether I enjoyed it (.) 0:r?

M: Anything, anything that comes to your mind.

B: Um it was interesting. I (.) I was (.) uh there was some funny parts of it um but uh a couple
things that were a little bit confusing for me but I think overall it was pretty: understandable
and uh I didn’t have too much trouble with it.

M: Okay. And uh so I think you knew [ was going to uh investigate how you read a text and is
there anything else you ng like uh: what did you know before starting to read. So uh just what
was your uh what were your expectations or (.)?

B: About the text?

M: or (.) also about the experiment or anything

B: Um well I: (..) I didn’t know what to expect from the text at all, I had no idea what kind of
story it was or anything like that um (.) and from this I figured you kind of wanted to see what
uh what sort of notes I took, how I approached it um (.) and (.) I don’t know what else.

M: =okay. And what did you do before you started to read it? Did you get uh did you prepare
in some way or?

B: Um I mean I (.) I knew I would need a dictionary uh so I- I have one pretty big dictionary
that is good bud I also use one uh online dictionary and so I just had those ready but otherwise
(.) there wasn’t any real preparation.

M:=okay. so and um now if you could just go through the uh single remarks you’ve made and
just tell me uh what uh: (.) what you were thinking of when you when you made theses notes
or just comment a little bit on that.

B: Um (.) okay so the first thing uh the woman’s talking about uh her husband and what he
does and um I just took a couple notes for some vocabulary the difference between uh spravni
fad- radé or or is it spravni rad? and uh dozor¢i rad board of directors and board of trustees.
M: mhm ((chuckle))

B: =() to sort of clarify for myself (.) um and then here this- this sentence where she says uh
she doesn’t have to (sort of) lead (.) tours or lead foreigners around anymore it- it didn’t make
sense when I first read it here

M: =mhm.

B: =but then when she goes on she talks about her old job then I sort of realised what this was
in reference to (.) uhm I had trouble with this phrase here. Uh zaplat’ pAmbth?

M: mhm.

B: Uh (.) it’s used a few times throughout the text and I couldn’t find any sort of definition for
it in (the) dictionary or (.) uh anywhere

M: =uhuh

B: =on internet um just looking at it uh in a few different contexts I- I can kind of understand
how it’s (.) used

M: [mhm]

B: [as] something like thank heavens or whatever

M:=yeah [mhm]

B: [it’s um] but I- literally I () I don’t know what this word means.

M: =mhm

B: =Um uh okay. U:m yeah there’s some un- cestovky it took me a minute to think its

M: [mhm]

B: [okay] it’s cestovni kancelaft.

M: =mhm

B: =uh:m (..) there’s some idioms here that are like kazdy pes jina ves which I- I found this in
the dictionary but uh it’s- it’s still (.) it doesn’t completely make sense to me
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M: [mhm]

B: [um] I can see how it’s how it’s used but just the- sort of the grammar of it is a little
confusing.

M: =mhm ((chuckle))

B:=um ()

M: yeah.

B: um (alright) there’s some uh: (.) yeah some more just vocabulary I didn’t know that

M: =mhm

B: =yeah here (.) here there’s a lot of this () um I would say most of my notes are generally
just uh vocabulary that I (.) I didn’t know

M: = mhm

B: =uhm (.) sometimes here it’s- if it’s clear what it means from the context I didn’t bother to
look it up

M: [yeah]

B: [but just] uh sort of make notes so that- usually when I read I- I would remember it [better]
M: [uhuh]

B: =remember these phrases um

M: =and what about this one here?

B: ((laugh)) This one was kind of funny. I c- I can understand it uh just (.) from English?

M: uhuh

B: sort of um (.) you know just sceptic so much that you’re septic um

M: ((laugh))

B: um it’s we uh- we don’t have any sort of phrase like this, but I (.) I could understand it and
it’s pretty funny (.) I thought

M: = okay

B: =I did sort of for the beginning of the story it wasn’t really clear what time period it all
took place in?

M: =mhm

B: =I sort of by the end you can tell like when exactly um yeah sometime in the sort of early
mid nineties probably um

M: mhm

B: =but it never says explicitly. (..) Uh: yeah again just more uh vocabulary, some different
phrases. Uh:m yeah and then when they introduced the character uh Liliana uh Drummondova
(.) it um (..) just from the conversation they were having I gathered that she’s some skier and
and they talk about it (you know) she knew her from her youth and the- the American man
also knew her. um (..) here’s a little confusing just the specific phrase the (yeah) juniorsky
vybér

M: [uhuh]

B: [as far] as I I I gathered that it’s you know it’s not the Olympic team

M: [mhm]

B: [it’s] something a little less or uh less prestigious but uh (..) and (.) uh yeah I (..) I like this
sort of section here when um she told the man about her sort of escape from uh from
Czechoslovakia and you know she’s fleeing from these uh the border guards in uh white jump
suits un- under a hail of bullets and this

M: =uhuh

B: = dogs chasing her which um (.) guess it was not- was a bit of an exaggeration.

M: mhm

B:=um and yeah this is- this style here was a /ittle uh different for me um because it’s all
dialogue but it’s just (.) instead of clearly marking who said what and using quotation marks
it’s just divided by paragraph

M: =mhm
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B: =and it sort of (.) it just kind of flows into this and so down (you know) at this point
because I’'m you know sort of reading slowly or stopping a lot it (.) it got a little bit confusing
as to who was saying what and I had to go back and kind of uh reread it. Um (.) yeah here (.)
this (.) it wasn’t completely clear what Head was but I guess it was just a brand that she’s
sponsored by

M: = mhm

B: (..) okay (.) um this uh (.) this phrase I d- it took me a while I didn’t figure out what it
meant until (yeah) a few pages later. but um byla to holka z Gottwaldova um yeah so it just
here the first time seeing it I- I know who Got- Gottwald was but it (.) I didn’t know if it was
you know (.) I d- I didn’t know that Zlin used to be called Gottwald until

M: =and how did you find out?

B: uh it (.) it says it later in [the text]

M: [ah okay]

B: uh the Ivana is remembering she calls it Gottwaldov
M: =mhm

B: =and then she’s like oh wait

M: =yeah

B: () I can’t remember that

M: =mhm

B: = or I can never remember it’s always it’s Zlin now
M: =mhm

B: um (.) a:nd (.) yeah here just some more phrases and words I uh and then she talks about
Cedok uh which I know the travel agency here um so I’'m guessing it was the one she worked
for before (that), she mentioned u:m (...) uzhm (.) yeah this phrase here I- I couldn’t figure out
what it meant at all um when she was talking to the uh the porter in the elevator

M: =mhm

B: =um (.) yeah Ze jeho holkdm nepolezu do zeli. I (..) yeah I couldn’t figure out what it
means exactly

M: =mhm

B: =but um just sort of from the context of the situation I can you know (.) just continue

M: =yeah [okay]

B: [um]

M: and other than that vocabulary I see? mhm

B: yeah lot of vocabulary uh more uh: this yeah the Shylokovu sh- uh liber it’s (.) yeah (.) I- I
know Shylock but I couldn’t remember exactly I- I had to look it up and then yeah it’s the
Shakespeare’s pound of flesh. We use the phrase pound of flesh a lot but I- I’d [never]
connected the two before

M: [mhm] mhm. That’s interesting. ((laugh)) and how did you find that out?

B: Um I just looked up Shylock in (you know) an English dictionary and

M: =aha okay like in a paper dictionary?

B: =y-uh

M: =or like online?

B: uh it’s like it’s uh just a regular dictionary um but it is online.

M: =oh okay

B: =I didn’t just [google]

M: [but in an] English-English dictionary.

B: =English-English yes.

M:=aha okay so you were working actually with a translation dictionary and with an English-
English dictionary.

B: =yeah I well I always, I have a (.) just on my computer an English-English dictionary that
is really really good and I use it all the [time] for many different things, so it’s always kind of
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the first thing I go to when (.) like I um (.) when I need to know a word or just have a question
about something. It also has the etymology of all the English words so its

M: uhuh

B: =I really like it but um also yeah for instance here they’re talking about () uh this sort of I
don’t know what you call it, when they they write a word in Czech that’s just it’s mimicking
the English [pronunciation]

M: [yeah] mhm

B: =so uh livrej and um it looks like livery and it is I think.

M: [mhm]

B: [coming] from this but again I didn’t know what livery was ex- sp- just from memory

M: =yeah

B: =so I had to look that up in the English dictionary um (..) okay. Yeah, uh: (.) the
bundeswehr?

M: =mhm.
B: =I had to look up online to see what it is um
M: =mhm.

B: =and from context it’s pretty clear it’s um something to do with the army or soldiers but

M: mhm.

B: um here when she starts talking about her um her husband was when I first got the idea of
who she was

M: mhm.

B: but it’s also (.) it’s a little bit confusing here because th- until this point the narrator is
always referring to her as Liliana

M: =mhm

B: =and Liliana Drummondové and then she starts referring to her as Ivana and I wasn’t sure
if it was there were two women or what exactly (.) was happening

M: =mhm
B: =in the story so it was a bit confusing here.
M: =yeah.

B: =um (..) but then yeah er I gathered that it’s she’s some millionaire who’s from
Czechoslovakia married to an American um (.)

M: millionaire.

B: =yeah it’s

M: =yeah ((laugh))

B: =it’s pretty obvious who it is um (..) a:nd (.) yeah some (.) yeah some other vocabulary th-
more things like s- svita?

M: =mhm
B: =and it’s suite
M: =yeah uhuh.

B: It’s is um (..) some of this words aren’t always so obvious. Here when they started talking
about all the different cars I (..) I could gather like you know uh Tatra six thirteen it’s it’s
pretty clear it’s a model of car, but vektra uh bavordk, I- these are some references I didn’t
quite get um

M: =mhm

B: =so [ wasn’t sure at first that they were just cars or what [um]

M: [mhm]

B: =yeah.

M: =and here you’ve got this Got- Gottwaldov that it’s actually uh Zlin.

