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The Obiject of the Dissertation

The start of a writer’s career, which typically entails the
processes of debuting, being initiated and establishing (or not
establishing) oneself in the literary field, has always been affected by
various sociocultural circumstances. However, during the Soviet era,
these complicated processes presented specific challenges. The
cultural field of that time was based on institutional control, and
literature (or any other form of art) was regulated by state institutions,
founded specifically for that purpose, and meticulously supervised by
the apparatus of political censorship (Glavlit, the Central Committee
of the Lithuanian Communist Party and the KGB). Upon wishing to
participate in official cultural and literary life, writers were forced to
become members of creative institutions.

From the very start of the Soviet period, the authorities paid
particular attention to the control and ‘education’ of the new
generation of writers by organizing conventions for beginner authors,
establishing literary circles and young writers’ sections (the latter only
in the big cities) at schools, universities and in editorial departments,
and initiating writing competitions, as well as camps for newcomers.
In addition, in 1948, a special supervisory institution — the
Commission for Work with Young Writers — began its work. First and
foremost, young writers were thought to be ‘workers of the ideological
front’, obligated to ‘fight for the education of young people in the
Communist spirit’®.

In the present dissertation, the procedure active in Soviet
Lithuania aimed at controlling young writers and their entry into the
literary field, is called the institutional network of young writers’
(self)education, where ‘education’ relates to the fact that the Soviet
system aspired to create an ‘army’ of loyal writers, and ‘self” signifies
the situations, where, instead of obeying the orders of the system,

! The First National Assembly of Beginner Writers of the Lithuanian Soviet
Socialist Republic, 25-27 November 1948: LALA, F. 34, ap. 1, b. 54.
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beginning writers searched for ways to bend the aforementioned
network towards more authentic creative endeavours.

In order to gain a more comprehensive understanding of the
network’s framework and the varied practices of writers therein, the
dissertation focuses on the cultural and literary activities of its
significant segment, i.e. institutional structures. Here, institutional
structures are understood as literary circles/groups that operated
during the Soviet era in literary and scientific institutions (e.g. the
Writers” Union of the LSSR and schools of higher education) and
brought young writers together. Even though literary circles at schools
and in newspaper editorial departments could be deemed to be such
structures as well, the dissertation concentrates on the young
writers’ sections that harboured the majority of writers (as well as
critics and translators), who later on established themselves in literary
history (or were excluded from it), and in literary circles that
operated at higher education institutions, primarily the one at Vilnius
University, presumably due to it being the most significant and best
representation of such gatherings. Institutional structures are assessed
as collective participants in the literary field, acting in close
collaboration with the sociocultural medium and specific conditions
of the literary field, but not totally subordinate to the latter.

The category of young writers is defined as a specific group of
participants in the literary field?, whose members can be identified
based on the relative criteria of age (the symbolic limit prevalent in
the Soviet era was up to 35 years®), a lack of literary experience and
the still ongoing development of an individual writing style. However,
as the young writers’ sections of the Soviet era embraced a number of

2 According to Loreta Jakonyté, young writers in pre-Soviet Lithuania had
already been perceived as a separate group, but ‘occupation brought about
an exclusive focus on debutants and a wish to control and educate them, by
applying the same forms of supervision practiced in the Soviet Union.” —
Loreta Jakonyté, op. cit., p. 115.

3 This age limit was applied to the First Book competition, organized by the
Lithuanian Writers’ Union Publishing House, until 2020.
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older writers as well, here the concept of young writers is given a
double meaning: from the historical perspective, they are seen as a
separate group of creators, distinguished in the Soviet discourse,
whose formation and control received significant attention from the
Communist Party; whereas, from the sociological point of view,
they are viewed as creators attempting to integrate into the literary
field and occupy beneficial positions there.

In an effort to understand the way the self(education) network
of young writers functioned during the Soviet era, the dissertation
touches upon the following contextual themes: the ideological control
of youth as a specific social group, and the anthology of work by
beginner writers Jaunieji (1948-1960), which — even though important
during the formation of the young writers’ institutional network — has
yet to be extensively discussed.

From the chronological standpoint, the thesis covers the period
from the immediate post-war years, when the institutional structures
were formed, to the end of the 1980s, when they were gradually
dismantled.

The Problem, Aim and Objectives of the Dissertation

For the Soviet regime, it was easier to exert ideological control
over creators, conjoined via a special institutional self(education)
network, than over single authors. Institutions presented an
opportunity to apply ideological pressure, select and regulate beginner
authors (based on their positions, attitudes, output and loyalty to the
regime), by making decisions as to who should occupy higher or lower
positions in the literary field, or, in some cases, be banished from
official literary life.

