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KNJIZEVNA ESEJISTIKA IN KNJIZEVNA KRITIKA

Namen c¢lanka je prikazati, kako se je v zadnjem Casu slovenska literarna veda odzivala
na knjizevnokritisko in literarnoesejisti¢no prakso. Glavna ugotovitev potrjuje predpostavko,
da je v zadnjih desetih ali petnajstih letih nastalo ve¢ del, ki so pomembno dopolnila starejse
zgodovinske in teoretske uvide. Ce k temu dodam 3e druge znanstvene dogodke, potem je
mogoce skleniti, da je literarna veda obe podrocji reflektirala vitalno in kompetentno.

Kljucne besede: literarna esejistika, knjizevna kritika, slovenska literarna veda, vredno-
tenje, zgodovina eseja

Sledil bom strokovnim in znanstvenim dogodkom, ki bodo pokazali, kaj je imela
slovenistika v zadnjem desetletju povedati o literarni kritiki in esejistiki. Mislim na
razprave, doktorate, monografske publikacije, morebitne simpozije ipd. Zanimalo
me bo, v kak$ni meri je slovenisticna veda posegala po globljih, teoretskih osnovah
esejistike in kritike ter kako dale¢ segajo esejisticnozgodovinski in kritiSkozgodovin-
ski uvidi.! Splosna ocena situacije, ta ne uposteva le zadnjega obdobja, je naslednja:
aktualno kritisko in esejsko prakso so z zamikom reflektirali teoretski uvidi. Ti so
bili pogostejsi in bolj poglobljeni predvsem dvakrat, prvic¢ v tridesetih letih prejSnjega
stoletja, ko so razli¢ni idejni in filozofski zagoni utemeljevali nujnost in »pravilnost«
katoliskih, liberalnih ter marksistiénih vidikov pri vrednotenju umetnosti. Drugié¢
se je razpravljanje razvnelo po drugi svetovni vojni, ko so okolis¢ine socialisti¢ne
drzave in vse, kar je bilo z njo povezano, privedle do bolj in man;j tehtnih premisle-
kov o tem, kaks$na naj bo aktualna literarna presoja in kam naj se usmerja knjizevna
praksa. Nekaj podobnega se je dogajalo tudi z esejistiko, seveda pa je bila tu situacija
zaradi narave eseja bolj strpna in se je usmerjala predvsem k vprasanjem o zvrstni
podobi, o poetoloskih znacilnostih, tematiki ter slogovno-jezikovnih vidikih in se v
glavnem ni obremenjevala z razli¢nimi ideoloskimi praksami.?

V zadnjem desetletju so izSle vsaj Stiri pomembne znanstvene monografije o knji-
zevni kritiki: dve knjigi Literarno vrednotenje na Slovenskem (2002 in 2003) Matije
Ogrina, Literarna kritika (2004) Draga Sege in doktorska disertacija Struktura in
funkcija literarne kritike (2009) Roberta Jereba. Za relevantno sliko pa je treba seci
do monografije Borisa Paternuja Estetske osnove Levstikove literarne kritike (1962).
Gre za eno najpomembne;jsih refleksij slovenske knjizevne kritike. Avtor se sicer

! Clanek je nastal v okviru programske skupine P6-0156 (Slovensko jezikoslovje, knjizevnost in pou-
¢evanje slovenscine).

2 B. Ziherl (Nekaj opomb o nasi kritiki, 1953), J. Vidmar (O estetskih kriterijih, 1953), J. Kos (O mar-
ksisti¢ni estetiki in marksisticni kritiki, 1954, Prispevek k splosnemu ¢is¢enju pojmov v kritiki, 1953), T.
Kermauner (O dveh prevladujocih tipih v sodobni marksisti¢ni kritiki, 1953), H. Griin (Poskus o poskusu,
1953), B. Borko (Kaj je in kaj ni esej, 1965).
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ukvarja s to¢no dolo¢eno kritiSko paradigmo, vendar ob tem odgovarja na mnoga
za samo kritiko odloc¢ilna vprasanja — zgodovinska, kulturna, politicna, psiholoska,
socioloska, antropoloska. Zanesljivost literarne kritike povezuje s trdnimi estetskimi
izhodis¢i in pri tem uposteva subjektivne ter objektivne moznosti, ki jih opredeljuje-
jo razli¢ni konteksti, v katerih kritikovo delo nastaja. Celovitost in doslednost §tudije
je Paternu dosegel s tem, da je po genezi Levstikovega literarnokriticnega koncepta
analiziral njegove glavne idejne in estetske osnove: nastanek in smoter knjizevnosti,
odnos med zunajliterarno in znotrajliterarno stvarnostjo, jezikovni nazor ter teorijo
znacajev. Dognanja je primerjalno postavil v kontekst nemskih, francoskih in ruskih
spisov o realizmu ter tako odkril Levstikove najgloblje poglede na soc¢asno knjizev-
nost. Poudaril je, da Levstikova mladostna literarna refleksija odklanja didakti¢nost
in pledira za spontanost, zivost ter iskrenost. Pri tem ostaja trdno v mejah idealov
osebne in narodne svobode, kakrsna sicer izhaja iz PreSernove svobodne pesniske
osebnosti, a jo hkrati materializira in s tem postavlja v nov kontekst. Ko se avtor po-
sveti Levstikovemu miselnemu sestavu, najde dovolj argumentov za trditev, da se je
kritik ze v mladostni dobi usmeril tudi k iskanju idejnih sestavin v knjizevnem delu,
v vsakem primeru pa je filozofsko-spekulativno vsebino zamenjal z iskanjem za-
misli, ki bodo imele zaledje v stvarnosti. Literarno-razvojni, kulturno-civilizacijski
in zgodovinsko-politi¢ni vidik Levstikove knjizevne kritike Paternu prikaze tako,
da razcleni vzroke in posledice dogodkov ter situacij, ki so s slovenskega in SirSega
evropskega vidika spodbujale Levstikovo kriti¢no misel. V prvi vrsti gre za problem
literarnega provincializma, moc¢no klerikalno obelezje ter proteziranje Jovana Vesela
Koseskega na eni strani ter za teoretska izhodis¢a na drugi. Paternu ustvari Sirok
uvid, kamor uvrsti takratno Solsko prakso, domace literarne ocene, aktualne nemske
teoretike in klasi¢ne zglede, k temu pa organsko dodaja Se Levstikove intimne in v
njegovi osebni izkusnji utemeljene pesniske oziroma literarne odlocitve, polemike
s konzervativnimi pogledi na knjizevnost, zasebna pisma redkim somisljenikom,
odzive na Sirso kulturno, publicisti¢no ter narodnostno situacijo. Med pomembni-
mi ucitelji navede gimnazijskega profesorja Petra Petruzzija, opozori na Levstikovo
razocCaranje, ker je lai¢na javnost v glavnem spregledala njegovo zbirko Pesmi (1854),
katoliska stran pa jo ostro napadla. NajpomembnejSe znacilnosti kritikovega dela
definira v uvodu k oceni Valjavéevih pesmi (1855) ter poudari, da je Levstik z njim
ustvaril celovit literarno-estetski koncept, ki ga kasneje v glavnem ni ve¢ spremi-
njal: svoje razumevanje pojma pesnistva je razsiril na celotno knjizevno produkcijo,
posebno pozornost pa namenil znacajem, naravi, dejanjem, zunanji podobi oseb ter
s tem poudaril svoj interes za objektivne vidike literature. Pomen Levstikove kritike
vidi v njegovem upostevanju domacih razmer ter hkratni odlo¢itvi za univerzalen in
predvsem k sodobnim literarnim tokovom obrnjen pogled.® Konec osemdesetih let

3 Paternujevo Studijo je v Nasih razgledih (1962) ocenil Joze Pogacnik. V celoti gledano je avtorju
priznal, da je uspesno obvladal zelo kompleksno in dinami¢no problematiko, opozoril na bistvene stvari ter
nakazal smeri nadaljnjega razpravljanja. Med kriti¢ni pripombami pa je treba izpostaviti Poga¢nikovo mne-
nje, da Levstikov uvod k oceni Valjav¢evih pesmi vendarle nima kljuénega pomena pri odkrivanju Levsti-
kovega literarnega nazora. Svojo trditev utemeljuje z nekaterimi drugimi premisljevalci Levstikovega dela,
denimo z Antonom Ocvirkom in Antonom Slodnjakom, in zapiSe, da Paternu kljub »obS$irni znanstveni
aparaturi« njihovih dognanj o eklekti¢nosti omenjenega spisa o Valjavéevi zbirki ni ovrgel. Dalje Poga¢nik
opozarja, da Paternujevi obsirni uvidi v aktualno evropsko estetiko potrjujejo njegovo Siroko poznavanje
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prej$njega stoletja je nastala Se ena pomembna knjiga istega avtorja kriticnozgodo-
vinska monografija Modeli slovenske literarne kritike (1989).4