B: =yeah (..) Um okay (.) and then sort of as it goes on, it’s more just some vocabulary- some
uh: phrases again I not completely sure what they mean but just from context it’s clear enough
um and the zaplat’ pambih again (.) um and this I’'m guessing is another model of car but um
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(..) (didn’t get) uh (.) yeah some of these sort of references uh () I guess the Czech culture, I-
some of them I know just from living here uh (.) some of them I I just don’t get at all [you
know]

M: [mhm]

B: um (.) um (.) ah: yeah some more words some things I couldn’t find anywhere like eklhaft?
It sounds like it’s German (.) perhaps. Um yeah uh hagiography I think we use it in different
way than it’s used here so um

M: =mhm

B: yeah uh we (..) more vocabulary we have a similar phrase to this in one ear out the other
(..) uh (.) more vocabulary here yeah I just (she’s) kind of going on, this was more from I
guess a literary perspective just the way that the narrator’s talking about uh Ivana and um just
keeps pointing out her plastic surgery and () calling her an American instead of Czech. Um
and er yeah this () yeah I think (..) maybe it’s here somewhere where she’s sort of looking at
her and looking at the sor- the guy who looks kind of dirty or

M: =mhm

B: the guy is looking at Ivana and uh (.) so it’s kind of interesting um. (..) Uh okay it goes on
um yeah (it was just) that uh (.) that she was- she counted the statues on the Charles bridge
and she was always counting something and it’s kind of a (.) I don’t (you know) if this was
just kind of a reference to sort of her uh obsession with money or just sort of a (.) I don’t
know something a passing thing she noticed. um

M: =mhm

B: =uh okay. (..) more vocabulary here basically um (...) uh yeah couple more phrases that I
couldn’t work out I- even if I understand every single word in the phrase sometimes I still
don’t get the whole meaning uh

M: =of the entity.

B: yeah. and (...) um yeah here a couple more (.) words, especially when Ivana was speaking
in in dialogue she uses a lot of these words that are you know pulled from English [I g-]

M: [mhm]

B: like kou¢ and then this it’s sto fitQ

M: =yeah.

B: =so yeah um there are a number of these in there but () you usually don’t find them in a
dictionary and it takes me a minute to (I go) read it and I have to think about it and I'm like oh
okay it’s (.) feet.

M: =mhm

B: () okay (..) and then (..) generally um (.) whenever I read a story or something like this uh
for myself I’'m kind of uh I’m torn between wanting to know what every single word means
and wanting to just read it and not stop every you know (.) paragraph and so (.) in the
beginning I tend to read a lot more slowly and carefully and then as I go along it just it’s
quicker and I just pick things up more from context and uh than really thinking about them
and looking things up so

M: =mhm

B: =that’s kind of why (.) as it goes along there’s less and less uh yeah. But again some uh
words I didn’t know () again the same phrase (..) so yeah

M: =okay

B: =and I was curious why at the end it’s some (.) uh Slovak (but) but uh I don’t know.

M: But uh (.) if for example there was still Czechoslovakia then (.) it could have been because
of that. Yeah, so you noted that in the end [that] it was Slovak?

B: [yeah].

M: Okay so great thanks I think that’s everything about the text um just about your overall
feeling after having read it and having talked about it what’s your overall um I don’t know
some kind of evaluation or uh (..)
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B: well  mean I think I- I enjoyed reading it, I was curious whether it’s uh a true story um or
it’s just an (allocation). Yeah I- I have some questions about sort of the story itself again with
th- you know uh (.) with the names of Liliana Drummondova and uh Trump like why? What
was going on with that exactly or have I just completely misunderstood it um. But um yeah I
think it was interesting entertaining there were a fe:w sort of descriptive sections that I liked
again sort of her flight from the country

M: =mhm

B: =her story and um (.) when they were waiting in line to get into uh the saint Vita’s
cathedral. And there was this dirty man sort of standing at the (.) you know (.) plastic
American woman, so.

M: Mhm okay. And how long did it take you to read the whole story?

B: Um I think it was maybe two and a half hours?

M: mhm.

B: quite a while.

M: =okay, yeah.

B: Yeah I don’t often read as I said in the question before I don’t read so many literary texts
in Czech it’s more just newspapers and magazines.

M: and uh would you read more stories of this author because uh I mean this story is from a
book uh you saw it (with the page) numbers so would you read more stories from this book
you think? Or (.)

B: Perhaps yeah. They’re actually um (.) I think this was manageable enough for me, (but)
again in the beginning I went pretty slowly but I (.) I could just more read it for just
enjoyment not you know trying to study the language or learn something, I could just read
some stories like this and um (..) not have to you know er stop (look) everything (up) um and
still enjoy it.

M: Okay great so thanks a lot that’s all. ((laugh)) Or do you have any more comments any um
(..) final exclamations or anything?

B: No no I don’t know?

M: Okay, so thank you.
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NAVSTEVA STARE DAMY

Ne Ze by mi penize vadily, ale pfisly trochu
pozdé. Ostatné nikdy jsme na tom nebyli
Spatné. Po listopadu jsme restituovali rodin-
ny penzion v Jevanech a vybudovali cate-
ringovou spoleénost a pradelnu na povle-
¢eni pro malé hotely. Manzel je ve spravni
radé elekeronické firmy a v dozoréi radé tif
dalsich. Ted uz cizince provizet nemusim. Ale co ma ¢lovek délat?
Ctyticet uz mi vickrit nebude. Zavirdm odi pfed tim, Ze mu# ma
milenku, nékdejii sekretitku, myslim, Ze neni Gplné pitoma, zaplat
pimbi, a poditim, Ze ho nerozvede, ve hie je hodné penéz. Takze
nejenom kvili deerdm délime zddn{ fungujici rodiny.

Obcas ze staré znimosti se jeité uvolim, kdyz zavolaji holky
z cestovky, a odvodim malou skupinu turisti. Cast&ji dostanu fax
nebo email rovnou z Ameriky. Ale vybirim si. Zidnou obtiznou
grupu, kazdy pes jind ves, vdovy ze Stiedozipadu, se kterymi se

" ovék vlece pres Staromik s destnikem nad hlavou a ony se vis po- ——

tom zeptaji, jestli tohle je to Rudé ndmésti. J4 vodim kultivované
byznysmeny a pravniky, kteff bydli v Intercontu nebo U(Taka; pét,
Sest, nanejvys deset lidi, ale nejradéji dvojice milionafa na zapfe-
nou. Takhle jsem provizela Margaretu Clifford, dceru prezidenta
Trumana, s manzelem, nebo pentagonského generdla, ktery nechal
ulit zvon a zavésil ho Svéradicich, vesnici, odkud pochézel jeho
otec, protoe si precetl v americkém roménu, #e takhle se to déli.
Jeité pred rozpadem federace jsem objizdéla republiku se skupi-
nou obchodnikd a tlumoéila ve vétéich podnicich a bankich, totiz
tam, kde to potfebovali. Obvykle maji élovéka, néjakého sekéniho
feditele, ktery je vyélenén k podavini informaci, umi plynné ang-
licky a fekne nivstévnikiim presné to, co potiebuji, a to, co potfe-
buje banka. Vlastni tlumoénik se oviem vzdycky hodi. Cizinci stile
citi ke kraji za Zeleznou oponou uréitou skepsi az sepsi, chtélo by
se fict, obéas jim jeit€ tuhne krev. Nékterym ne, nékteif se vyzna-
ji. Takovi, ktefi uz byli v Rusku nebo na Balkdné, povazuji Prahu
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za zdpadni metwropoli. Vzpominim na Jacka Savage z New Yorku.
Vysoky blondik v dokonalém obleku s brylemi ve zlatych obroug-
kich. Rozumél obchodovéni s akciemi na burze a psal do finanéni
rubriky nékolika novin na vychodnim pobrezi. Jack byl jiny Ameri-
can. Mél obsahlé védomosti o Evropé, o déjindch a obchodu. Tako-
vému nemulzete vypravét, ze na Konopisti bydlel Dracula. Ostatné
stilo by to za to, dit dohromady seznam tradovanych vymysld, kte-
ré pravodci davaji k lepsimu z nedostatku lepgich historek.
Jednou po obchodnim jedndni jsme sedéli v hotelovém baru
a jd jsem mu vypravéla o Zivoté, o tom, Ze jsem zamlada jezdila na
vodnich lyZich a byla dokonce mistryni republiky. Skoda, Ze tenhle
sport neni na programu olympiddy, fikala jsem mu, mohla jsem na

ni jet jesté v dobdch utaZené normalizace. Jezdila jsem slusné i v zi-

mé na sjezdovkich a feé prisla na Lilianu Drummondovou; kterou
on znal z veirkd obchodni smetinky. J4 jsem ji znala z hor, oviem
jenom do doby, nez zacala jezdit s juniorskym vybérem.

—A dil se nikdy nedostala, fekl Jack.

Kam dil by se méla dostat, zeptala jsem se, vzdyt se vdala a od-
st¢hovala.

Kdyz pfijela Liliana do Ameriky, tvrdila, ze prchala pres zasnéze-
nou Sumavu a minovi pole na lyzich Head v deti kulek, pronasle-
dovani komandem pohraniénika v bilych kombinézich a smeckou
lidoZravych ps@, vysvétloval mi Jack. Rikala, ze byla v éeskosloven-
ském olympijském tymu, a to neni pravda. Byla pravé jen v junior-
ském. Pi lyZovini v Rakousku se sezndmila s podnikatelem o ¢tyfi-
cet let star$im a po jeho smrti se odstéhovala. Progla fadou peélivé
vykalkulovanych znimosti, lyzovala s Kennedyovymi, a# zakotvila
ve spravném lozi a vzala si miliondfe Mickeyho.

A co je na tom $patného? Byla to péknd holka.

Na tom neni nic tak $patného, kdyby ve spoleénosti i v médi-
ich netvrdila, ze byla olympionicka. To u nds znameni hodné. Byt
v olympijském tymu znamend byt smetinka. A mdzes se druzit s ji-
nou smetinkou a z toho jsou penize a postaveni. V Americe ti mo-
hou odpustit i vrazdu v afekru, ale lhani ne. Jak jednou zalzes, tzk
jsi odepsand. A na lyZe Head nemohla mit jesté kontrakt.

Nevédéla jsem, Ze Liliana nebyla v néjakém tymu. Ani ze byla
v jiném. Po pravdé mé to pobavilo. Ne&ekala bych to od ni. Byla
hezkd, tehdy jesté nebyla blond, oviem o jeji inteligenci jsem si ne-
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délala iluze. Byla to holka z Gottwaldova a mezi Prazdky na horich
si ddvala pozor, aby nefekla néco hloupého. Dil jsem se s Jackem
nepiela, mél jiné kvality, kvali kterym stélo za to s nim posedét, Na-
konec to byl moc hezky veéer a kdyz Jack odjel, néjaky &as jsme si
jesté psali. Dodneska si posilime listky kﬁlocﬁm.