In the Soviet Empire, an individual’s membership of a social
collective could not be openly questioned. Such constantly
accentuated and promoted traits as sociability and ideologically
suitable initiative were deemed valuable in the literary field as well.
Official positions in institutions, even if insignificant from first glance



(e.g. chairman of a young writers’ section) could increase one’s
symbolic capital, be a source of privileges (e.g. an opportunity to apply
for a flat) and help advance one’s literary career (e.g. become a motive
for admittance to the Writers’ Union of the LSSR). As an alternative
to official literary life, various informal groups, bohemian circles of
artists and intellectuals meeting in flats and cafes, came to life.
Nonetheless, compared to the active participants, it was harder for
passive writers, who did not take part in the institutional network, to
seek higher positions (the active ones occupying significant positions*
could assist and intercede on behalf of the ‘passive’ ones). Based on
memoirs from that period, it can be stated that, despite conflicting
assessments, formal positions in institutional structures were
important to some of the participants.

In Soviet Lithuania, there were no substantial traditions to self-
publish one’s fiction. Authors had to start their career paths at the State
Fiction Publishing House (renamed Vaga in 1964) that monopolized
the field. Early texts along with manuscripts of first books were
discussed in literary circles and analysed in young writers’ sections,
where favourable evaluation could open doors to the above-mentioned
publishing house.

Taking into account the contradictory testimonies of
contemporaries and the logic of Soviet literary life, based on
institutional and ideological control, it is problematic to determine
how the network founded on the same logic functioned in practice,
what methods were used and at what speed official directives on the
education of young writers were transferred into the literary field

4 In part, this level of activity can be associated with memberships in political
organizations (e.g. the Young Communist League or the Communist Party)
and the concomitant opportunities (e.g. in Vaidotas Daunys’s case, it was
the possibility to propose and publish the annual anthology Veidai and
become its editor). Nevertheless, due to the large research sample and the
difficulty of collecting materials, related to people’s political affiliations,
their activities as KGB informants, etc. (as these topics may be glossed over
or reconstructed in a more favourable light in conversations and memaoirs),
this matter is only briefly touched upon in the dissertation.
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during the different periods of the Soviet era.”> Because of this, the
following problematic questions are discussed in this dissertation:
how did the institutions that united young writers — the literary circles
at universities and the young writers’ sections supervised by the
Writers” Union — operate in the literary field and what positions did
they occupy in it? What was the relationship between the circles and
the sections in the hierarchy of the above-mentioned institutional
network? How did the hierarchies function inside the institutional
structures? What means were used to regulate, observe and control the
activities of these structures? What was the extent of more informal
and politically unregulated (or not successfully regulated) processes
inside of them? What mark did this network leave in the self-
consciousness of (future) writers, and which aspects do they
emphasise when evaluating their experience of participating in such
structures in retrospect?

Based on the aforementioned questions, the aim of the
dissertation is formulated as follows: to depict the historical
development of the literary life of the institutional structures that
united young writers (i.e. the young writers’ sections and the
significant university circles) and to determine their role in the
Lithuanian literary field during the Soviet era.

In order to achieve this aim, the following objectives are
established:

1. To collect and systemise a corpus of empirical materials
necessary for research of this type, supplemented by
specially prepared semi-structured interviews and
correspondence with the participants in the Soviet literary
field (in addition, to publish prepared conversations in the

5> Typically, the following periods are distinguished: Stalinism, the Thaw,
Stagnation, and the Revival. From the literary field’s standpoint, they are
more extensively discussed in the collective monograph Lithuanian
Literature of the Soviet Period: Phenomena and Concepts (2019,
p. 19-94).



cultural press and include them in the appendices to this
dissertation);

2. To apply Pierre Bourdieu’s artistic field theory to the
research of Soviet literature, by focusing on the problems
of debuting in the field and the practices inside the
institutional structures;

3. Based on the materials collected, to recreate the history of
the cultural and literary activities of the institutional
structures that united young writers during the Soviet era,
while paying attention to the following aspects:

o the level of activity of the structures and their forms
during the different periods of the Soviet era;

o the hierarchy present inside the structures;

o the interrelations among the structures and their
relations with the Writers’ Union of the LSSR;

o the attitudes of the leaders of the structures and
their impact on the activities of the structures;

o the privileges and possibilities presented by the
structures;

o influential participants in the field;

o aspects of gender (how evaluations of male and
female writers may have differed inside the
structures);

o the cases of those who left the field or were pushed
out of it;

4, To assess the changes in the relationship between
ideological control and creative activities inside the
structures, i.e. the relationship between official
requirements and actual practices.