Monografija Draga Sege Literarna kritika: Termin, geneza, teorija, ki je bila naj-
prej namenjena zbirki Literarni leksikon, je nastajala ve¢ desetletij. Glede na svo-
je glavne poudarke — terminoloska vprasanja, genezo literarne kritike ter teoretsko
problematiko — bi tja tudi spadala. Avtor razpravlja o pojmu literarna kritika in pri
tem uposteva neposredno zvezo med literarno prakso ter njenim vrednotenjem, raz-
li¢na poimenovanja besedne umetnosti ter razvoj samostalnika kritika. Slednjega ze
v grski pomenski inacici poveze s presojo in razborom ter tako opozori na anti¢no
pomensko podstavo pojma, ob tem pa Se na termin gramatika, ki da je v rabi nekaj
Casa prevladoval. Nato natanéno sledi rabi pojma v narodnih jezikih in bralca vodi k
sinteti¢nemu znanju o opisanem problemu, ne da bi bila njegova konceptualna preci-
znost za samo branje moteca. Najve¢ k temu pripomore odlocitev, da bo v novih ra-
bah pojma poudaril pomensko prastrukturo, ki jo najde v francoski rabi v 17. stoletju.
Pravilno ugotavlja, da njegov zgodnji pomen poudarja posebnost histori¢nega pri-
stopa, ki vodi k objektivnemu sledenju zgodovinskim dogodkom, iskanju vzroénih
zvez ter k logi¢nemu sklepanju. Sega natan¢no in dosledno povzema situacijo pred
izhajanjem Bleiweisovih Novic in po njem, mislim na njegovo nastevanje slovenskih
vzporednic nemskemu samostalniku Recension in kon¢no na postopno uveljavljanje
pojmov kritika, kritikus, kritikovanje ipd. V drugem poglavju z naslovom Geneza li-
terarne kritike razvoj pojma usklajuje s samo dejavnostjo v prvi polovici 19. stoletja.
Pri tem se opira na francosko in nemsko prakso, a ima do nje tudi distanco, ker da
premalo uposteva zacetke, ki so ze v grski antiki pokazali na kriti¢no razmerje do
literature. Sega zajema griko ukvarjanje s knjizevnostjo temeljito in brez mote&ih
retardacij. Natan¢no popisuje razliéne »knjizevnokritiske situacije« pri Grkih,’ iz-
postavi pomen aleksandrijske filoloske Sole, vplive in spodbude, slednji so podrocje
pospesili v starem Rimu, opozori na skupni grsko-rimski razvoj itd. Za berljivost in
poucnost razprave je pomembno, da kritiko umeséa v SirSe okolis¢ine razumevanja
literature, denimo v srednjem veku in renesansi. Nove kontekstualne zveze logi¢no
razlaga s povezovanjem starih in novih kulturnozgodovinskih pogojev, duhovnozgo-
dovinskih paradigem in epistemoloskih kodov, kar je Se v pozno 16. stoletje tako ali
drugace nadaljevalo Aristotelovo razumevanje pesnistva, njegovo literarno konven-
cijo ohranjalo, renoviralo ali postopoma opuscalo.

Drugi in krajsi del monografije je namenjen oblikovanju tipologije knjizevne kri-
tike, kakor jo je mogoce vsebinsko in formalno dolo¢iti ob upostevanju praktiénega

problema, a kazejo premalo konkretnih zvez z glavnim raziskovalnim problemom. — 1963 je Pogacnik
izdal knjigo podobnega znacaja Stritarjev literarni nazor.

4 Paternu je razvoj glavnih literarnokritiskih konceptov analiziral z vidika kljuénih literarnih dogod-
kov od Zoisovega razsvetljensko usmerjenega literarnega mentorstva do slovenskih modernistov. Njegova
raziskava, metodolosko je upostevala kontekstualni in primerjalni vidik, je definirala dva osnovna modela
— didakti¢nega in estetskega. — V S§irsi sklop uvida spada tudi intervju Slovenska literarna in gledaliska
kritika Mete Kusar (Delo 2000). Vprasani se v glavnem strinjajo, da je kritika specificen zanr, ki iz razli¢nih
aspektov ovrednoti posamezno delo in nanj usmeri javno pozornost. Najve¢ razli¢nosti v odgovorih je najti
tam, kjer pridejo do izraza stalis¢a o eventualni idejni in ideoloski opredeljenosti.

3 Prelomna tocka je bilo prevrednotenje razmerja med filozofijo, resnico in pesnistvom, kakor sta ga
opravila najprej Platon in Aristotel.
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in teoretiénega vidika. Sega definira tri glavne vzorce: biografsko, impresionisti¢no
in imanentno. Razliko med njimi najde v specifi¢cnem interesu, ta je enkrat usmerjen
k avtorju obravnavanega dela, drugic k recepciji, tretji¢ ga zanima delo samo na sebi.
Ne gre mu zgolj za opis znacilnosti, ampak vsaj Se za primerjavo s sprotno literarno-
vredno prakso ter za oceno, koliko se posamezen tip dejansko priblizuje literaturi ozi-
roma koliko v resnici pove o njej. Geneticni tip poveze z romanti¢nim kultom ustvar-
jalnega subjekta® ter z empiriénim, v nadaljnjem razvoju pozitivistiénim pristopom k
pojavu. Ob tem opozori na nevarnost odmika od literarnoestetske presoje in v skraj-
nem primeru od knjizevnosti sploh. Drugo nevarnost vidi v aplikaciji psihoanalitic¢-
nih metod na literaturo oziroma v reduciranju; ta se prek psiholoskega determinizma
ukvarja le z avtorjem. Drugi, recepcijski tip kritike mu s stalisca knjizevnega dela
relativizira pojem lepote in hiperbolizira pomen doZivetja. Tretji, impresionistiéni tip
pa razume v smislu odsotnosti avtorja in pomembnosti bralca. To, imanentno kritiko
postavi v kontekst Schleglovega stalis¢a o knjizevnem delu kot avtonomni entiteti,’
najde logi¢no linijo k ruskim formalistom, u¢encem praskega lingvisti¢nega krozka
in k ameriski novi kritiki. Potem natan¢no povzema znacilnosti opisanih koncep-
tov, opozarja na razliko med literarno vedo in knjizevnim vrednotenjem ter pri tem
pove, da presoje, ki bi bila docela imanentna in ne bi v nobenem primeru prestopala
formalnega in vsebinskega okvira literarnega dela, enostavno ni. Strokovno Siroko
zastavljeno, celovito in logi¢no strukturirano knjigo zakljuci z razlikovanjem med
kritiko literature in literarno kritiko ter opozori na nevarnost instrumentalizacije
slovstva 0z. na pomen avtonomnega estetskega vrednotenja.

Matija Ogrin v obeh svojih kritiSkozgodovinskih monografijah z naslovom Lite-
rarno vrednotenje na Slovenskem (Od Frana Levstika do Izidorja Cankarja, 2002,
Literarno vrednotenje na Slovenskem od 1918 do 1945, 2003) sledi ve¢ deset let tra-
jajoci dinamiki literarnega vrednotenja, in sicer tako, da prek posameznih kritikov
ugotavlja idejna in nazorska ozadja ter literarnoestetske koncepte, ki so dolocali knji-
zevne poglede in vrednostne ocene. Knjigi sta temeljita uvida v zgodovino slovenske
knjizevne kritike, sezeta pa tudi h knjizevni aksiologiji in k vrednotenju kot take-
mu. Za razliko od literarne presoje, ki da je »vrednostno opisan prikaz ali sodba,
vrednotenje razume v smislu SirSega, vecplastnega dojemanja in opredeljevanja, ne
nujno povezanega zgolj s kritiko. Postopoma odkriva svojo temeljno predpostavko,
da je literarna kritika nujna sinteza Sirokega referencnega horizonta, kamor spadajo
odlocitve v zvezi z literarno fenomenologijo, filozofske, ideoloske, politicne, religi-
ozne podlage, razli¢ni estetski koncepti, kulturne posebnosti, ter globlja izhodis¢a
vrednotenja. Ze sam izbor piscev izpostavi glavni namen monografije — zajeti di-
namiko, ki je usmerjala knjizevno refleksijo na Slovenskem. Ogrinova zgodovina
slovenske aksiologije in literarne kritike dosledno uposteva ve¢ vidikov, razvojne-
ga, kulturoloskega, socioloskega, ideoloskega, nazorskega, estetskega. Segel je tudi
na teoretsko podrocje ter uvedel pojem soglasne celote. Z njim je opredelil bistvo

¢ Sega v razlago implicitno vkljuéi vsebino romanti¢ne paradigme, ta je preko romanti¢nega subjekta
poudarila specifi¢no in predvsem svobodno razmerje do sveta, avtonomno ustvarjalno voljo, pomen Custvo-

globljo resnico ter lepoto, morda celo prevzema nase obelezje svetotvornosti.
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(slovenske) literarnokritiske misli, tako da je, izhajajo¢ iz empiri¢nih ugotovitev, te-
oretsko poudaril kompleksnost literarnega vrednotenja in knjizevne kritike. Avtor
je ugotovitve strnil v nekaj argumentiranih sklepov. Prvi zajema razmerje med knji-
zevnim delom in njegovo estetsko vrednostjo, drugi cilja na razliko med literarnim
in zunajliterarnim vidikom ter opozarja na to, da so posamezni kritiki ob literarni
vrednosti hote ali nehote iskali $e aktualne narodnostne, religiozne, nazorske, SirSe
literarne, kulturne, politi¢ne diskurze. Tretji sklep govori o avtonomnosti presoje in
razkriva fenomenologijo literarnega dela v pomenu samostojne in neodvisne umetni-
ne. Pomembna je zato, ker gre vendarle za korpus, ki je nastajal v ideolosko, idejno in
nazorsko pestrem obdobju in je bilo razmerje med eticnimi, estetskimi in spoznav-
nimi komponentami prostor razli¢nih zunajliterarnih pritiskov, namenov in tendenc.
Ogrinovo delo odkriva tudi za samo knjizevno prakso izjemno pomembno dejstvo,
da je literarna kritika ves ¢as in kljub odmikom kot svojo glavno idejno strukturo
ohranjala merilo soglasne celote.