Vzpomnéla jsem si na Jacka, kdyz mi piekvapivé telefonovala
Liliana Drummondovi z Ameriky. Byval4 kamaridka z lyzf chtéla
véder, jestli bych ji neukdzala Prahu, pfijede v kvétnu po vice nez
dvaceti letech a bude bydlet v hotelu Pafiz. Volala mi, protoze si pa-
matuje, Ze mésto zndm, Ze uz na fakulte jsem o nedélich provizela
cizince. Ona sama uz Prahu nezni, vlasmé ji nikdy pofddné neznala.
Rekla, Ze mi samoziejmé zaplati, a ji fekla, e to samoziejmé nepfi-
padid v dvahu. No dobfe, néjak se dohodneme, smila se Liliana.

Cekala jsem pied hotelem a byla svédkem toho, jak autobus,
kterym pfijela z Némecka, zacouval a7 k samotnému vchodu - véc

zhola nemozni pro fidide Cedoku, ktefi do téhle slepé ulice od-

mitaji zajet i s mikrobusem. Vyskytl se mensi problém. Dva osobn{
vozy stily vystréené zadkem do ulice, ale jeji bodyguard1 vyskodili
z autobusu a parkujici auta prostc pfenesli. ~~ & ey

Na tenhle hotel midm smiSené vzpominky. Pfed patnicti lety
jsem 3la navstivit klienty na pokoj ve tfetim patfe, abychom vyfidili
podrobnosti zijezdu. Cestou dola pfistoupil do vytahu bagazista
a natladil se na mé se zdviZzenym oboéim. Tohle si, dévenko, nezvy-
kej, ozndmil mi. To bude padesit marek. Pickvapené jsem se ho ze-
ptala, za co, a on fekl, Ze jeho holkdm nepolezu do zelf. Ze jsou jisté

. uzance, které je tieba dodriovat. Byl ztélesnénim mravnich uzanci,
———

vtiravé suverenity.

Milerdda si s vimi o téch uzancich popovidim v kancelifi fedi-
tele hotelu, op4dila jsem, a chlapec znejistél. Za feditelem jit ne-
chtél. Sla jsem za nim sama a véc mu oznémila. Vysvétila jsem no-
menklaturnimu kadrovi, Ze celou véc pozenu vy, Ze takové jednani
oznidmim v Cedoku. Moc se omlouval, prosil mé, at to nikde nefi-
kim, a dal mi ze svého dvé st¢ marck. Vzala jsem aplatek a minutu
jsem ho potézkavala v ruce. Kolik asi dostavé feditel od toho lift-
boye? Ode viech? Zastréila jsem penize do kabelky s ¢istym svédo-
mim. Pochopila jsem, Ze bych se mohla Zivit velice snadno. Vim od
té doby, kolik se plati za nivitévu na pokoji a za ndvitévu feditele
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v kancelifi. Staéilo by pfistoupit na jisté uzance. Chamtivy bagazis-
ta dostal hodinovou vypovéd a odesel reklamovat svoji Shylockovu
libru do jiného hotelu. Za néjaky ¢as jsem ho vidéla v livreji pfed

Alcronem. Tihle hodi se pohybuji v bludném kolobéhu. Ti nejdou

pod jistou uroven. Napadlo mé, jestli by po mné jeité dneska né-
kdo chtél vypalné za nadstandardni sluzby, které hotely poskytuji.

Liliana vypadala viceméné jako na fotografii z casopisu, ve kie-
rém jsem ji vidéla naposled. Tedy jinak nez zamlada. Napadlo
me, ze se podoba nafukovaci panné, na které si vojici tuéim Bun-
deswehru cviéi dychdni z st do Ust. Po vecefi jsme si na chvilku
sedly v baru a Ivana se mi svéfila, kde v¥ude mi silikon a jak das-
to si ho nechivi vyménovat. Posteskla si, Ze manzel Donald si na-
scl vlastné dplné stejny typ zeny, vyménil jenom tfiaétyficetiletou
za Styfiatficetiletou. V digitdlnim souétu to vyjde nastejno, ale je to
ozvld$tnéni. Také jsem se ji svéfila, oviem moje problémy s chotém
mi pfisly nicotné vedle &isel a miliént, které poletovaly kolem je-

proqela avy

jich rozchodu. Pfijela se svitou osobnich strazel, kadefnic, s osob- = 7
P T < 3 3 . 5 LQ,LM%

nim trenérem a kucharkou. Ale na prohlidku Prahy chce vyrazit bez
autobusu, jenom s¢ mnou, doufi, Ze je tu bezpeéno, taky si musi-
me vic popovidat, dneska pljde brzo spat. A jestli bych na zitrek
nesehnala auto. Navrhla jsem, ze ji svezu ve svoji vektie, nebo po-
ziddm Frantu o firemniho bavorika, ale Liliana mi rozpadité vyjevi-
la pidni svézt se Tatrou 613, to Ze¢ byvala limuzina jejich snd, v tom
jezdil Feditel Svitu za jejiho mlidi v Gottwaldové; jé vim, Ze uZ je
to zase Zlin, vrtéla zasnéné hlavou, ale nemdzu si zvyknout. Rekla
jsem, ze schnat se da i Zil nebo Cajka, a festsettfinictka uz vibec
nebude problém, protoze vim, kdo jednu mi. Ta se ale pronajima
i s fidiéem. Fajn, fekla Liliana, vezmi fidiée, hlavné aby v tom byla
klimatizace.

Dohodlajsem se s Honzou, se kterym jsme pfed ¢asem vozili Si-
gourney Weaver. Honza vlastnil deset vozu, které levné odkoupil
dilem od néjakého ministerstva, dilem od shératele veterind. Za-
meéstnaval nékolik tidiéa a jednoho z nich nim poslal toho jarniho
rina do hotelu. Mladik pfinesl fakturu, kterou Liliana pfedala své
uéetni a zeptala se mé, v kolik hodin se vritime, aby o ni persondl
nemél strach.

Okruzka trvd obvykle $est hodin, ale tieba se nékde zdrzime na
kafi, fekla jsem ji.
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Dobrid, vritime se do péti hodin odpoledne, oznimila Ivana
Gdetnt. %

Vsimla jsem si fvrdého akcentu, ktery ji neopustil ani po dvace-
ti letech, a napadlo mé, Ze jim mozni déla dojem na milionafskych
rautech jako bélogvardéjskd knézna.

Ridi¢ se jmenoval Tonik, byl to student s chytrym elem a hez-
kyma odima a jesté nevédél, co bude délat po vysoké gkole. Zatim
jezdil autem pro firmu a chodil do poéitaéovych kurza. Byla sobo-
ta, zaplat pimb, protoZe jezdit po Praze ve viedn{ den je utrpeni.
Zicpy jsou ted viude, Vysvetlila jsem Liliané, Ze od revoluce se po-
et aut zdvojnisobil. Kdekdo je ted podnikatel, coz byl za rezimu
zlodin a casto je i ted, a u podnikatele se predpoklidi, ze jezdi do
price autem, ackoli mésto na to nenf stavéné. Tady nejsou bulviry
po zbouranych hradbach jako v Budapesiti nebo ve Vidni. A benzin
stoji pétadvacet korun za litr. e e N

Kolik je to dolarG? zeptala se Ivana. :

Osmdesit centl podle dneéniho kurzu.

Za to je u nis, pockej, galon jsou Cryfi litry ... za to jsou u nds
skoro tri litry. Ja si pamatuju benzin za éuyfi koruny. Otec mél em-
béeko. Jo, a eskymo bylo za padesatnik.

Vyjeli jsme na magistralu a zamifili k Viysehradu. Takhle jé zadi-
nim prohlidkovy okruh. Obvykle se zadind na Hradé, ale j4 mim
svoje cesty, neotfelé, a vyprivim o mésté v chronologickém pofa-
di. Libu$e odhazovala vycerpané milence z lizné pod vyschrad-
skou skilu. Tam je posbirali vodnici. To je oviem némecki pomlu-
va. Liliana se sméje. A pro¢ mé Bedfich Smetana péticipou hvézdu
na hrobé? To taky nevim. Dvoiik je zajimavéjsi. Zil v New Yorku
'a byl prvnim skladatelem, ktery se stal dolarovym milionifem. Ten
se mi libi, usmivd se Liliana zamyslené. Jinak ji jména nic nefikaji.
Milada Hordkovi? Nebyla to ta lyzaika ze Slavoje? Viibec si chee
spi$ povidat a historickd data moc nevnima.

Sjedeme k nébfezi, pokracujeme k Tan¢icimu domu a tady pfe-
jedeme feku, zabodime k qt_ggiu, ktery uz tady nestoji, a Holedko-
vou nahoru ke Strahovu,

Rolling Stones misto spartakiady? To je devalvace, fika Liliana.
Ja jsem tady cviéila..., pockej, v péraedesitém. Byla nds tady
z Gottwaldova palka Skoly. Kazdy chiél cvidit. Bylo to krasny. To
uz snad neni pravda.
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Tonik nds vyloZi na Pohotelci a jd mu fikim. at pro nds pfijede na
Klirov ve dvé hodiny. PGjdeme pésky pres Hrad a nacbédvime se
ve Vikirce. Pod Hradem se nesmi s autem ¢ekat, nanejvys tam ma-
zete stit deset minut, neZ se objevi klient po pédi prohlidee. Liliana
si nadiené prohlizi vilohy a pta se, kolik co stoji. Viechno prepodi-
tédvi na ceny détskych pamlska z détstvi na Moravé. Vzpomind§ na
mejdlicka? A na tiki? Nejhausnéjsi a nejlevnéjsi byl rahat, to bylo
posypany skrobem. Ono to viechno bylo dost cklhaft, ale zmrzli-
na byla dobri. Sovétskd - morozenoje. Ta myslim stéla tfi koruny.
Ale eskymo bylo stejné nejlepsi. Vrtd mi hlavou, jak si mdze dolaro-
v miliondrka pamatovat ceny lizdtek. Znim tuhle hagiografifZvy-
kaéek a viibec vicho, co bylo bdjeéné jen proto, éfw;%?malé.
Takovéhle inventury détské blazenosti se providéji pii kazdém se-
tkan{ spoluadek a neznamenaji nic jiného, ne? e stirneme. S mi-
lionatkou mé to trochu unavuje. Vzdyt je to buranka, fikdm si, bez
ohledu na to, kolik md penéz. Vzpomind s dojetim i na §atkovini na
pionyra. Détstvi vam nezkazi ani blby rezim. Liliana u sebe nemad
skoro Zddnou hotovost, je zvykla platit kreditkartou, ale téch par
drobnych, které md v kabelce, mi ukazuje a ptd se, co se za n¢ di
koupit. Na Hradé ji zajima hlavné to, kde bydli Havel. Rikiam ji, Ze
tam nebydli, Ze tam jenom pracuje. Kde pracuje? Snad v téchhle ok-
nech, fikim, a ona si je vyfotografuje. Kdyby tu nebyla iplné sou-
kromé, smluvila by si s nim setkdni, ale dneska uz nenf devadesity
rok, kdy mluvil s kazdym, dneska by se to muselo plinovat dlouho
dopredu. Ostatné vidéla se s nim ve Washingtonu.