V drugi knjigi je avtor formaliziral in predvsem kritiskozgodovinsko obdelal na-
zorsko in filozofsko-ideolosko razli¢ne presoje slovenskega slovstva v prvi polovici
prej$njega stoletja. Kljub temu, da gre za znano snov, je raziskava pomembna siste-
mati¢na in primerjalna analiza situacije, ki je imela dalekosezne posledice. Krono-
losko sledi glavnim predstavnikom, uposteva tri osrednje tokove: liberalnega, kato-
liskega in marksisti¢nega, opozarja na geneticno zvezo s situacijo na prelomu 19. in
20. stoletja, uposteva sociokulturne znacilnosti in sprotno literarno prakso. Njegovo
stalis¢e o zvezi med nazorom, estetskimi pogledi ter kritiSko dejavnostjo je tokrat Se
bolj pregledno kot v prvi monografiji, saj enakovredno uposteva tudi literarna dela in
njihovo umetnisko celovitost. Locil je med prakti¢nimi in metakritiskimi vidiki ter
je tako ustvaril pogoje za razumevanje situacije. Tu je gotovo imel dolo¢ene tezave,
saj je razmeroma malo kritikov svoje pocetje tudi teoretsko reflektiralo. Avtor se je
ocitno postavil na stalisce, da kritika, ki holisti¢no sodi o bistvu, naravi in vrednosti
knjizevnega dela, lahko nastaja le ob premisleku, v katerem se krizata problemsko in
nacelno-estetsko razpravljanje.® Dalje opozori na sestavine, ki spodbudijo dolo¢eno
presojo, in spomni na moznost razli¢nih tipov, ti vodijo v gnoseolosko, esteticisticno
ali moralisti¢no smer. Zdaj Ogrin evocira nacelo spoznavne, eticne in estetske kom-
ponente.’ Z literarnega, zgodovinskega in duhovnega aspekta obravnavano obdobje
deli na dvajseta in na trideseta leta. S tem ne sledi le slovstveni dinamiki, marve¢
uposteva Se socialnopoliticne razlike ter filozofskonazorske posebnosti. Pogled na
zacetek 20. stoletja opozori na geneticno zvezo kritiskega Ivana Cankarja s poznej-
$imi kritikami; socialna kritika je vplivala na marksisti¢ne pisce. Ogrin opozori na
povezavo med svetostjo in posvecenostjo ter liberalno zamislijo o umetnosti kot uni-
verzalni religiji ¢lovestva. NajdalekoseznejSo povezavo najde med Cankarjevo pre-
miso o »enotnosti vseh umetnikovih stremljenj« z mlajSo katolisko literarno presojo,

8 Sintagma posredno opozarja na kritiko, ki izhajajo¢ iz trdih ideoloskih temeljev knjizevno delo redu-
cira na zadovoljevanje zunajliterarnih ciljev ter ga v tem smislu tudi ocenjuje.

? Posredno opozarja na Siegfrieda J. Schmidta, ki govori o kognitivno-refleksivni, moralno-socialni in
hedonisti¢no-emocionalni vlogi. Poimenovanje zelo podobnih vsebin nemskega filozofa bi bilo primerne;j-
Se, saj bi neposredno poudarilo linijo kritik — nazor — delo — vrednotenje. V bistvu gre Ogrinu prav za to,
izpostaviti pogoje, ki o(ne)mogocajo adekvatno presojo.



254 Slavisti¢na revija, letnik 61/2013, §t. 1, januar—marec

ta je sledila ideji o umetniski sintezi religioznega, eticnega in estetskega. Ogrin je s
teoretskega aspekta izpostavil dva tipa vrednotenja, organsko in reduktivno. Prvi tip
evocira prepletenost vsebinskih in oblikovnih dolo¢nic ter s tem odklanja idealistic-
no estetiko, drugi izpostavlja v umetniskem delu zgolj eno od komponent, recimo
eti¢no. Najpomembne;jsi predstavnik katoliske skupine je France Vodnik. Avtor v
njem prepozna pisca, ki mu je ze v dvajsetih letih uspelo preseci estetsko-formali-
sti¢ni model Izidorja Cankarja'® na naéin, ki se je takrat ponujal kot najblizji mladim
katoliskim izobrazencem'' in je ob tem prek Oskarja Walzla omogocal $e moderno
razumevanje literarnega dela kot umetniskega organizma.”? Najvidnejsi pisec slo-
venskega liberalizma dvajsetih in tridesetih let prej$njega stoletja je bil Josip Vid-
mar. Njegov literarno-vrednostni kompleks in kritiko je Ogrin strnil v ugotovitev, da
je umetnino razumel v ahistoricnem smislu, pri ¢emer je poudaril njen univerzalni
pomen in posebni etos. Povezal ga je z »nepristranskim upodabljanjem« oziroma s
stalis¢em, da mora umetnisko delo izhajati iz najglobljega umetnikovega bistva, iz
njegove osebnosti, ki je ustvarjalna Ze sama po sebi. Za najvidnejSega marksistic-
nega kritika dolo¢i Iva Brncica, v njegovem delu prepozna analiti¢no prodornost in
dosledno izhajanje iz marksistiéne zamisli o temeljiti preobrazbi druzbe.”® Ogrinova
monografija je metodolosko ¢vrsto delo, pregledna in slogovno ter jezikovno dosto-
pna analiza in povsem ustreza dejanskemu stanju stvari.

Prikaz dogajanja na podrocju slovenske knjizevne kritike zaklju¢ujem z doktorsko
disertacijo Struktura in funkcija literarne kritike na primeru sodobnega slovenskega
romana (2009) Roberta Jereba.'* Avtor je opus slovenske literarne kritike razumel
kot raz€lenjen in smiselno zgrajen organizem, ki mu je z ustreznim pristopom mo-
gocCe dolociti glavne znacilnosti ter njegovo funkcijsko vpetost v kulturne, duhovne
in socialne pogoje ob koncu 20. stoletja. Zastavljeni problem je postavil v kontekst
sodobnih tujih in domacih teoretikov. Obsezen korpus je analiziral na diahroni in
sinhroni ravni, in sicer s staliSc¢a slogovnih ter jezikovnih dolo¢nic, problemsko ter z
vidika socializacije literature ter kritike kot take. Delo temelji na kvantitativno-em-
piriénem pridobivanju podatkov in na kriti¢ni analizi zbranega materiala. Selekcija
korpusa uposteva generacijsko razli¢ne pisce, kritike in kritiCarke, dela iz sredisca
in obrobja slovenskega kulturnega prostora. Jereb ugotavlja, da je temeljno metakri-
tisko opravilo dolociti obseg posameznih tipov izjav (deskriptivnih, interpretativnih
in vrednotenjskih), tabelarno prikaze kvantitativno pridobljene podatke o struktur-

! I. Cankar je v nekaterih zgodnjih delih, denimo v Evolucionizem v estetiki (1908), Ljudsko gleda-
lis¢e (1908) in Pogovori o umetnosti (1910) pokazal razmeroma mo¢no navezanost na starejse estetske
poglede. Prek Franciska Lampeta je lepoto povezoval z oblikovnimi sestavinami umetniskega dela. Ume-
tnostni nazor, katerega srediSce je objektivni kriterij, je potem Se izostril ter tako presel v esteticizem ter
poudarjanje zgodovinskega pomena.

' Ob povedanem je potrebno opozoriti §e na duhovne podlage slovenskih krizarjev.

12 Vodnik je s svojim vrednostnim konceptom in kritisko prakso spodbudil obsezno polemiko Josipa
Vidmarja, ki je v 20. stoletju nadaljeval Levstikovo dedis¢ino svobodomiselnega in demokrati¢nega
pisca.

13 Seveda pa je kljub Brnéi¢evemu upostevanju umetniskih odlik knjizevnega dela treba zapisati, da
je umetnost zanj predvsem produkcija, ki nastaja iz naprednih druzbenih sil zato, da se pozitivni socialni
motivi iz preteklosti prek sedanjosti projicirajo v prihodnost.

14 Mentor Miran Hladnik, FF UL.
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nih sestavinah presojanja ter opozori na medbesedilne vidike in jezikovno-slogovne
vzorce.

Razvoj esejskoteoretske in esejskozgodovinske' misli na Slovenskem v zadnjih
desetih letih je bil v glavnih potezah podoben pravkar prikazanemu, a vendarle ne-
koliko drugacen. Sticno ticko je potrebno iskati v poglobljenem znanstvenem inte-
resu za obe podrodji, razliko pa v dejstvu, da je esejistika svojo sinteti¢no teoretsko
utemeljitev dobila nekoliko prej kot kritika in se je v zadnjem €asu njena refleksija
usmerila k zgodovinskim in antoloskim uvidom. Tu mislim na obe monografiji, ki sta
slovensko esejistiko obravnavali v problemskem, idejnem in notranjeslogovnem smi-
slu, Slovensko esejistiko v drugi polovici 20. stoletja (2003) ter Slovensko esejistiko
od zacetkov do leta 1950 (2010), na antologijo Aristokracija jezika in duha (2005),'
avtor navedenih knjig sem sam, in na doktorsko disertacijo Katje Bergles Slovenska
esejistika med letoma 1995 in 2010.7

Opis situacije na podroc¢ju esejistike bom zacel s Studijo Denisa Poniza Esej
(1989), ki je izsla nekaj let pred obravnavanim obdobjem, a je eden referencnih pri-
spevkov'® o tem podroc¢ju miselne proze. Avtor se je problema lotil poglobljeno. Slo-
venska teorija eseja je do takrat Stela sicer ze ve¢ spisov, vendar so ti razen Studije
Janka Kosa obravnavali v glavnem samo posamicne vidike. Drugo izhodisce je bila
potreba, da v enovito celoto zdruzi razli¢ne plasti problema. Od tod je Poniz sle-
dil semanti¢nim vidikom termina, Siroko obravnaval formalne in vsebinske osnove,
esejskozgodovinsko segel k zgodnjima francoskemu in angleskemu eseju ter nato
sledil dinamiki v naslednjih stoletjih. V osrednjem poglavju se je posvetil e poetolo-
Skim in tipoloskim vprasanjem. Na ta nacin se je postopoma priblizal primerjalnim
vidikom ter slovenski refleksiji eseja. Gre za primerjalno metodolosko pregledno
delo, ki se selekcionirano opira na tuje avtorje. Seveda pisec ne more mimo Maxa
Benseja, Theodorja W. Adorna, Gerharda Haasa, Ludwiga Rohnerja,” Klausa G.
Justa.?® Poniz opozori, da je esej hibridna zvrst in sta zato njegova poetika in tipolo-
gija relativni kategoriji ter ju je s formalnega in vsebinskega stalis¢a tezko dolo¢iti.
Esej je zanj predvsem dinamicna in odprta zvrst. Tipoloske znacilnosti iS¢e prek
Roberta Sholesa, Carila Klausa, Arturja Hanya, Theodorja Adorna idr. ter sklene, da
je tipologija pogosto vezana na razmerje eseja do sorodnih zvrsti, uposteva tematiko
ter specifien esejistov interes. Poucen del knjige so primerjalne analize o eseju ter

15 Kritike o izbranih slovenskih esejih je v knjigi Branje po izbiri leta 2004 izdal Matevz Kos.

1o Pri ljubljanski Studentski zalozbi bo v letu 2013 iz§la $e antologija slovenske esejistike v prvi polo-
vici 20. stoletja. Uredil in spremno $tudijo je napisal Miran Stuhec.

17 Leta 2009 je Drustvo za primerjalno knjizevnost organiziralo mednarodno konferenco z naslovom
Esej in singularnost.

18 Opozoriti je potrebno seveda na antologijo Sodobni slovenski esej (1979). J. Kos je izbor $estnaj-
stih esejistov uvedel s spremno §tudijo o eseju kot »polliterarni« zvrsti in izpostavil njegove formalne,
vsebinske in duhovne znacilnosti. Avtor je temeljito presegel vse, kar je bilo do takrat napisanega o eseju,
tu mislim na genoloska vprasanja, povzemanje situacije pri nekaterih drugih narodih ter na zgodovinski
aspekt. K temu dodajam $e spis O esejisticnem in kritiSkem diskurzu (1996), v katerem Joze Pogaénik esej
povezuje z avtenticnim, privlacnim in slogovno dognanim razpravljanjem o knjizevnih vprasanjih.

19 Ludwiga Rohnerja je v $tudiji Sodobni slovenski esej uposteval tudi Janko Kos.

20 Pestrost, ki jo ponuja teorija eseja, Poniz pokaze tudi z Justovimi zamislimi, ki esej ume$¢ajo med
bolj ali manj elitno branje, ki od avtorja in od bralca na razlicnih ravneh zahtevajo visoko kompetenco.
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knjizevni kritiki, razpravi in feljtonu.?! Drugi del monografije je trodelna refleksi-
ja eseja: porocCilo o »evropski esejistiki«, umescanje pojma v slovenski kulturni in
miselni prostor, slovenska esejska praksa ter teoretski in esejskozgodovinski odzivi
nanjo. Struktura knjige sledi logi¢ni razporeditvi razpolozljivega materiala: potem,
ko se bralec seznani s poetoloskimi in tipoloskimi oznakami, naj premisli Se domace
razmere — prakti¢ne in teoreti¢ne. Avtor v razvoju slovenskega eseja lo¢i dve stopnji,
konec 19. stoletja razume v smislu »pripravljalnega obdobja«, ki da je postopoma
ustvarilo pogoje za nastanek »pravega« eseja v ¢asu slovenske moderne.?? Situaci-
ja po letu 1945 je bila po avtorjevem mnenju drugacna, na zacetku v ustvarjalnem
smislu omejevalna, kasneje je esejiziranje spodbujala. Ponizev opis situacije ustreza
dejanskemu stanju tudi zato, ker podatke iSCe pri vseh relevantnih avtorjih, esejsko-
zgodovinskemu uvidu doda pregled teoretskega spisja in navede zvrstne oznake iz
nekaterih kljuénih del po letu 1936.

Prva slovenska esejskozgodovinska monografija Slovenska esejistika v drugi po-
lovici 20. stoletja je bila del koncepta Slovenske matice ponovno premisliti slovensko
knjizevnost po letu 1950, in to Siroko in dostopno. Monografija je trodelna, najprej
se ukvarja s splosnimi vprasanji, povezanimi z esejem in esejistiko, nato sinteti¢no
ugotavlja situacijo na tematskem, slogovnem in jezikovnem podrocju, zadnji del je
namenjen opusom posameznih esejistov. Seveda je bilo potrebno najprej pojasniti
teoretske vidike, opisati situacijo, razmejiti esejistiko od kritike in znanstvene dejav-
nosti. Histori¢na perspektiva je pokazala, da je mogoce zametke »slovenskega« eseja
najti konec 18. stoletja in v prvi polovici 19. stoletja v tujejezi¢nih delih slovenskih
avtorjev,? prve eseje nato povezati z delom Frana Levstika, Josipa Stritarja, Frana
Levca, strnjena esejisticna dejavnost pa se je zacela na prelomu 19. in 20. stoletja z
Ivanom Prijateljem in Izidorjem Cankarjem. Za potrebe relevantne analize se mi je
zdelo nujno vsebinsko dolociti sam esej. Pri tem sem povzel domace (Denis Poniz,
Janko Kos) in tuje teoretike (Max Bense, Theodor Adorno, Gerhard Haas, Ludwig
Rohner) ter uposteval esejsko prakso. Novo v teoretskem delu monografije je poi-
menovanje mentalne in formalne dolocnice® ter opredelitev eseja kot zvrsti miselne
proze. Definicija, ki je bila merilo, po katerem sem besedila selekcioniral, govori o
tem, da je esej sinteza posebnega in avtenticnega stanja duha ter slogovno uravnote-
zenega ustvarjalnega postopka, v katerem se hkrati odkrivata subjekt in objekt. Ena
od zacetnih splosnih ugotovitev knjige je povezana s socioloskim vidikom oziroma
s sociologijo esejistike, ta naj pojasni morebitno zvezo med produkcijo in, recimo
temu, zunanjimi zagoni. Knjiga sledi najpomembnej$im dogodkom, uposteva Ro-
zan¢evo nagrado, opozarja na to, da se je zavest o eseju kot posebni zvrsti miselne

21 Ce so za poetiko eseja v razloCevalnem smislu pomembne primerjave, recimo, med esejem in felj-
tonom, potem je brez dvoma tako za esej kot za roman pomembno poglavje Esej in roman, kjer avtor prek
Roberta Musila in zlasti Gerharda Haasa v prekrivanju obeh zvrsti ugotavlja ustvarjalni presezek.

22 Poniz posebej opozori na sodelavee Sodobnosti, Kritike in Modre ptice in meni, da so ti poznavanje
eseja pred zacetkom druge svetovne vojne pomembno dopolnili na prakti¢ni ravni.

2 Anton Tomaz Linhart in Matija Cop sta deli Versuch einer Geschichte von Krain und Ubrigen Léin-
dern der siidlichen Slawen Osterreichs (1788) in Geschichte der slawischen Sprache und Literatur (1831)
napisala v nems¢ini, Stanko Vraz pa O Dubrovcéanima (1847) v hrvaséini.

2 Posamezne sestavine mentalnih in formalnih dolo¢nic sledijo Ze znanim ugotovitvam o dedukciji,
indukciji, sintezi, meditaciji, refleksiji, intuiciji itd.
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proze iz¢istila ob domacih in tujih spisih, izpostavlja zveze v mednarodni prostor.
Sinteti¢ni del monografije primerjalno analizira problemsko, jezikovno in notra-
njeslogovno® podobo slovenske esejistike. Esejistika druge polovice 20. stoletja je
problemsko ze razc¢lenjena, na zunaj pa enovit korpus: izpostavljala je univerzalne
vidike naroda, jezika, estetike in kritike, knjizevnosti, eksistence, etike in morale.
Monografija ob podrobni analizi stanja pokaze razmeroma velike notranje premike.
Tako sem ob knjizevnih temah izpostavil, da je esejistika opravila troje: odkrivala
nove pomene ter smisle besedil, ki so bila v slovenski zavesti s svojimi pomenskimi
kodi ze ustaljena, reflektirala aktualno knjizevno produkcijo in diskutirala tako, da je
interes od konkretnega besedila $irila k splosnejsim temam. Celovit uvid v slovensko
esejistiko je knjiga dosegla z raz¢lenitvijo notranjega sloga. Ta aspekt je pomemben,
saj pojasnjuje eno najbolj prepoznavnih tipoloskih znacilnosti slovenske esejistike,
in sicer praviloma uravnotezeno zdruzevanje notranjeslogovno razlicnih prvin. Prvi
del knjige je urejen problemsko, drugi kronolosko. Posamezni pisci, Stiriinpetdeset
jih je, so razvrsceni od najstarejSega Josipa Vidmarja do najmlajSega Matevza Kosa.
Izbor piscev in njihovega dela uposteva razlicne avtorske zagone in argumentira za-
cetne sinteti¢no postavljene trditve o tematskih, slogovnih, jezikovnih in tipoloskih
znacilnostih.

Leta 2005 je izsel obseZen izbor slovenske esejistike po letu 1950 Aristokracija
Jezika in duha.*® V antologiji so zbrani eseji Sestintridesetih slovenskih avtorjev, na
primer Josipa Vidmarja, Edvarda Kocbeka, Marjana Rozanca, Draga Jancarja, Mitje
Candra. Knjiga se zakljuéi z razpravo o slogovnih, miselnih in tematskih znagilno-
stih ter idejnih podlagah slovenske esejistike. Na koncu je Belezka o piscih. Namen
antologije je bil zajeti raznolikost slovenskega esejistiCnega ustvarjanja in pokazati
na njegove glavne problemske, slogovne ter idejne premike. Korpus besedil je sedaj
dosti vecji, kot je bil v prejs$njih antologijah, zato ker ta izbor zajema dalj$e obdobje, ki
je predvsem ob koncu 20. stoletja dozivelo opazno povecanje produkcije. Pri selekeiji
gradiva sem uposteval pomembnost tematskih, nazorskih, idejnih, slogovnih in jezi-
kovnih sestavin, reprezentativnost, $tevilénost in pomembnost posameznih opusov
in Rozancevo nagrado; vkljucil sem tudi pisce, ki sicer niso napisali veliko, vendar
so zanimivi zaradi svojega izvirnega in estetsko dovrSenega esejiziranja. V spremni
Studiji Aristokracija jezika in duha piSem o razvojnih, slogovnih, duhovnozgodovin-
skih in tematskih podrocjih slovenske esejistike. Tu nekatere stvari povzemam po
monografiji iz leta 2003, nov pa je skrcen uvid v miselne podlage posameznih vidnih
slovenskih esejistov.

Monografija Slovenska esejistika od zacetkov do leta 1950 (2010) je moje na-
daljevanje raziskav tega podrocja. Po prejs$njih dveh knjigah je tako reko¢ nujna za
celovito poznavanje slovenske esejistike ter za promoviranje njenega kulturnozgo-
dovinskega in narodnozgodovinskega pomena. Knjiga se konceptualno navezuje na

> Skladno z uteenimi pojmi notranjega sloga, o njih je prvi ze pred ve¢ desetletji govoril Emil Stai-
ger, in upostevajo¢ nekatere kljuéne znacilnosti slovenske esejistike uvajam polemicnost, razpravljalnost,
avtobiografskost, kriti¢nost itd.