Fronta pfed pokladnou do sv. Vita je milem okluzni. Zatimco
Eekiame, prohliZi si nas mladik smumé tvafe a pohledu venkovana,
s havranimi vlasy a s nezdravou tviti, keeré jakoby chybél rozétep

na hornim rtu. V ruce dr#i silonovou taiku a mlsné hlt4 silikonovou

cizinku bezosty$nyma od&ima. Moznd je z jizni Moravy. Objizdi ly-
rovité boky v pfiléhavych dzinach, hodiny soustfedéného aerobi-
ku. Americ¢anka ze Zlina zvedne pobavené oboéi.

Proplujeme kostelnimi lavicemi a Liliana se rozhlizi po mozai-
kovych oknech. V krypté spociti krile. Keery byl ten Good King
Wenceslaus? To nebyl kniZe Viclav? Svaty Viageslav Zajcev. Nebyl
on to Rus? Déjepis md jednou provzdy uzavieny, cokoli dalétho ne-
ma cenu pfidavat, historickd data jdou jednim uchem tam, druhym
ven, zajimavé jsou jenom perlicky. Jak skonéil svaty Vit? Uvafen?
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Chudak. Vyprivim o Janovi z Nepomuku a ona si vzpomene ne-
souvisle na lofiskou ndvitévu Clny Mezindrodni vlastenka. Vysku
chrimové véze porovnivi s mrakodram manzel
Donald (obéas mu fikd My$iku) na 5" Avenue. A ovéem, vyhozeni

" mistodrzici z Kralovského p: paldce, to jsme se uctly, jak se jmenovali
- Martinic a ten druhy..., ano, Slavata. Plus pisat.

Sedneme si ve Vikarce na obéd. Viechny stoly jsou rezervované,
ale vrchni poznd velkou ddmu a volny stdl se najde. Liliana se po-
nimri ve vafené zeleniné a vypije sklenku bilého vina. Divila by ses,
ale dovazim do Stdud deské pivo.

Tenhle Hrad, kde na Jifském nddvofi sed4vala kniZata, kde by-
ly pohanské triny a kde probihal a zase z nedostatku penéz konéf
néjaky archeologicky prizkum; my tudy jdeme a poéitdime triliny,
kam ndm staéi vstupenka. Ameridanka s umélym télem se zdvofile
divi, nic nevia to, co se dozvi, hned zapomind. Jdeme dél, nen tie-
ba se misit do hrob. J4 mam takovéhle boty, ty mi3 fiujorsky dy-
zajn, pojd se mnou, kopcc se snaéi, Opys se sklani, postavili to ta-
dy, kdyz chtéli hlidat brod, takhle vmﬁimbrody kde
uz ncbvh komafi, ted nouze pominula, icka teée vysoko, Manestv
mest je hustd, bridli¢nadd. kaln, kovovd, nejedld. Li-

Tiana prostinka, svétld, chee byt in, kdy# chces byt in, délej pro to

-3\ néco, a ona déla, vykvéti naivitou, nemé zibrany, to je hezké na

\\mlhonarcc neboji se ztrapnit, roztomild hloupost je pozlacena pe-
hézi. U nas se stavi hodné ekumenickych kostelt, fika. Plati to sou-
kromé nadace. Pod jednou stfechou se skryje nékolik denomina-
cf a jesté synagoga. A je$té se pfitom vyperou penize. Kdovi, jestli
ten Karel IV. nepral penize, kdyz nechival pozlatit véZe. Katedrily
v Poryni, to byla hotova pridelna. Rikdm ji, Ze mame taky jednu.
Na povlec¢eni. Projdeme Zlatou uli¢kou, sejdeme Zamecké schody
a nasedneme do auta.

To bylo hezké, rikd Liliana, ted bychom mohly chvili jezdit, aby-
chom si odpocinuly.

Tonik fikd, Ze udéld vési okruh, a vyjede Chotkovymi sady na
Letnou, pokraéujeme do Holedovic, pfes feku, do Heydrichovy
zatacky, do Libné, pies Karlin na magistrilu, k fece v Podoli (tady

jsem jednou byla plavat, vzpomene si Liliana) a po nabtezi ke Kar-
lovu mostu. Tonik nds vyloZzi a pockd na nds na druhé strané mostu.
Pfejdeme most, Liliana poéitd sochy - pofid néco poditd — a v Mos-
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tecké znovu nasedneme. Jedeme pies Malou Stranu, pfes Most le-
gii k Ndrodnimu divadlu, k Muzeu pfes Viclavské ndimésti a Tonik
spachd kvili Liliané nékolik dopravnich prestupkd, které v sobotu
projdou bez pov§imnuti, vrat{ sc do Revoluéni a zajede k hotelu.

Liliana mé zve na vederi, ale nejprve se chee prevléknout. At
Tonik pocki, rida by se pak jeité jednou projela méstem a vidéla
pamitky osvétlené za tmy. Rikim Tonikovi, at si zajde néco snist,
a ptdm sc ho, jestli md jesté cas. Auto bylo pivodné pronajaté na
osm hodin. Ridi¢ povid4, ze s tim sice nepodital, ze mél jit veder
do kurzu, ale e se prizplsobi. Piedpoklidim, Ze dostanete dobré
spropitné, fikim mu ji, 2 on pokréi rameny. Jdu s Lilianou na po-
koj. Pté se, jestli se také nechei osprchovat, a ji se chei asprchovat,
mimo jiné proto, Ze chci vidét, jak hotel pojal rekonstrukei secesni
koupelny (velkoryse a necitlivé), naéez mi Liliana vénuje rizovou
bltizku a naéaty parfém znalky Yardley. Jestli se neurazim. Neura-
zim. Cestou dold po mné nikdo nic nechtél. V hale se bagiZista je-
nom ukloni. UZ jsem staré.

Tonik nas odveze do jednoho z téch novych podnika, které vy-
rostly na Starém Mésté a tvifi se levné a nonkonformné, zddnlivé
studentsky, nicméné maji tady francouzské nizvy a milem paifiz-
ské ceny. Pfede dvermi stoji tabule s nabidkou menu, napsaného
barevnymi kiidami. Tonik nema kde zaparkovat. Rikd, ze odjede
a vriti se pro nds za hodinu.

Jedte, chlapée, pozvala bych vis, ale to vite, chceme si popovi-
dat mezi dévaty.

Je roztomily, rekla, kdyz odesel. Usadily jsme se do prouténych
ktesel pastelovych barev. Cisnik pfinesl menu a zeptal se, co bu-
deme pit. Liliana se zeptala na néjaky roénik bilého francouzského
vina a sommelier naklonil hlavu na stranu. Zatviril se zamyslené
a fekl, Ze si neni jist, jestli prévé tenhle roénik maji. Liliana se zepta-
la, jaké jiné dobré francouzské vino maji, o némz vi jisté, Ze ho ma-
ji, a muz doporudil néjaky pinot, jehoZ celé jméno mi uniklo, ne-
bot ho zageptal milem spikienecky. Liliana stoéila pohled stranou
a uvazlivé pokyvala hlavou. Ano, to mizZe byt.

Ty si dej, co chces, fekla Liliana a listovala jidelnim listkem, ji si
dém jenom néco malého. Kdyz piidel &isnik s vinem, ukdzalo se, Ze
je to Pinot Chardonney, ro¢nik 91. Otevrel lihev a zeptal se, kterd
znis ho ochutna. Liliana zavrtéla hlavou a vybidla ho, at vino ochut-
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né sam, Podveédomy strach elity z travi¢d vyhfezl v etiketu. Cisnik se

uklonil, zakrouzil vinem ve skleniéce a prohlédl jej proti svétlu. Po-
tom se napil a zamyslené provilel vino v dstech. Pohléd! ke stropu
a nakonec na nds. Mohu doporuéit, rekl. Co budou dimy jist?

Dala jsem si jehnééi kotletu a Liliana teleci fizek z Berry. Dej-
te mi ten telec fizek z Berry, fekla a pfecetla nizev jeité francouz-
sky — escalope de veau a la berrichone -, aby nebylo pochyb, ze
si ho odnékud pamatuje. Jestli mé chtéla piesvédéit, ze umi fran-
couzsky, tak se ji to povedlo. Zdélo se mi, Ze francouzsky vyslovuje
lip nez anglicky. Béhem jidla mi vyprivéla o obrazech, které kdysi
koupili s manzelem spoleéné a které on prodal pred majetkovym
vyrovndnim s neodpustitelnym ziskem; o to se ted ona chysta bo-
jovat v samostatné soudni pfi. Prodal mi jednoho Carravagia a jed-
noho Steena, povzdychla si Liliana ténem, ktery svédéil o tom, ze
pfimo vyrostla na baroknim malifstvi. A nevim ani komu. Rekla to
ténem, jako kdyby prodal jeji psi milacky. Doslo mi, Ze o ni vlastné
nic nevim. Az doted neprojevila o vytvarné uméni nejmensi zijem.
Napadlo mé na vtefinu, #¢ moznd po nivratu z lyzafskych poby-
tG v Krkonosich ¢i v Beskydech chodila do oblastni galérie v Got-
twaldové a studovala tam... Co? Viclava Vaviince Reinera? Brand-
1a? Toho tam nemaji. Jestli ona se do té Ameriky neodstéhovala, aby
mohla navitévovat Guggenheimovo muzeum? Asi ne. Na Hradé
nechtéla do Rudolfovy galerie ani do Jifského kldstera.