2 Antologije o esejistiki so med drugimi uredili: D. Sega (4ntologija slovenackog knjizevnog eseja,
1964), Janko Kos (Sodobni slovenski esej, 1979), Denis Poniz (Slovenacki esej, 1984), Matevz Kos (The
Slovenian Essay of the Nienties, 2000).
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prvo, kar pomeni, da po najnujnejsih teoretskih opredelitvah prehaja na sintetiCen
uvid dogajanja in potem v natancno obravnavo posameznih vidnih piscev. Teh je
enaindvajset in so razporejeni po ¢asovnem merilu od najstarejSega k najmlajse-
mu. Pri izboru sem uposteval, da monografske Studije o esejistiki do leta 1950 Se
ni in je zato izbor nekoliko $irsi; in da je v obravnavanem obdobju v humanistiki
spoznavnoteoretsko, jezikovno in slogovno veckrat tezko lo¢iti med literarnim raz-
pravljanjem in knjizevnim esejiziranjem. Precej prostora namenjam okolis¢inam, v
katerih je esejisti¢ni korpus nastajal. V poglavju Cas in prostor zato prek nekate-
rih pomembnih avtorjev (Peter Vodopivec, Janko Kos, Franc Zadravec idr.) sledim
zgodovinskim in narodnopolitiénim premikom, ti so neposredno opredeljevali slo-
venskega duha tistega Casa, kulturo, poglede, vrednote; dalje upostevam dogodke,
ki jih je mogoce postaviti v zvezo z nadaljevanjem razli¢énih svetovnonazorskih
opredelitev ali z nastankom novih ideoloskih konceptov. Moj namen je namre¢ bil
pripraviti podlago za bral¢evo historizacijo korpusa. Glavni poglavji sta Problemska
in dela. Ugotovitve je mogoce strniti z naslednjimi mislimi: Esej se je pri Slovencih
pojavil razmeroma pozno, zares pravzaprav Sele na zacetku 20. stoletja. Posamezne
primere najdemo sicer Ze prej, vendar celovitega in sistemati¢nega ustvarjanja ni
bilo. Ze na samem zacetku pa so se pojavili zelo nadarjeni pisci, denimo Izidor
Cankar in Ivan Prijatelj; ob njih in zaradi vpraSanj, ki so zadevala bistvo Slovencev
in slovenstva, je esejistika spodbudila veliko ustvarjalnih potencialov ter se hitro
razvila v prepoznavno ter problemsko raznovrstno zvrst miselne proze. Esejisti so
po svoji duhovni podobi razli¢ni, lo¢ijo se po nazorski pripadnosti in interesih, dru-
gacne so njihove ustvarjalne zmoznosti, a so narodno, duhovno ter kulturno zelo
pomembna skupina. Nekateri moji sklepi sovpadajo s tistimi, ki sem jih oblikoval
v monografiji iz leta 2003, da se je slovenska esejistika problemsko, slogovno in
idejno najbolj iz¢istila pri obravnavanju knjizevnih vprasanj, slovenscine in naroda.
Tu mislim na pestro situacijo, ta seze tudi k tujim literaturam, literarni ontologiji,
estetskim temam in umetnosti, bivanjskim vidikom itd. Podrocje je bilo v prvih
petih desetletjih 20. stoletja zelo produktivno in pomembno v narodnem, kulturnem
ter duhovnem smislu.

Disertacija Slovenska esejistika med letoma 1995 in 2010 — problemski krogi, po-
stopki notranjega sloga in njihova funkcionalna zveza (2012) Katje Bergles?” obrav-
nava slovensko esejistiko zadnjih dveh desetletij. V prvem delu povzame teorijo eseja
kot zvrsti miselne proze ter raz¢leni in pojasni terminologijo. V drugem, obseznej-
Sem delu tipolosko raz¢lenjuje in primerja izbrani korpus. To po¢ne z dveh vidikov, s
problemskega in jezikovnega ter notranjeslogovnega. Esej je raznolik in sega od naj-
obseznejse knjizevne esejistike, spisov o kulturni samobitnosti, umetnosti in estet-
skih vprasanjih do esejev o naravi, politiki, ekologiji itn. Z aspekta notranjega sloga
esej ni Cista zvrst miselne proze, ampak v njem prej ali slej ugotovimo zdruzevanje
razli¢nih postopkov. Avtorica jezikovnih in notranjeslogovnih strategij ne povezuje
le s posameznimi temami, ampak tudi s stopnjo esejistove osebne prizadetosti, odgo-
vornosti, spostovanja, negotovosti ali Custvene napetosti.

27 Mentor Miran Stuhec, FF UM. V letu 2013 bo doktorsko nalogo z naslovom Idejna podoba esejistike
Marjana Rozanca z vidika Frommovega humanizma branila Anita Laznik.
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Obe obravnavani podrocji sta v zadnjem desetletju doziveli precej slovenske li-
terarnovedne pozornosti, ki ju je enakopravno postavila ob bok literarne zgodovine.
Seveda z dosezenim ni treba biti zadovoljen, esejistika potrebuje vsaj Se temeljito
stilisti¢no Studijo, kritiki pa bi bila dobrodosla sinteti¢na razprava o dogajanju po
drugi svetovni vojni, morda tudi antoloski izbor. Raziskave bi brez dvoma temeljito
dopolnile vedenje o obeh podro¢jih in, kar se mi zdi Se posebej pomembno, iz¢istile
vprasanja o danasnji kritiki, preglednosti ali sploh obstoju njenih estetskih podlag in
nazorskih stalis¢, aksiologiji itd.
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THE LITERARY ESSAY AND LITERARY CRITICISM

The aim of this article is to show how recent Slovene literary scholarship has assessed
literary criticism and the practice of the literary essay. The chief finding confirms the assump-
tion that in the past decade and a half there have been many works that significantly expand
previous historical and theoretical understandings. If other scholarly events are included, it is
possible to conclude that literary scholarship vigorously and competently reflected upon both
forms.

Key words: literary essay, literary criticism, Slovene literary history, axiology, history
of the essay

I will trace scholarly and academic events that show what Slovene literary stud-
ies have had to say in the past decade about literary criticism and essay writing. I
have in mind articles, theses, monographs, proceedings, and so forth. My interest
is in to what degree Slovene literary studies have attended to the deeper, theoretical
bases of essay writing and criticism, and the complexity of essays and criticism on
literary history. A general evaluation of the situation, taking into account not only
very recent developments, is that theoretical inquiry has reflected on current critical
and essayistic practice with great interest. Reflections have been relatively more fre-
quent and deeper at two times in particular—in the 1930s, when different ideological
and philosophical impulses substantiated the necessity and “correctness” of Roman
Catholic, liberal, and Marxist models of evaluating the arts; and again after WW
II, when circumstances in the socialist state and all that they implied led to more or
less measured thinking about what current literary evaluation ought to look like and
which direction creative writing should take. Something similar took place with es-
say writing, though, of course, the situation was more tolerant because of the nature
of the essay. Consideration was directed for the most part to the genre’s form, poetic
features, topics, and stylistic models, without overly much attention to different ideo-
logical practices.!

In the past decade there have been at least four important scholarly monographs
about criticism: Matija Ogrin’s two books Literarno vrednotenje na Slovenskem (Lit-
erary evaluation in Slovenia 2002 and 2003), Draga Sega’s Literarna kritika (Literary
criticism 2004), and Robert Jereb’s dissertation, “Struktura in funkcija literarne kri-

! B. Ziherl (Nekaj opomb o nasi kritiki [Some notes on our criticism, 1953), J. Vidmar (O estetskih
kriterijih [On aesthetic criteria, 1953), J. Kos (O marksisti¢ni estetiki in marksisti¢ni kritiki [On Marxist
aesthetics and Marxist criticsim], 1954, Prispevek k splosnemu ¢iS¢enju pojmov v kritiki [Towards a general
cleansing of ideas in criticsim], 1953), T. Kermauner (O dveh prevladujocih tipih v sodobni marksisti¢ni kri-
tiki [On the two prevailing types of contemporary Marxist criticism], 1953), H. Griin (Poskus o poskusu [An
attempt about an attempt], 1953), B. Borko (Kaj je in kaj ni esej [What is and what is not an essay], 1965).
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tike” (The structure and function of literary criticism 2009). For a complete picture
it is also necessary to include Boris Paternu’s Estetske osnove Levstikove literarne
kritike (The aesthetic bases of Levstik’s literary criticism 1962), which is among the
most important reflections on Slovene literary criticism. The author deals with a pre-
cisely defined critical paradigm, but at the same time answers many questions vital
to criticism—historical, cultural, political, psychological, sociological, and anthropo-
logical. Paternu links literary criticism’s reliability with solid aesthetic principles and
takes into account the subjective and objective possibilities determined by the various
contexts in which it appears. The study’s integrity and thoroughness is achieved by
analyzing the genesis of Levstik’s concept of literary criticism, and then his main
ideas and aesthetic grounding: the origin and purpose of literature, relations between
external and internal literary reality, linguistic outlook, and theory of features. He
placed Levstik’s accomplishments in the comparative context of German, French, and
Russian writings on realism, and thus revealed Levstik’s sophisticated views on con-
temporary literature. He emphasized that Levstik’s young literary reflection avoids
didacticism and gravitates to spontaneity, liveliness, and sincerity. He remains firmly
wedded to the ideals of personal and national freedom as they derive from Preseren’s
liberated poetic person, but at the same time he materializes and thus recontextual-
izes them. When Paternu takes up Levstik’s intellectual profile, he finds evidence to
assert that already in his youth Levstik tended to search out the intellectual compo-
nents of a work of literature, and in each case replaced philosophic and speculative
content with a search for insights anchored in reality. Paternu discusses Levstik’s
critical model of literary development, culture and civilization, history and politics
S0 as to isolate the causes and effects of events and situations and to show how they
motivated Levstik’s critical thought on the Slovene and broader European spheres. In
the first place, there are the problems of literary provincialism, a strong clerical color-
ing, and Jovan Vesel Koseski’s mentorship, as well as theoretical principles. Paternu
paints a broad canvas onto which he places education at the time, domestic literary
opinions, current German theoreticians, and traditional views. He organically inserts
Levstik’s intimate poetic convictions, formed of personal experience, polemics with
conservative views of literature, personal correspondence with the few who agreed
with him, and comments on the wider cultural, public opinion, and national situation.
Among teachers important to Levstik, Paternu points to the high school teacher Peter
Petruzzij. He recalls Levstik’s disappointment that the reading public ignored his
collected Pesmi (Poems 1854), while the Roman Catholic party sharply attacked it.
He defines the most significant features of Levstik’s critical work, which he finds in
the introduction to a review of Valjavec’s poems (1855), and he underlines that here
Levstik creates an integrated literary aesthetic concept, which he generally adheres
to later on: He extended his understanding of poetry to all of literary production,
paying special attention to characters’ traits, natures, actions, and physical appear-
ance, thereby emphasizing his interest in objective models of literature. Paternu sees
the importance of Levstik’s criticism in his consideration of domestic conditions and
adherence to a universal view keyed into contemporary literary trends.>

2 Joze Pogacnik reviewed Paternu’s study in Nasi razgledi (1962). On the whole, he acknowledged
that Paternu had successfully handled a very complex and dynamic topic, highlighted essential things, and
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At the end of the 1980s, another important book by Paternu came out, a history
of literary criticism Modeli slovenske literarne kritike (Models of Slovene literary
history 1989).

Drago Sega’s monograph Literarna kritika: Termin, geneza, teorija (Literary
criticism: Terms, genesis, theory), which was originally intended for the collection
Literarni leksikon (A literary lexicon), took shape over the course of decades. It,
too, deserves consideration in view of its main emphases—on terminological ques-
tions, the genesis of literary criticism, and theoretical topics. The author writes on
the concept of literary criticism, taking into account the direct connection between
literary praxis and its evaluation, the nomenclature for creative writing, and the
development of the noun “criticism,” which already in its Greek version of mean-
ing implies “judgment” and “selection”—an indication of the concept’s semantic
underpinnings in Antiquity—and the term “grammar,” which was predominantly
used for some time. Then he carefully traces the use of the concept in vernaculars,
bringing the reader to a synthetic knowledge of the problem under consideration,
yet without the term’s conceptual precision becoming a hindrance to reading it-
self. The most important factor here is the decision to emphasize the pre-structural
meaning in further uses of the concept, which he finds in French in the seventeenth
century. He correctly concludes that its early meaning stresses the uniqueness of a
historical approach, which leads to following historical events objectively, search-
ing for causal connections, and to logical findings. Sega precisely and rigorously
summarizes the situation before the appearance of Bleiweis’s newspaper Novice
and after—1I have in mind his enumeration of Slovene parallels to the German noun
Recension and then the gradual introduction of the concepts kritika ‘criticism’,
kritikus ‘critic’, kritikovanje ‘writing criticism’, and others. In the second chap-
ter, entitled “The Genesis of Literary Criticism,” he relates the development of the
concept with actual practice in the first half of the nineteenth century. He relies on
French and German practice, but also keeps his distance, because it inadequately
respects the position that already in Greek Antiquity was accorded to criticism’s
relation with literature. Sega covers the Greek treatment of literature completely
and with no lapses. He precisely describes various of the Greeks’ “situations with

pointed out areas of further research. Among his criticisms, it is necessary to stress Pogacnik's opinion that
Levstik's introduction to the review Valjavéev's poems does not in fact have significant meaning for expla-
ining Levstik's literary outlook. He bases this statement on the opinons of some other students of Levstik's
work, such as Anton Ocvirk and Anton Slodnjak, and writes that in spite of a “large scholarly apparatus,”
Paternu had not overturned their conclusions about the eclectic nature of the Valjavé review. Further, Po-
gacnik observes that while Paternu’s broad understanding of contemporary European aesthetics evidence
his knowledge of the subject, there are too few specific connections with the central research topic. In 1963,
Pogacnik had published a similar kind of book, Stritarjev literarni nazor (Stritar's literary outlook).

3 Paternu analyzed the development of central critical concepts from the standpoint of key litera-
ry events from Zois’s Enlightenment period literary mentorship to the Slovene modernists. His research
identified, which methodologically accounted for internal and external conditions, two basic models, one
didactic and the other aesthetic. The interview by Meta Kusar (Delo 2000) on “Slovene literary and drama
criticsm” belongs to this general line as well. Respondents in general agree that criticism is a unique genre
that evaluates a given work from different perspectives and directs public attention to it. The most diver-
gence in answers can be found in expressing positions on ideas and ideologies.
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literary criticism,™ highlights the meaning of the Alexandrian school of philoso-
phy, influences and impetuses relevant to the field in ancient Rome, notes overlap-
ping Greco-Roman developments, and so forth. A quality of the study’s readability
is that he situates criticism in the broader context of understanding literature—for
instance, in the Middle Ages or Renaissance. He explains new contextual links by
connecting old and new cultural and historical circumstances, Zeitgeist paradigms,
and epistemological codes that in one way or another the Aristotelian view of po-
etry governed even into the late sixteenth century, preserving its literary conven-
tions, renewing them, or gradually abandoning them.

The second, shorter part of the monograph aims to form a typology of literary
criticism insofar as its content and form can be defined on the background of a practi-
cal and theoretical model. Sega identifies three main types: biographical, impression-
istic, and immanent. He see the difference between them in the particular interest
that, in the first instance, is directed at the author of a given work, and in the second
to its reception, and in the third the work itself. He is concerned not only with de-
scribing features, but at a minimum with comparisons with current critical practice
and determining how much an individual type actually appreciates literature or how
much it in fact has to say about it. The genetic type is tied to the Romantic cult of
the creative subject® and with an empirical, later to become positivist approach to the
phenomenon. In this regard he notes the danger of a retreat from aesthetic judgment
and, in the extreme case, from literature in general. He sees another danger in apply-
ing psychoanalytic methods to literature in a reductive way, dealing in psychological
determinism with the author only. The second, reception type of criticism seems to
him to relativize beauty from the standpoint of the literary work and to exaggerate
the meaning of experience. The third, impressionistic type he understands as the ab-
sence of the author and devaluation of the reader. He situates this immanent criticism
in the context of Schlegel’s position that the literary work is an autonomous entity,’
discerning a logical line to Russian formalism, the Prague Linguistic Circle, and
American New Criticism. Next he precisely summarizes the concepts’ characteris-
tics, points out the difference between literary criticism and evaluating, and says that
there can never be a judgment that is purely immanent and remain within the content
and formal frame of a literary work. He ends this integrally and logically structured
book of scholarly breadth by differentiating between book reviewing and literary
criticism, warning of the danger of instrumentalizing literature—that is, upholding
the worth of autonomous aesthetic evaluation.

In both of his critical and historical monographs, entitled Literarno vrednotenje
na Slovenskem (Od Frana Levstika do Izidorja Cankarja, 2002) (Evaluating litera-
ture in Slovenia [From Fran Levstik to Izidor Cankar] and Literarno vrednotenje na

* The turning point was the reevaluation of the relation between philosophy, truth, and poetry, as Plato
and Aristotle first effected it.

5 Sega implicitly includes the content of the Romantic paradigm in his explanation, which via the Ro-
mantic subject emphasized the specific and, foremost, free relation to the world, autonomous creative will,
and the meaning of sensibility and imagination, along with a special understanding of truth and beauty.

¢ Literature reveals a deeper truth and beauty in a way that does not depend upon normativity supported
by imagination and emotionality. Perhaps it even commands our way of perceiving the world.
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Slovenskem od 1918 do 1945, 2003) (Evaluating literature in Slovenia from 1918 to
1945), Matija Ogrin traces changes in evaluating literature through the decades. He
does this by determining the intellectual and philosophical background of individual
critics and the aesthetic concepts that shaped their literary views and evaluations.
Both books are groundbreaking forays into the history of Slovene literary criticism
that also involve literary axiology and fundamental evaluations. Unlike literary judg-
ments that are “descriptive presentations as evaluative judgments,” here we have
evaluation in the sense of broad, multivalent apprehension and definition that is tied
not only to criticism. He gradually unveils his basic postulate that literary criticism
must be a synthesis of a broad horizon of references that includes views connected to
literary phenomenology; philosophical, ideological, political, and religious sources;
various aesthetic concepts; cultural qualities; and essential evaluative assumptions.
The very selection of writers indicates the monograph’s intention of capturing the
dynamic that guided literary reflection in Slovenia. Ogrin’s history of Slovene axiol-
ogy and literary criticism thoroughly considers multiple models—developmental,
culturological, sociological, ideological, philosophical, and aesthetic. He also goes
into the field of theory and introduces the concept of a concordant whole, which he
uses to define the essence of (Slovene) critical thought in such a way that, from an
empirical point of departure, he emphasizes the complexity of evaluating literature
and literary criticism. The author compresses his thought into several well-argued
conclusions. The first covers the relation between literary activity and its aesthetic
value; the second targets the difference between the literary and extra-literary van-
tage point and observes how some critics, consciously or not, desired in addition to
literary value, practical national, religious, philosophical, general literary, cultural,
and political discourse. The third conclusion has to do with autonomous judgment
and explores the phenomenology of literary works in the sense of independent and
sovereign art. This is important because it has to do with a corpus that formed in
an ideologically, intellectually, and philosophically diverse period, and the relations
between its ethical, aesthetic, and cognitive components were the space in which
different extra-literary pressures, intents, and tendencies played out. Ogrin’s work
also reveals for literary practice itself the exceptionally important fact that literary
criticism has perpetually and despite regressions preserved as its mail intellectual
structure the measure of a concordant whole.