Zeptala jsem se, jestli jesté lyzuje.

Uz ne, osobnf kou¢ mi to zakizal. Skodi to kolennim vaziim.
Chodim hrit tenis a doma pochopitelné plavu, ted jsem nechala
prestavét bazén. Sto fitd méfi. To je tficet metrd. Kromé toho mam
golfové hriseé.

Liliana si odsko¢ila na zichod a kdyz se vritila, sdélila mi poné-
kud spiklenecky, ze kdyz bézi v televizi reklama, dochdzi v milio-
nech americkych domécnosti k masovému splachovini na zdcho-
dé. Ze uz ted to ptedstavuje vazny problém a jedté vér¥{ problém
to bude pfedstavovat v budoucnu. Ze ekologové biji na poplach.
Ajestlipak je to problém i u nds?

Nevim, divim se na video, takze splachuju jindy.

Po hodiné se dostavi Tonik a fka, Ze parkuje docela blizko. Dej-
te si néco, fikd Liliana, uréité musite mit hlad. Tonik fika, Ze to maji
ve firmé zakdzdno, i kdyby si to zdkaznik vyslovné pril.
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No jestli je to prot predpisim, nebudu vis nutit, pokréi Liliana
na rameny. My jesté chvilku posedime, kde stojf auto?

Cekdm tady za rohem ve Stupartské, ted vecer uz je tam misto.

Opravdu mily chlapec, fikd Liliana, kdyz Tonik odejde. Kolik

myslis, Ze mu mdm ditspropitného? ~ odiae]

Rikdm, Ze nevim, Ze mu samoziejmé nic divat nemusi, Ale zvy-
kem je...

Jo, to jsem sc chtéla zeptat, prerudf mé Liliana, chtéla bych si ta-
dy koupit pir obrazl, néjaké uméni. Doporuéili mi nékolik jmen,
aby to nebyl kyé. Namidtkou, podivé se do riZového zipisnicku se
zilozkou, néjakého Saudka a Borna Holbeina Mladiiho. To jsou
dvé jména?

To jsou tii jména. Chybi t tam &irka. Osobné ty piny neznim,
ale pochybuju, Ze by zabrinili splachovini v milionech americkych
domiécnosti.

Liliana se nejisté uchichtne. Jak pry jsem na to prisla? A jestli by
nebyl lepdi Born Star$i? Vzpomnéla jsem si, jak jsem provizela Mar-
garctu Clifford-Truman, nékdejsi kabaretni zpévacku a dceru pre-
zidenta, jak mi vyprivéla o tom, Ze otec dostal plitno od Picassa.
Atomovy bombometéik se malifi mirovych holubic poklonil, ze
sludnosti obraz pfijal, a po odchodu nivitévy ho chtél vyhodit.
Truman byl jiny nez Drummond. Deera od ného obraz vyprosila,
protoze se mize hodit, a on ji fekl, af si ho povési (feba na zichod.
To je dobré, sméje se Liliana. Budu si muset také néjakého obstarar.
Zitra se mdm setkat s jednim galeristou, ten bude védét. Oviem ten
Born Holbein je z néjakého nepodchyceného dédictvi, takze je to

tajdGv, classified, jak se u nas fika.

Rikdm, Zc to nejspi bude classified. Ze Born Holbein musi byt
klasa, kdyz md véci u Guggenheima, v Pradu a v Dikobrazu.

Po jidle si objedndme konak a téet. Cidntk fik4, Ze se jim poli-
mala endorsing machine, Ze dneska berou jenom hotovost. Lilia-
na znejisti, ale ja fikdm, %e ji pozvu, a iéet zaplatim. Liliana se moc
omlouva, vrati mi to v hotelu.

Tonik stoji pred autem a kouri. Kdyz nds uvidi, zaslipne cigaretu
a strdi si do st Zvykacku,

Ale to jste nemusel zahazovat, fiké Liliana. Takového tygra, fikd
potéiena, ze vylovila slangovy vyraz. J4 si sama obd&as zaplim, kdyz
me nikdo nevidi. U nis je za to elektrické kieslo.
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Projedeme Prahou jesté jednou. Liliana uz je unavend. Kdyz ji
upozorfiuji na pamitky, sotva vyhlédne z okna. Zitra mé &ekd dlou-
hy den, povidi. Jedeme na Karlétejn na golf's néjakymi podnikateli.
Pozvala bych té, ale je to obchodni zalezitost.

Ach, to byl den, moc ti dekuju, Alzbéto, loudf se nakonec ve
dvetich. Jdu sni do hotelové haly a Tonik jde s ndmi. Liliana se k né-
mu obriti a tikd omluvné: J¢, zapomnéla jsem v auté fotoaparat. To-
nik odbéhne k vozu. Sotva odejde, vzpomene si Liliana, ze ne. Ze si
ho nezapoméla v auté, ze ho nechala na pokoji pe odpoledni pro-
hlidce. Kolik mu mé dét? ptd se. Kolik mysli3, fikim, a ona se pfe-
hrabuje v kabelce. Odpustte, Tondo, vysvétluje fidici, kdy? se vrad.
Uveédomila jsem si, Ze jsem kameru nechala na pokoji. Tady mate.
A podéavd mu bankovku slozenou do malého étverecku. Tonik zasu-
ne penize do kapsy a uzardéle dékuje. Ptim se ho, kam odtud po-
jede, a on fikd, Ze na Luziny, a j4 mu fikdm, at na mé pocka v auté,
ze mé sveze kousck s sebou.

No a co s tebou, povida Liliana, kdyz chlapec odejde. Néco ti
dluzim. To nestoji za fed, vrtim hlavou. Ale ano, poékej tady, poslu
ti dold uéetni. Polibi mé na obé tvafe, byl to nidherny den, na toho
Holbeina se pfeptd a jesté mi uréité zavold, tak ahoj, pozdravuj do-
ma, ji dneska upadnu do pefin jako podtati, tak pa. A je pry¢.

Pospichim z hotelu, aby si mé jesté nenadla Géetni. Sednu do au-
ta a ptdm se Tonika, kolik mu dala. Nechtéjte to védét, fika student.
Chtél jsem se tam vratit a ddtji ty penize zpitky.

No tak, kolik?

Dala mi slovy deset korun éeskaslovenskych, tficet centd, Papi-
rovych. Ty za pll roku pfestanou platit, uz budou jenom mince. Za
pil roku bych to bral, to by snad bylo stylovéjsi. Ale takhle by snad
bylo lepsi, kdyby mi nedala nic. Chtél jsem ji fict, madam, nechte
si to, vy ty penize potiebujete vic.

Zaplat pimbi, Ze Tonik mél tolik velkorysosti. Pak mé ale
napadne, Ze mu nedala tak milo. Dala mu penize, za které se
v Gottwaldové dalo koupit dvacet eskym.

A kolik dala vim? pta se on mé, jestli se miizu zeptat, Ach, mné
nic, mé by ani nenapadlo od ni néco chtit, fikim. Vzdyt je to stard
kamarddka. Jo, vlastné jsem dostala vonavku Yardley. -

Na prvni pohled tak stafe nevypadala, uzavie Tonik a nastartu-
je auto.
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NAVSTEVA STARE DAMY

Ne Ze by mi penize vadily, ale pfisly trochu
pozdé. Ostatné nikdy jsme na tom nebyli
Spatné. Po listopadu jsme restituovali rodin-
ny penzion v Jevanech a vybudovali cate-
ringovou spoleénost a pridelnu na povle-

radé elektronické firmy a v dozoréf radé. tif
dalsich. Ted uz cizince provizet nemusim. Ale co mé élovek délat?

_ Cryficet uz mi vickrit nebude. Zav;’rzirr\c:i pied tim, ze muz m4

milenku, nekdejdi sekretitku, myslim, Ze neni Gplné pitomi, zaplat

—>pambd, a poéitim, 2e ho nerozvede, ve hic je hodné-penéz. Takzc

nejenom kvili deerdm déldme zd4ni fungujict rodiny.

Obtas ze staré znimosti se jesté uvolim, kdyz zavolaji hoikyi = W
z ?ﬂ]g)}.a odvodim malou skupinu turistd. Castéji dostanu fax |
“nebo mail, rovnou z Ameriky. Ale vybirim si. Zadnou obtiznou |
WL z Ame

MOTLES . cEEVE 2 g ..
grupy, kazdy pes jind ves, vdovy ze Stredozipadu, se kterymi sc

¢lovek vlege pies Staromik s destntkem nad hlavou a ony se vis po-
tom zepraji, jestli tohle je to Rudé namésti. Ja vodim kultivované
byznysmeny a pravniky, ktefi bydli v Intercontu nebo U raka; pér,
Sest, nanejvy$ deset lidi, ale nejradéji dvojice milionaft na zapfe-
nou. Takhle jsem provizela Margaretu Clifford, dceru prezidenta

‘Trumana, s manzelem, nebo pentagonského generila, ktery nechal
. ulit zvon a zavésil ho Svéradicich, vesnici, odkud pochizel jeho
ulit zvor

otec, protoze si precetl v americkém rominu, ze rakhle se to déli.
Jedte pred rozpadem federace jsem objizdéla republiku se skupi-
nou obchodnikd a tlumodila ve vétsich podnicich a bankich, totiz
tam, kde to poticboyali. Obvykle maji éloveka, néjakého sckéniho
teditele, ktery je vyélenén k poddvani informaci, umi plynné ang-
licky a fekne navstévnikam presné to, co potiebuji, a to, co potie-
buje banka. Vlastni tlumo¢nik se oviem vidycky hodi. Cizinci stile
citf ke kraji za Zeleznou oponou uréitou skepsi az sepsi, chtélo by
se fict, obcas jim jedté tuhne krev. Nékterym ne, nékeeff se vyzna-
ji. Takov, kteii uz byli v Rusku nebo na Balkéng, povazuji Prahu
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za zipadni metropoli. Vzpominim na Jacka Savage z New Yorku.
Vysoky blondik v dokonalém obleku s brylemi ve zlatych obroug-
kich. Rozumél obchodovini s akciemi na burze a psal do finanéni
rubriky nékolika novin na vychodnim pobiei. Jack byl jiny Ameri-
¢an. Mél obsihlé védomosti o Evropé, o déjinich a obchodu. Tako-
vému nemuzete vyprivét, ze na Konopiiti bydlel Dracula. Ostatné
stilo by to za to, dit dohromady seznam tradovanych vymysla, kte-
ré privodci davaji k leps$imu z nedostatku lepsich historek.