In the second book the author formalized and, most importantly from the per-
spective of the history of criticism, treated philosophically and ideologically differ-
ent evaluations of Slovene letters in the first half of the twentieth century. Although it
was well known material, the overview is an important systematic and comparative
analysis of a state of affairs that had far reaching consequences. He chronologically
traces the main representatives with a view to three main currents—the liberal, Ro-
man Catholic, and Marxist. He points out the generative connection with the situa-
tion at the turn of the twentieth century, taking into account socio-cultural facets and
current literary praxis. His outlook on the ties between philosophy, aesthetic views,
and critical activity is here more comprehensive than in the first monograph: he
devotes equivalent attention to literary works and their artistic integrity. He makes
a distinction between practical and metacritical models and thus conditions under-
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standing of the situation. He certainly encountered certain difficulties here, because
his project theoretically reflects on rather few critics. The author clearly assumes
the stance that criticism’ that holistically weighs the essence, nature, and value of
a literary work can only appear after contemplation of how the topical and purely
aesthetic interact. He further points out the components that motivate a give opinion
and recalls the possibility of different types that lead in gnosiological, aesthetic, or
moralistic directions. Here Ogrin harks to Kos’s principle of intellectual, ethical,
and aesthetic components.® The period is divided into the 1920s and 1930s based
on literary, historical, and spiritual considerations—not only related to the literary
dynamic, but bearing in mind socio-political differences and philosophical issues as
well. A look at the beginning of the twentieth century suggests a genetic connection
between Ivan Cankar as critic and later critics; social criticism influenced Marxist
writers. Ogrin finds a link between saintliness and devotion and the liberal concep-
tion of art as a universal human religion. He finds a far-reaching connection between
Cankar’s premise of “the unity of all artistic directions” with young Catholic literary
opinion that adhered to the idea of an artistic synthesis of the religious, ethical, and
aesthetic. Theoretically, Ogrin highlights two kinds of evaluating, organic and re-
ductive. The first type evokes the interweaving of content and form and thus rejects
idealistic aesthetics; the second underscores just one of the components of an art-
work—for instance, the ethical. France Vodnik is the most important representative
of the Catholic group. Ogrin sees in him a writer who already in the 1920s managed
to surpass Izidor Cankar’s® aesthetic-formal model and in such a way that it highly
appealed to young Catholic intellectuals,'’ using Oskar Walzel to facilitate a modern
understanding of a literary work as an artistic organism." The most prominent Slov-
ene liberal writer in the 1920s and 1930s was Josip Vidmar. Ogrin summarized his
literary evaluative complex by concluding that Vidmar understood art in an ahistoric
way, emphasizing its universal meaning and unique ethos. He linked it to “detached
depiction,” or the view that an artistic work must derive from the artist’s very es-
sence, from his personhood, which is by definition creative. Ogrin sees Ivo Brn¢i¢
as the most outstanding Marxist critic. He sees in his work analytic perspicacity and
consistent reliance on the Marxist conviction of a fundamental reformation of soci-

7 The syntagm indirectly indicates criticism that, based on firm ideological principles, uses a literary
work for extraliterary aims and evaluates it in this sense.

8 He refers to Siegfried J. Schmidt, who speaks of cognitive-reflexive, moral-social, and hedonistic-
emotional functions. The names of the very similar content of the German philosopher would be more
suitable, because they would clearly underscore the line critic-view-work-evaluation. In essence this suits
Ogrin in order to highlight the conditions that enable or thwart an adequate judgement.

° In some of his early works, for example “Evolucionizem v estetiki” (Evolutionism in aesthetics
1908), “Ljudsko gledalisée” (Popular theater 1908), and “Pogovori o umetnosti” (Conversations about
art 1910), Izidor Cankar evinced a relatively strong adherence to older aesthetic views. Using Fran¢isek
Lampe, he linked beauty and an artistic work’s tools of depiction. The artistic outlook that centers on
an objective criterion he later sharpened and so converted to aestheticism and emphasized historical
significance.

10 Besides this, it is necessary to point out the spiritual bases of Slovene crusaders.

" Vodnik’s evaluative concept and critical practice sparked a large polemic with Josip Vidmar, who
continued Levstik’s heritage of a liberal thinking and democratic writer in the twentieth century.
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ety.”? Ogrin’s monograph is a methodologically formidable, complete, and formally
and stylistically accessible analysis that fully grasps the actual state of affairs.

I conclude this overview of developments in the field of Slovene literary criti-
cism with a doctoral dissertation entitled Struktura in funkcija literarne kritike na
primeru sodobnega slovenskega romana (The structure and function of literary criti-
cism in the case of the contemporary Slovene novel 2009), by Robert Jereb."* The
author understands the body of Slovene literary criticism as a diversified and ration-
ally constituted organism, whose chief features and functional integration into late
twentieth-century socio-cultural and spiritual conditions can be identified, given an
appropriate approach. The project is situated in the context of contemporary for-
eign and domestic theories. Jereb diachronically and synchronically analyzes a large
corpus from the standpoint of formal and stylistic markers, and the topics from the
point of view of the socialization of literature and criticism. The work is based on
quantitative, empirical data gathering and critical analysis of the material. The selec-
tion of the corpus takes into account generational differences between writers and
critics, and works from the center and periphery of the Slovene cultural space. Jereb
concludes that metacriticism’s fundamental function is to determine the distribution
of individual kinds of expression (descriptive, interpretive, and evaluative), and he
graphically illustrates the quantitative data he obtained on the structural components
of evaluation, noting intertextual models and stylistic and formal patterns.

The development of thinking on the theoretical essay and historical essay' in
recent decades has been in the main similar to that in criticism, yet with some dif-
ferences. The common point can be found in a deeper intellectual interest in both
fields; the difference in the fact that essay writing acquired its synthetic theoretical
foundation somewhat earlier than criticism and has recently directed its reflections to
historical and anthological insights. Here I have in mind two monographs that treated
Slovene essay writing by topics, ideas, and style: Slovensko esejistiko v drugi polo-
vici 20. stoletja (Slovene essay writing in the second half of the twentieth century
2003) and Slovensko esejistiko od zacetkov do leta 1950 (Slovene essay writing from
the beginnings to 1950 2010), as well as the anthology Aristokracija jezika in duha
(The aristocracy of language and spirit 2005) and Katja Bergles’s doctoral disserta-
tion, “Slovenska esejistika med letoma 1995 in 2010” (Slovene essay writing between
1995 and 2010)."

I will begin a description of the situation in essay writing with Denis Poniz’s
study Esej (The essay 1989), which appeared several years before the period under
consideration and remains one of the touchstone contributions'® about this sphere

12 Of course, despite Brn¢i¢’s consideration of the artistic qualities of a literary work, it must be said
that for him art was foremost production spurred by progressive social forces so as to project positive social
motifs from the past, through the present, and into the future.

13 His mentor at the Filozofska fakulteta, University of Ljubljana, was Miran Hladnik.

14 Critical notes on selected Slovene essays is published 2004 in Matevz Kos’s book Branje po izbiri
(Selective reading).

'3 In 2009, the Drustvo za primerjalno knjizevnost (Society for comparative literature) organized an
international conference entitled The Essay and Singularity.

1o Of course, it is necessary to recall the anthology Sodobni slovenski esej (The contemporary Slovene
essay 1979). Janko Kos introduced the collection of sixteen essay writers, alling the essay a “polyliterary”
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of rational prose. The author deals with the topic in depth. At the time, there were
many publications on the Slovene theory of the essay; however, with the exception
of Kos’s study, they only dealt with specific models. Another premise was needed
to combine the various levels of the topic into a unified whole. Thus Poniz traced
the term’s semantic models, offered a broad review of the formal and content bases,
went back to the history of the French and English essays, and then followed devel-
opments over the centuries. In the main chapter, he devotes himself to poetic and
typological questions. In this way he gradually approached comparative models and
Slovene reflection on the essay. This is methodologically a comparative survey work
that selectively relies on foreign writers. Of course, the author cannot omit Max
Bense, Theodorja W. Adorno, Gerharda Haas, Ludwig Rohner,” Klaus G. Just."
Poniz observes that the essay is a hybrid genre and therefore its poetics and typology
are relative categories that are difficult to define in terms of form and content. For
him, the essay is foremost a dynamic and open genre. He explores its typological
features by using Roberta Sholes, Caril Klaus, Artur Hanyo, Theodorj Adorno, and
others, concluding the typology is frequently tied to the essay’s relation to cousin
genres. He considers themes and essayists’ particular interests. An instructive part
of the book is the comparative analyses of the essay and book reviewing, reports,
and feuilletons."” The second half of the monograph is a tripartite reflection on the
essay: information on “European essay writing,” situating the concept in the Slov-
ene cultural and intellectual space, and Slovene essay praxis, as well as theoretical
and historical responses to it. The book’s structure logically arranges the mate-
rial: after acquainting the reader with the poetic and typological attributes, it urges
reconsideration of Slovene conditions, both practical and theoretical. The author
identifies two stages in the Slovene essay’s development. He sees the end of the
nineteenth century as a “preparatory period” that gradually created conditions for
the appearance of the “true” essay at the time of the Slovene Moderna.?® In the au-
thor’s opinion, the situation after 1945 was different. At first it was limiting in the
creative sense, and later motivated essay writing. Poniz’s description of the situation
fits that actual status because he adduces facts from all relevant authors, attaches a
survey of theoretical writings to the historical model, and cites genre markers from
several key works after 1936.

genre and highlighting its formal, content, and spiritual characteristics. Kos significantly surpassed all that
had previously been written about the essay. I have in mind genealogical questions, capturing the situation
in several other national literatures, and the historical aspect. I would also add Joze Pogacnik’s “O eseji-
sticnem in kritiSkem diskurzu (On essayistic and critical discourse 1996),” which connects the essay with
authentic, engaging, and stylistically polished exploration of literary matters.

17 Janko Kos also included Ludwig Rohner is his “Sodobni slovenski esej.”

'8 The variety that essay theory offers Poniz shows as well through Just’s assertions that place the essay
in relatively elite reading.

19 If comparisons are important for distinguishing the poetics of the essay—for instance, with the feu-
illeton—then doubtless the chapter “Esej in roman” (The essay and the novel) is important for both genres.
In it, the author establishes the creative accomplishments of Robert Musil and especially Gerhard Haas in
both genres.

2 PoniZ notes in particular the contributors to Sodobnos, Kritika, and Modra ptica, opining that before
WW II they significantly expanded familiarity with the essay in practical terms.
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The first Slovene historical monograph on the history of the essay, Slovenska
esejistika v drugi polovici 20. stoletja (Slovene essay writing in the second half of the
twentieth century), was part of the organization Slovene matica’s project of rethink-
ing post-1950 Slovene literature in a broad and accessible manner. The monograph
has three parts. First it is concerned with general questions about the essay and essay
writing. Then it synthetically takes stock of the situation in the areas of theme, form,
and style. The last part is on individual essay writers’ works. Of course, it is first
necessary to elucidate the theoretical models, describe the situation, and distinguish
essay writing from criticism and scholarly activities. The historical consideration
shows that it is possible to find the sprouts of the “Slovene” essay at the end of the
eighteenth century and in the first half of the nineteenth century in the foreign-lan-
guage works of Slovene authors.?! Thus the first essays are part of the works of Fran
Levstik, Josip Stritar, and Fran Levec. Concentrated involvement with essay writing
began at the turn of the twentieth century with Ivan Prijatelj and Izidor Cankar. For
analytical purposes, it seemed to me necessary to define the essay by theme. In doing
so I summarized Slovene (Denis Poniz, Janko Kos) and foreign theoreticians (Max
Bense, Theodor Adorno, Gerhard Haas, Ludwig Rohner), and took into account es-
say praxis. The term “mental and formal markers”?? is new in the theoretical part of
the monograph, as is the definition of the essay as “a genre of rational prose.” The
definition that was my standard for selecting texts states that the essay is a synthesis
of a unique and authentic spiritual state and a stylistically balanced creative act in
which the subject and object are revealed in tandem. One of the first general conclu-
sions of the book is connected with a sociological model, or the sociology of essay
writing. It attempts to elucidate a possible link between production and, let us call
them, external motivators. The book traces key developments, takes into considera-
tion the Rozanec Prize, observes that awareness of the essay as a special genre of
intellectual prose has increased in Slovene and foreign scholarly writings, and em-
phasizes connections in the international arena. The synthetic part of the monograph
comparatively analyzes the topical, formal, and stylistic* nature of Slovene essay
writing. Essay writing of the second half of the twentieth century can be categorized
by topics but is an externally uniform corpus: it evidenced universal models of the
nation, language, aesthetics and criticism, literature, existence, ethics, and morals.
In a detailed analysis of the state of affairs, the monograph shows considerably great
internal changes to the essay. Thus as regards literary themes, I demonstrated that
essay writing had done three things: it revealed new meanings and interpretations of
texts whose codes had been long fixed in the Slovene mind, it reflected on contempo-
rary literary production, and discussed it in so a way as to extend interest in a given
text to more general themes. The monograph offers a unified grasp of Slovene essay

21 Anton TomaZ Linhart and Matija Cop, respectively, wrote parts of Versuch einer Geschichte von Kra-
in und Ubrigen Lindern der siidlichen Slawen Osterreichs (1788) and Geschichte der slawischen Sprache
und Literatur (1831) in German; Stanko Vraz wrote O Dubrovcéanima (1847) in Croatian.

22 Individual components of mental and formal markers follow well known facts about deduction,
synthesis, meditation, reflection, intuition, etc.

2 Emil Staiger was the first to speak about the elusive understanding of style already many decades
ago. I consider style along with certain key features of Slovene esssay writing, like polemicism, investiga-
tiveness, autobiographicalness, criticalness, etc.
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writing by differentiating its style. This is an important aspect because it explains
one of the most recognizable typological features of Slovene essay writing—that is,
the as a rule balanced coming of unlike stylistic elements. The first part of the book
is structured by topic, the second chronologically. Fifty-four individual writers are
ordered from the most senior, Josip Vidmar, to the most junior, Matevz Kos. The
selection of writers and works takes into account differing authorial motivations and
seeks to prove primary, synthetically formulated postulates about thematic, stylistic,
formal, and typological characteristics.

In 2005, my large selection of Slovene essay writing after 1950, Aristokracija jez-
ika in duha, appeared.** Essays by thirty-six Slovene authors are collected in the an-
thology, including by Josip Vidmar, Edvard Kocbek, Marjan Rozanc, Drago Jancar,
and Mitja Cander. The book concludes with a commentary on the stylistic, intellec-
tual, and thematic features of Slovene essay writing, as well as its intellectual bases.
At the end are “Notes on the writers.” The purpose of the anthology is to capture
the diversity of Slovene creativity in the essay and to show its chief topical, stylistic,
and intellectual developments. The corpus of texts has now grown significantly from
what it was in the previous anthology because the selection takes in a longer period,
which especially at the end of the twentieth century saw a marked increase in produc-
tion. In choosing the materials I considered the importance of thematic, philosophic,
intellectual, stylistic, and formal components; the representativeness, quantity, and
importance of individual opuses; and the Rozanc Prize. I also included writers who
had not produced a great deal but who are interesting because of their original and
aesthetically polished writing. In the commentary to Aristokracija jezika in duha 1
write about the developmental, stylistic, Geistesgeschichte and thematic aspects of
Slovene essay writing. I summarize some things from the 2003 monograph, but the
compact portrayal of prominent individual essayists’ thought is new.

My further research on the subject is contained in the monograph Slovenska es-
ejistika od zacetkov do leta 1950 (2010). Following the previous two books, it is a
needed for a complete picture of Slovene essay writing, and to promote its historico-
cultural and national historical importance. The book is conceptually related to the
first one, which means that after the most essential theoretical definitions are set
forth, it transitions to a synthetic view of events, and then to detailed treatment of
leading individual writers. There are twenty-one of them and they are arranged in
chronological order from the most senior. In making selections I took into account
that there was as yet no monograph about essay writing before 1950; therefore, the
selection is somewhat expanded. I also took into consideration that in the humanities
during this period it is often difficult to distinguish between literary scholarship and
the literary essay on theoretical, formal, and stylistic bases. A good deal of space is
given over to the circumstances in which the corpus of essays appeared. In the chap-
ter “Cas in prostor” (Time and space) and on the basis of several important authors
(Peter Vodopivec, Janko Kos, Franc Zadravec, and others), I outline the historical

24 Editors of essay anthologies include D. Sega (4ntologija slovenackog knjizevnog eseja, An antho-
logy of the Slovene literary essay 1964), Janko Kos (Sodobni slovenski esej, The contemporary Slovene
essay 1979), Denis Poniz (Slovenacki esej, The Slovene essay 1984), Matevz Kos (The Slovene Essay of
the Nienties, 2000)
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and national political shifts that directly defined the contemporary Slovene ethos,
culture, views, and values. I then consider events that can be tied to the perpetuation
of various philosophical stances or with the appearance of new ideological concepts.
My aim was to prepare the ground for the reader to historicize the corpus. The main
sophical divergences and confluences), “Slovenstvo, kultura, jezik, literatura” (Slov-
endom, culture, language, literature), and “Avtorji in dela” (Authors and their works).
The conclusions can be summarized in the following thought: The essay appeared
among the Slovenes relatively late, really only at the beginning of the twentieth cen-
tury. We can find individual examples before this, but there was no unified and sys-
tematic writing of essays. However, from the very start there were talented writers,
such as Izidor Cankar and Ivan Prijatelj. After them and because of the questions
faced by Slovenes and Slovendom, essay writing motivated great creative talents and
quickly developed into a recognized and topically diverse genre of rational prose. Es-
say writers differ by spiritual profile, are separated by philosophical inclinations and
interests, and their creative abilities vary, yet they are a very important group in the
national, spiritual, and cultural senses. Some of my conclusions correspond to those I
presented in the 2003 monograph, to the effect that Slovene essay writing is topically,
stylistically, and intellectually most honed when treating literary matters, the Slov-
ene language, and the people. I have in mind the variety that also includes foreign
literatures, literary ontology, aesthetic themes and the arts, existential models, and so
forth. In the first fifty years of the twentieth century, essay writing was a productive
and important field in the national, cultural, and spiritual senses.

Katja Bergles’s dissertation,? Slovenska esejistika med letoma 1995 in 2010 —
problemski krogi, postopki notranjega sloga in njihova funkcionalna zveza (Slovene
essay writing between 1995 and 2010 — topics addressed, stylistic approaches, and
their functional connection 2012), examines Slovene essay writing during the last
two decades. The first part adopts the theory of the essay as intellectual prose and
divides and explains the terminology. In the second, longer part, the author typo-
logically distinguishes and compares a select corpus. This is done from a topical and
from a formal, stylistic perspective. The essay is diverse and includes extensive liter-
ary essays, writings about cultural life, artistic and aesthetic questions, and essays
about nature, politics, ecology, and so forth. From the standpoint of style, the essay
is not a uniform genre of rational prose, but we can usually identify a combination
of different approaches in it. The author not only connects formal and stylistic ap-
proaches with individual themes, but also with the extent of the essayist’s personal
involvement, responsibility, respect, uncertainty, or emotional engagement.

Both kinds of writing I have surveyed have in the past decade enjoyed consider-
able attention from Slovene literary scholars, who have placed them side by side
with literary history. Of course, we ought not to be satisfied with these accomplish-
ments. Essay writing requires yet more fundamental stylistic study; criticism would

25 Mentor, Miran Stuhec, Filozofska fakulteta, University of Ljubljana. In 2013, Anita Laznik will
defend a dissertation entitled “Idejna podoba esejistike Marjana Rozanca z vidika Frommovega huma-
nizma” (The intellectual shape of of Marjan Rozanc’s essay writing from the vantage point of Fromm’s
humanism).
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be served by a synthetic exploration of what took place after WW I, and perhaps an
anthology. Further research would undoubtedly increase basic knowledge about both
fields and—perhaps most importantly—focus questions about contemporary criti-
cism, the comprehensiveness or even existence of its aesthetic grounds, philosophi-
cal positions, and axiology.
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