Jednou po obchodnim jednini jsme sedéli v hotelovém baru
a jd jsem mu vyprévéla o Zivoté, o tom, Ze jsem zamlada jezdila na
vodnich lyzich a byla dokonce mistryni republiky. Skoda, Ze tenhle
sport neni na programu olymp:ady, fikala jsem mu, mohla jsem na
ni jet jesté v dobdch utazené normalizace. Jezdila jsem slusné i v zi-
mé na sjezdovkéch a fe¢ pfisla na Lilianu Drummondovou, kterou
on znal z veéirkd obchodni smetanky. J4 jsem ji znala z hor, oviem
jenom do doby, nez zaéala jezdit s_ﬁlnlorskﬂnlberem

A ddl se nikdy nedostala, fekl Jack. KSR A

Kam dél by se méla dostat zepta[ajsem se, vz y se vdala a od-
stchovala. EA R

Kdyz prijela Liliana do Ameuky, tvrdlla, Ze prchﬂa preszasnéze——
nou Sumavu a minova pole na lvzwh/Hr.ad v desti kulek, pronsle-
dovani komandem pohraniéniki v bilych kc;m’amczach asmeckou
lidozravych ps@, vysvétoval mi Jack. Rikala, 2e byla v éeskosloven-
ském olympijském tymu, a to neni pravda. Byla privé jen v junior-
ském. Pti lyzovini v Rakousku se sezndmila s podnikatelem o étyfi-
cet let star$im a po jeho smrti se odstéhovala. Prosla fadou peélive
vykalkulovanych znamosti, lyzovala s Kennedyovymi, az zakotvila
ve sprivném lozi a vzala si miliondfe Mickeyho.

A co je na tom $patného? Byla to pékna holka.

Na tom nenf nic tak $patného, kdyby ve spoleénosti i v médi-
ich netvrdila, Ze byla olympioni¢ka. To u nis znamend hodng. Byt
v olympijském tymu znamend byt smectinka. A mizes se dcuzlt s ji-
nou smetinkou a z toho jsou penize a postaveni. V Americe ti mo-
hou odpustit i vrazdu v afektu, ale Thani ne. Jak jednou zalzes, tak
jsi odepsani. A na lyze Head nemohla mit jeité kontrakt.

Nevédéla jsem, ze Liliana nebyla v néjakém tymu. Ani ze byla
v jiném. Po pravdé mé to pobavilo. Neéekala bych to od ni. Byla
hezkd, tehdy jedte nebyla blond, oviem o jeji inteligenci jsem si ne-

o1

Neser_bohy.indd 91 @ 20.10.2004, 11:42



Dobri, vritime se do péti hodin odpoledne, ozndmila Ivana
Ucetni.

Vsimla jsem si tvrdého akcentu, ktery ji neopustil ani po dvace-
ti Ietech a napadle mé, :éc: ifm moimi déla dojem na milionéfskych

Ridi¢ sqmcnova[ Tonik, by[ to studcnt s chytrym &elem a hez-
kyma oéima a jesté nevédél, co bude délat po vysoké skole. Zatim
jezdil autem pro firmu a chodil do poéitadovych kurzii. Byla sobo-
ta,zaplat pambi, protoze jezdit po Praze ve viedni den je utrpeni.
Zicpy jsou ted viude. Vysvédila jsem Liliané, e od revoluce se po-
Cet aut zdvojndsobil. Kdekdo je ted podnikatel, coz byl za rezimu
zlodin a ¢asto je i ted, a u podnikatele se pfedpoklada, ze jezdi do
price autem, ackoli mésto na to neni stavéné. Tady nejsou bulviry
po zbouranych hradbich jako v Budapesti nebo ve Vidni. A benzin
stojf pétadvacet korun za litr.

Kolik je to dolart? zeptala se Ivana.

Osmdesit centl podle dnesniho kurzu.

Za to je u nis, pockej, galon jsou &tyfi litry ... za to jsou u nds

skoro tfi litry. J4 si pamatuju benzin za &tyfi koruny. Otec mél em- -

bécko. Jo, a eskymo bylo za padesitnik.

~ Vyjeli jsme na magistrlu a zamifili k VySehradu. Takhle j4 zagi-
niam prohlidkovy okruh Obvykle se za¢ini na Hradé, ale j4 mim
svoje cesty, neoticlé, a vypravim o mésté v chronologickém porta-
di. Libuse odhazovala vyéerpané milence z lizné pod vy3chrad-
skou skilu. Tam je posbirali vodnici. To je oviem némeckd pomlu-
va. Liliana se sméje. A pro¢ mé Bedfich Smetana péticipou hvézdu
na hrobé? To taky nevim. Dvorik je zajimavéjsi. Zil v New Yorku
a byl prvnim skladatelem, ktery se stal dolarovym milionarem. Ten
se mi libi, usmivd se Liliana zamy3lené. Jinak ji jména nic neffkaji.
Milada Hordkovi? Nebyla to ta lyzatka ze Slavoje? Vibec si chece
spis povidat a historickd data moc nevnima,

Sjedeme k nibfezi, pokracujeme k Tanéicimu domu a tady pre-
jedeme teku, zabodime k tanku, ktery uz tady nestoji, a Hole¢ko-
vou nahoru ke Strahovu,

Rolling Stones misto spartakiddy? To je devalvace, fikd Liliana.
Ja jsem rtady cvicila..., pockej, v pétasedesitém. Byla nids tady
z Gottwaldova pilka $koly. Kazdy chtél cvi¢it. Bylo to krasny. To
uz snad neni pravda.
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délala iluze. Byla to holka z Gottwaldova a mezi Prazdky na horich
si davala pozor, aby nefekla néco hloupého. Dil jsem se s Jackem
neprela, mél jiné kvality, kvali kterym stilo za to s nim posedét. Na-
konec to byl moc hezky veder a kdy? Jack OdJcE néjaky &as jsme si
jesté psali. Dodneska si posilime listky k vanoctm.

Vzpomnéla jsem si na Jacka, kdyz mi prekvapivé telefonovala
Liliana Drummondové z Ameriky. Byvala kamaridka z lyzi chtéla
védét, jestli bych ji neukdzala Prahu, pfijede v kvétnu po vice nez
dvaceti letech a bude bydlet v hotelu Pafiz. Volala mi, protoze si pa-
matuje, Ze mésto znam, Ze uz na fakulté jsem o nedélich provazela
cizince. Ona sama uz Prahu neznd, vlasmé jinikdy pofidné neznala.
Rekla, ze mi samoziejmé zaplati, a ji fekla, Ze to samoziejmé nepfi-
padi v Gvahu. No dobfe, néjak se dohodneme, smila se Liliana.

Cekala jsem pred hotelem 2 byla svenﬂwm toho, jak autobus,
kterym piijela z Némecka, ?acouval az k samotnému vchodu = véc
zhola nemoznd pro fidide, Ccdoku ktefi do téhle slepé ulice od-
mitaji zajet i s mikrobusem. Vyskiytl se mensi problém. Dva osobni
vozy stily vystréené zadkem do ulice, ale jeji bodyguardi vyskodili
z autobusu a parkujici auta prosté pienesli.

Na tenhle hotel mim smiSené vzpominky. Pfed patnicti lety
jsem $la navstivit klienty na pokoj ve tfetim patfe, abychom vyidili
podrobnosti zijezdu, Cestou doll pfistoupil do vytahu bagazista
a natlacil se na mé se zdvizenym oboéim. Tohle si, dévenko, nezvy-
kej, ozndmil mi. To bude padesit marek. Prckvapenejscm se ho ze-
ptala za co, a on fekl, Ze jeho holkdm nepolezu do zeli. Ze jsou jisté
m které je tieba dodrzovat. Byl zt zce]csncmm m:avmch uzanci,
Vtu avé suverenity. o
_~Mileréda si s viami o téch uzancich popovidim v kanceldfi fedi-
the hotelu, opééila jsem, a chlapec znejistél. Za feditelem jit ne-
chtél. 8la jsem za nim sama a véc mu oznimila. Vysvétlila jsem no-
menklaturnimu kddrovi, Ze celou véc pozenu vys, ze takové jednani
ozndmim v Cedoku. Moc se omlouval, prosil mé, at to nikde nefi-
kim, a dal mi ze svého dvé sté marek. Vzala jsem tplatek 2 minutu
jsem ho potézkivala v ruce. Kolik asi dostavi feditel od toho lift-
boye? Ode viech? Zastréila jsem penize do kabelky s ¢istym svédo-
mim. Pochopila jsem, Ze bych se mohla Zivit velice snadno. Vim od
té doby, kolik se plati za ndvitévu na pokoji a za nivitévu feditele
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v kancelafi. Stacilo by pfistoupit na jisté uzance. Chamtivy bagizis-
ta dostal hodinovou vypovéd a odesel reklamovat svoji Shylockovu

libru do jiného hotelu. Za néjaky ¢as jsem ho vidéla v livreji pred
Alcronem. Tihle hoi se pohybu;t v bludném kolobéhu. Ti nc;dou
pod jistou troven. Napadlo mé, jestli by po mné je§té dneska né-
kdo chtél vypalné za nadstandardni sluzby, které hotely poskytuiji.
Liliana vypadala viceméné jako na fotografii z Easopisu, ve kte-
rém jsem ji vidéla naposled. Tedy jinak nez zamlada. Napadlo
mé, ze se podoba nafukovaci panné, na které si vojaci tudim Bun-
- deswehru cvidi dychéni z dst do tst. Po veéefi jsme si na chvilku
sedly v baru a Ivana se mi sver;la, kde viude ma silikon a jak cas-
to si ho nechévd vyméniovat. Posteskla si, e manzel Donald si-na-
sel vlastné dplné stejny typ Zeny, vyménil jenom tiiadtyticetiletou
za Ctyfiatficetiletou. V digitdlnim souétu to vyjde nastejno, a ale je to
ozvldstnéni. Takc}sem se ji svéfila, oviem moje problémy s chotém
mi piisly r nicotné vedle &isel a miliénd, které poletovaly kolem je-
jich rozchodu. Pfilf_:]_a sesvitou osobnich strizcd, kadefnic, s osob-
nim trenérem a kucharkou. Ale na prohlidku Prahy chee vyrazit bez
autobusu, jenom se mnou, douf, Zc je tu bezpeéno, taky si musi-
me vic popovidat, dneska piijde brzo spit. A jestli bych na zitick
nesehnala auto. Navrhla jsem, Ze ji svezu ve svoji vektrc nebo po-
#4dam Frantu o firemniho bavorika;ale Liliana mi rozpaatc vyjevi-
la pfani svézt se Tatrou 613:to Ze byvala limuzina jejich snd, v tom

jezdil feditel Svitu za }qihe mléd{ v Gottwaldové; ji vim, Ze uz je —=

to zase Zlin, vrtéla zasnéné hlavou, ale nemtizu si zvyknout. Rekla
jsem, Ze sehnat se d4 i Zil nebo Ca)ka, a Sestsettfindctka uz vibec
nebude problém, protoze vim, kdo jednu ma. Ta se ale pronajimi
i s fidi¢em. Fajn, fekla Liliana, vezmi fidige, hlavné aby v tom byla
klimatizace.

Dohodla jsem se s Honzou, se kterym jsme pred ¢asem vozili Si-
gourney Weaver. Honza vlastnil deset vozd, které levné odkoupil
dilem od néjakého ministerstva, dilem od sbératele veterind. Za-
méstnival nékolik fidi¢t a jednoho z nich nim poslal toho jarniho
rina do hotelu. Mladik pfinesl fakcuru, kterou Liliana predala své
Géetnf a zeptala se mé, v kolik hodin se vritime, aby o ni personil
nemél strach.

Okruzka trva obvykle sest hodin, ale téeba se nékde zdr#ime na

kafi, fekla jsem ji.
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Tonik nds vylozi na Pohotelci a ja mu fikim, at pro nés pfijede na
Klirov ve dvé hodiny. PGjdeme pésky pres Hrad a naobédvime se
ve Vikdrce. Pod Hradem se nesmi s autem &ekat, nanejvys tam ma-
Zete stit deset minut, nez se objevi klient po pési prohlidce. Liliana
si nad3ené prohlizi vvlohy a ptd se, kolik co stoji. Viechno prepodi-
tévd na ceny détskych pahﬂsku z détstvi na Moravé. Vzpominas na
mejdlicka? A na tiki? Nejhnusnéjsi a nejlevnéjii byl rahat, to bylo
posypany skrobem. Ono to véechno bylo dost cklhaft, ale zmrzli-
na byla dobra. Sovétski — morozenoje. Ta myslim stéla tfi koruny.
Ale eskymo bylo stejné nejlepsi. Vrtd mi hlavou, jak si mize dolaro-
vi milionitka pamatovat ceny lizatek. Znim tuhle hagiografii vy-
kacek a viibec vicho, co bylo bijeéné jen proto, ze jsme byly malé.
Takovéhle inventury détské blazenosti se provadéji pri kazdém sc-
tkinf spoluzaéek a neznamenaji nic jiného, nez ze stirneme. S mi-
liondfkou mé to trochu unavuje. Vzdyt je to buranka, ifkim si, bez
ohledu na to, kolik md penéz. Vzpomina s dojetim i na $itkovini na
pionyra. Détstvi vaim nezkaz{ ani blby rezim. Liliana u sebe nemd
skoro zidnou hotovost, je zvykla platit kreditkartou, ale téch par
drobnych, které mi v kabelce, mi ukazuje a pt4 se, co se za né dé
koupit. Na Hradg ji zajim4 hlavné to, kde bydli Havel. Rikim ji, ze
tam nebydli, Ze tam jenom pracuje. Kde pracuje? Snad v téchhle ok-
nech, fikim, a ona si je vyfotografuje. Kdyby tu nebyla tiplné sou-
kromé, smluvila by si s nim setkdni, ale dneska uz neni devadesaty
rok, kdy mluvil s kazdym, dneska by se to muselo plinovat dlouho
dopfedu. Ostatné vidéla se s nim ve Washingtonu.

Fronta pred pokladnou do sv. Vita je milem okluzni. Zatimco
cekdme, prohliZi si nds mladik smutné tvare a pohledu venkovana,
s havranimi vlasy a s nezdravou tvifi, které jakoby chybél rozstép
na hornim rtu. V ruce drzi sdonovou tasku a mlsné hltd silikonovou
cizinku bezosty§nyma o¢ima. Mozn4 je z jizni Moravy. Objizds ly-
rovité boky v pnieha\grch dzinach, hodiny soustfedéného aerobi-
ku. Americ¢anka ze Zlina zvedne pobavenc obodi.

Proplujeme kostelnimi lavicemi a Liliana se rozhlizi po mozai-
kovych oknech. V krypté spociti krile. Keery byl ten Good King
Wenceslaus? To nebyl knize Viclav? Svaty Vjadeslav Zajcev. Nebyl
on to Rus? Déjepis md jednou provzdy uzavieny, cokoli dalstho ne-
md cenu priddvat, historickd data jdou jednim uchem tam, druhym
ven, zajimavé jsou jenom perlicky. Jak skonéil svaty Vit? Uvaren?
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Chudik. Vypravim o Janovi z Nepomuku a ona si vzpomene ne-
souvisle na lofiskou ndvitévu Ciny. Mezinirodni vlastenka. Vyiku
chrimové véze porovnivi s mrakodrapem, ktery postavil manzel
Donald (obéas mu iikd Mysdku) na 5% Avenue. A ovéem, vyhozeni
mistodrzici z Krélovského palice, to jsme se uily, jak se jmenovali
= Martinic a ten druhy..., ano, Slavata. Plus pisaf.

Sedneme si ve Vikdrce na obéd. Viechny stoly jsou rezervované,
ale vrchni pozni velkou dimu a volny stdl se najdc Liliana se po-
nimré ve vafené zeleniné a vypije sklenku bilého vina. Divila by ses,
ale dov_azrm do Statt éeské pivo.

Tenhle Hrad, kde na Jifském nddvori sedévala knizata, kde by-
ly pohanské truny a kde probihal a zase z nedostatku penéz konéi
nqﬂ{y‘irchcologmky prizkum; my tudy jdeme a poéitime trilny,
kam ndm staéi vstupenka. Amerlcanka s umélym télem se zdvofile
divi, nic nevia to, co se dozvi, hned zapomina. Jdeme dil, nenf tie-
ba se misit do hrobi. J4 mim takovéhle boty, ty m$ fujorsky dy-
zajn, pojd se mnou, kopec se snisi, Opvs se sklini, postavili to'ta-

dy. kdyz chtéli hlidat brod, takhle vznikaly hrady, nad brody, kde

uz ncbyh komifi, ted nouze pominula, fcka teée vysoko, Ménesiv
most, vody je dost, je husta, biidli¢nati, kalm., kovovi, nejedla. Li-
liana prostinkd, svédla, chee bytin, kdyz chees bytin, délej pro to
néco, a ona dél4, vykvétd naivitou, nem4 zabrany, to je hezké na
milionafce, neboji se ztrapnit, roztomild hloupost je poz]acma pe-
nézi. U nas se stavi hodné ckumenickych kosteld, fiki. Plati to sou-
kromé nadace. Pod jednou stfechou se skryje nékolik denomina-
ci a jeste synagoga. A jeité se pfitom vyperou penize. Kdovi, jestli
ten Karel IV. nepral penize, kdyZ nechaval pozlatit véze. Katedrily
v Poryni, to byla hotovd pridelna. Rikim ji, ze mime taky jednu.
Na povleceni. Projdeme Zlatou ulickou, sejdeme Zamecké schody
a nasedneme do auta.

To bylo hezké, ik Liliana, ted bychom mohly chvili jezdit, aby-
chom si odpodéinuly.

Tonik tiki, Ze udéld vétsi okruh, a vyjede Chotkovymi sady na
Letnou, pokraéujeme do Holesovic, pres feku, do Heydrichovy
zaticky, do Libné, pres Karlin na magistrélu, k fece v Podoli (tady
jsem jednou byla plavat, vzpomene si Liliana) a po nabrezi ke Kar-
lovu mostu. Tonik nds vyloZi a pocka na nis na druhé strané mostu.
Piejdeme most, Liliana poéitd sochy — pofdd néco pocitd — a v Mos-
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tecké znovu nasedneme. Jedeme pres Malou Stranu, pres Most le-
gii k Ndrodnimu divadlu, k Muzeu pfes Viclavské nimésti a Tonik
spichd kvali Liliané nékolik dopravnich prestupkd, které v sobotu
projdou bez poviimnuti, vriti se do Revoluéni a zajede k hotelu.

Liliana mé zve na vedefi, ale nejprve se chece prevléknout. Af
Tonik poc¢kd, rida by se pak jedté jednou projela méstem a vidéla
pamitky osvétlené za tmy. Rikim Tonikovi, at si zajde néco snist,
a ptim se ho, jestli ma jeSté ¢as. Auto bylo pivodné pronajaté na
osm hodin. Ridi¢ povid4, Ze s tim sice nepodital, ze mél jit vecer
do kurzu, ale Ze se pfizplsobi. Pfedpoklidim, ze dostanete dobré
spropitné, fikim mu ji, a on pokréi rameny. Jdu s Lilianou na po-
koj. Pté se, jestli se také nechei osprchovat, a ja se chei osprchovat,
mimo jiné proto, Ze chci vidét, jak hotel pojal rekonstrukei secesni
koupelny (Velkorysc a necitliveé), nadez mi Liliana vénuje riZzovou
blizku a nacaty parfém znacky Yardley. Jestli se neurazim. Neura-
zim. Cestou dolii po mné nikdo nic nechtél. V hale se bagéZista je-
nom ukloni. Uz jsem stara.

Tonik nis odveze do jednoho z téch novych podnik, které vy-
rostly na Starém Mésté a tviii se levné 2 nonkonformné, zdanlive
studentsky, nicméné maji tady francouzské nizvy a milem paffz-
ské ceny. Piede dvefmi stoji tabule s nabidkou menu, napsaného
barevnymi kndami Tonik nemi kde zaparkovat. Rik4, ze odjede
a vrti se pro nds za hodinu.

Jedte, chlapce, pozvala bych vis, ale to vite, chceme si popovi-
dat mezi dévéaty.

Je roztomily, fekla, kdyz odedel. Usadily jsme se do prouténych
ki‘esel pastelovych barev. Cisnik pfinesl menu a zeptal se, co bu-
deme pit. Liliana se zeptala na né&jaky roénik bilého francouzského
vina a sommelier naklonil hlavu na stranu. Zatviril se zamyélené
a fekl, Ze si neni jist, jestli pravé tenhle roénik maji. Liliana se zepta-
la, jaké jiné dobré francouzské vino maji, o némz vi jisté, 7e ho ma-
jis 2 muz doporudil néjaky pinot, jehoz celé jméno mi uniklo, ne-
bot ho zaseptal malem sptk]encckv Liliana stoéila pohled stranou
a uvazlivé pokyvala hlavou. Ano, to miize byt.

Ty si dej, co chees, fekla Liliana a listovala jidelnim listkem, ji si
ddm jenom néco malého. Kdyz prisel &fénik s vinem, ukizalo se, ze
je to Pinot Chardonney, roénik 91. Oteviel lahev a zeptal se, kterd
znis ho ochutna. Liliana zavrtéla hlavou a vybidla ho, at vino ochut-
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né sim. Podvédomy strach elity z travieh Vvhrczl v etiketu. Cidnik se
uklonil, zakrouzil vinem ve sklenicce a prohlcd] jej proti svétlu. Po-
tom se napil a zamyslené provilel vino v tstech. Pohlédl ke stropu
a nakonec na nis. Mohu deporuéit, fekl. Co budou dimy jist?

Dala jsem si jehnééi kotletu a Liliana teleci fizek z Berry. Dej-
te mi ten teleci fizek z Berry, fekla a pfecetla ndzev jesté francouz-
sky — escalope de veau a la berrichone -, aby nebylo pochyb, ze
si ho odnékud pamatuje. Jestli mé chtéla presvédéit, ze umi fran-
couzsky, tak se ji to povedlo. Zdilo se mi, Ze francouzsky vyslovuje
lip nez anglicky. Béhem jidla mi vypravéla o obrazech, které kdysi
koupili s manzelem spoleéné a které on prodal pted majetkovym
vyrovninim s neodpustitelnym ziskem; o to se ted ona chystd bo-
jovat v samostatné soudni pfi. Prodal mi jednoho Carravagia a jed-
noho Steena, povzdychla si Liliana ténem, ktery svédéil o tom, ze
pfimo vyrostla na baroknim malifstvi. A nevim ani komu. Rekla to
ténem, jako kdyby prodal jeji psi milicky. Doslo mi, Ze o ni vlastné
nic nevim. Az doted neprojevila o V§tvarné uméni nejmensi zdjem.
Napadlo mé na vtefinu, Ze moznd po nivratu z lyzaiskych poby-
tli v Krkonosich & v Beskydech chodila do oblastni galérie v Got-
twaldové a studovala tam... Co? Viclava Vaviince Reinera? Brand-
1a? Toho tam nemaji. Jestli ona se do té Ameriky neodstéhovala, aby
mohla navitévovat Guggenhecimovo muzeum? Asi ne. Na Hradé
nechtéla do Rudolfovy galerie ani do Jifského klastera.

Zeptala jsem se, jestli jesté lyzuje.

Uz ne, osobni kou¢ mi to zakazal. Skodi to kolennim vazim.
Chodim hrit tenis 2 doma pochopitelné plavu, ted jsem nechala
prestavét bazén. Sto fith méfi. To je tficet metrd. Kromé toho mim
golfove hristé.

Liliana si odskocﬂa na ZJ.ChOC] a kdyz se vritila, sdélila mi poné-
kud spiklenecky, ze kdyz bézi v televizi reklama, dochdzi v milio-
nech americkych domicnosti k masovému splachovini na zicho-
dé. Ze uz ted to predstavuje vizny problém a je$té véus problém
to bude pfedstavovat v budoucnu. Ze ekologové biji na poplach
Ajestlipak je to problém i unds?

Nevim, divim se na video, takZe splachuju jindy.

Po hodiné se dostavi Tonik a ikd, Ze parkuje docela blizko. Dej-
te si néco, fikd Liliana, ur&ité musite mit hlad, Tonik #k4, Ze to maji
ve firmé zakdzino, i kdyby si to zdkaznik m[ovnc pral.

98

Neser_bohy.indd 98 .@ 20.10,2004, 11:42

]



@

No jestli je to proti pfedpisiim, nebudu vis nutit, pokréi Liliana
na rameny. My jesté chvilku posedime, kde stoji auto?

Cckim tady za rohem ve Stupartské, ted veder u% je tam misto.

Opravdu mily chlapec, fiki Liliana, kdyz Tonik odejde. Kolik
mysli3, ze mu mim dit spropitného?

Rikim, Ze nevim, e mu samoziejmé nic divat nemusi. Ale zvy-

kemje...

Jo, to jsem se chtéla zeptat, prerudf mé Liliana, chtéla bych si ta-
dy koupit pir obrazi, néjaké uméni. Doporuéili mi nékolik j jmen,
aby to nebyl kyc. Namatkou, podivi se do razového Zaptsmcku se
zilozkou, néjakého Saudka a Borna Holbeina Mladéiho. To jsou
dvé jména?

To jsou tfi jména Chybi ti tam ¢4rka. Osobné ty pany neznam,
ale pochybuju, ze by zabram li splachovini v milionech americkych
domicnosti.

Liliana se nejlstegc_i‘ggh_tnc Jak pry jsem na to piisla? A jestli by
nebyl lepsi Born Starsi? Vzpomnéla jsem si, jak jsem provizela Mar-
garetu Clifford-Truman, nékdejéi kabaretni zpévacku a dceru pre-
zidenta, jak mi vyprivéla o tom, Ze otec dostal plitno od, P1cassa
Atomovy bombometétk se malifi mirovych holubic poklonil, ze
sludnosti obraz pfijal, a po odchodu navitévy ho cheél vyhodit.
Truman byl jiny nez Drummond. Dcera od ného obraz vyprosila,
protoze se mize hodit, a on ji fekl, a( si ho povési tfeba na zdchod.
To je dobré, sméje se Liliana. Budu si muset také néjakého obstarat.
Zfrra se mam setkat s jednim galeristou, ten bude védét. Oviem ten

- Born Holbein je z néjakého ncpodchvceneho dédictvi, takze je to
~ tajdiv, classified, jak se u nis  tikd.

Rikim, e to nqspss bude classified. Ze Born Holbein musi byt
klasa, kdyZ md véci u Guggenheima, v Pradu a v Dikobrazu.

Po jidle si objednime koitak a Gcet. Cisnik ik, ze se jim pold-
mala endorsing machine, Ze dneska berou jenom hotovost. Lilia-
na znejist, ale ja fikdm, Ze ji pozvu, a G&et zaplatim. Liliana se moc
omlouva, vrati mi to v hotelu.

Tonik stoji pred autem a kouti. Kdyz nds uvidi, zadlipne cigaretu
a stréi si do Gst Zvykacku.

Ale to jste nemusel zahazovat, f{ké Liliana. Takového tygra, ik
potéiena, Ze vylovila slangovy vyraz. J4 si sama obéas zapilim, kdyz
mé nikdo nevidi. U nis je za to elektrické kreslo.
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Projedeme Prahou jesté jednou. Liliana uZ je unaveni. Kdyz ji
upozoriiuji na pamétky, sotva vyhlédne z okna. Zitra mé éeki dlou-
hy den, povida. Jedeme na Karltejn na golf's néjakymi podnikateli.
Pozvala bych té, ale je to obchodni zilezitost.

Ach, to byl den, moc ti dékuju, Alzbéto, loud se nakonec ve
dvertich. Jdu s ni do hotelové haly a Tonik jde s nami. Liliana se k né-
mu obriti a fikd omluvné: J¢, zapomnéla jsem v auté fotoaparit. To-
nik odbéhne k vozu. Sotva odejde, vzpomene si Liliana, Ze ne. Zessi
ho nezapoméla v auté, Ze ho nechala na pokoji po odpoledni pro-
hlidce. Kolik mu mé dat? ptd se. Kolik mysli3, fikim, a ona se pie-
hrabuje v kabelce. Odpustte, Tondo., vysvétluje fidici, kdyz se vrati.
Uvédomila jsem si, Ze jsem kameru nechala na pokoji. Tady mite.
A podivi mu bankovku slozenou do malého étvereku. Tonik zasu-
ne penize do kapsy a uzardéle dékuje. Ptim se ho, kam odtud po-
jede, a on tikd, Ze na Luziny, a ji mu fikim, at na mé poéki v auté,
ze mé sveze kousek s sebou.

No a co s tebou, povidi Liliana, kdyz chlapec odejde. Néco ti
dluzim. To nestoji za fe¢, vrtim hlavou. Ale ano, poékej tady, poslu
ti dolG Gcetni. Polibi mé na obé tvife, byl to nddherny den, na toho
Holbeina se preptd a jesté mi urcité zavold, tak ahoj, pozdravuj do-
ma, ji dneska upadnu do pefin jako podtata, tak pa. A je pry¢.

Pospichim z hotelu, aby si mé jesté nenasla Géetni. Sednu do au-
ta a ptdm se Tontka, kolik mu dala. Nechtéjte to védét, fika student.
Chtél jsem se tam vratit a d4t ji ty penize zpatky.

No tak, kolik?

Dala mi slovy deset korun &eskoslovenskych, tficet centt. Papi-
rovych. Ty za ptl roku pfestanou platit, uz budou jenom mince. Za
pil roku bych to bral, to by snad bylo stylovéjsi. Ale takhle by snad
bylo lepsi, kdyby mi nedala nic. Chtél jsem ji fict, madam, nechte
si to, vy ty penize poticbujete vic,

Zaplat pimbi, Ze Tonik mél tolik velkorysosti. Pak mé ale
napadne, Ze mu nedala tak milo. Dala mu penize, za které se
v Gottwaldové dalo koupit dvacet eskym.

A kolik dala vim? pti se on mé, jestli se milizu zeptat. Ach, mné
nic, mé by ani nenapadlo od ni néco chitit, fikim. Vzdyt je to stard
kamaridka. Jo, vlastné jsem dostala vonavku Yardley.

Na prvni pohled tak stafe nevypadala, uzavie Tonik a nastartu-
Jj€ auto.
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