It is important to note that, instead of concentrating on political
issues (relations with the system, affiliations with the party and so on),
this dissertation focuses first and foremost on the creative and social
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implications of the activities of the structures and the impact they had
on the participants.

Statements to Be Defended:

1. Even though the institutional (self)education network of
young writers, a significant segment of which was made up of
institutional structures, had been established in the Soviet era
as a means to promote a certain ideology, but from about the
end of the 1950s, its participants started paying increasingly
more attention to text aesthetics and artistic but not
‘ideological’ (self)education, as had been originally intended
in creating this network;

2. Founded in the Soviet era, the young writers’ sections in
Vilnius, Kaunas, Klaipéda and Siauliai had virtually identical
activity goals and the same structure (a chairman, a board and
regulations), but their practices and significance in the field
were different. The Vilnius young writers’ section had the
biggest effect on the field, whereas the Kaunas and Klaipéda
ones were somewhat less influential. Siauliai and Panevézys
had their sections as well, but their activities were episodic
and they did not play a significant role in the Soviet literary
field (due to a lack of prominent personalities and the fact that,
instead of focusing on aesthetic education, the majority of the
members prioritized socialising and co-existence as the main
purposes of participation);

3. Interms of academic literary circles, the one that operated at
Vilnius University played the most significant role in the field,
as, in comparison with the sections, it was a less
institutionalised, less politicised and more informal space for
young writers to gather;

4. There were two main methods the institutional structures —
collective participants in the field — used to regulate the pace
of young writers’ debuting and being initiated into the literary
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field: 1) from the institutional standpoint, they could
promote or hinder membership in the Writers’ Union of the
LSSR (by ‘freezing’” membership in the section or allowing
movement higher up in the institutional hierarchy); 2) from
the sociological perspective, participation in their activities
allowed the accumulation of symbolic, cultural and social
capital, as well as helping legitimise the identities of
participants — writers and critics — in the field and propel or
slow down their movement towards the centre of the field,

In order to occupy a more prominent position in the inner
hierarchy of the institutional structures (in other words, to
accumulate more symbolic and social capital), newcomers
were obligated to earn the recognition of the old guard, i.e.
participants who held more authority to pronounce on what
‘good literature’ was;

According to the relationship with the condition of the field
during specific historical moments, its participants can be
categorised into supporters of the orthodoxy or heterodoxy,
the former trying to preserve the existing order, and the latter
determined to change it along with the nomos of the field;
The practices in the institutional structures partly regulated
(increased or decreased) the participants’ illusio, i.e. the belief
in the meaningfulness of the literary field and participation in
the latter. The lack of illusio or its sudden disintegration acted
as one of the motives to exit the literary field.

The Methodology and the Sources of the Research

In its essence, the present dissertation is primarily a work of

literary history, focusing on one of the segments of literary life in
Lithuania during the Soviet era — the formation and development of
the institutional structures that connected young writers. In an attempt
to create a more detailed image of an object that has not previously
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been studied, various methods characteristic to this type of research
are applied in this dissertation: descriptive, analytical, comparative,
synthesis and source analysis. In the practical part of the dissertation,
by classifying and synthesising the ample empirical material, the
history of the institutional structures is reconstructed from the
geographical-chronological and problematic perspectives.

Despite the fact that, taking the contemporary tendencies of the
Lithuanian literary research into account, the descriptive method,
dominant in the third part of the dissertation and which may be seen
as ‘dated’, allows coverage of a large portion of history the recreation
of a model of the young writers’ institutional network and a
description of the dominant practices in it (the material as presented
may generate potential questions for future research).

Furthermore, the methodology pertaining to the sociology of
literature, most importantly the literary field theory of the sociologist
Pierre Bourdieu, assists in creating a greater distance from the
empirical data and helps to formulate problems analysed in the
dissertation. Instead of seeing the history of literature as a definitive,
fully formed and canonized totality, the thinking tools, proposed by
Bourdieu, encourage a view of literary history as a possibility-filled
space changing in time, and allow investigation not only of the ‘main
players’ established in the field, but also of the multifaceted
circumstances of establishment or non-establishment, by additionally
including the creative trajectories of those authors who kept their
distance or were pushed into the fringes.

In the dissertation, the structure of the literary field, borrowed
from Bourdieu’s theory and applied to the specific characteristics of
the Soviet period, is relevant in attempting to comprehend the
institutional structures and the processes of their participants’
activities, debuts and integration into the field (for instance, in terms
of how individual habitus of participants correlate with the rules and
norms prevalent in the field; how the symbolic capital can be acquired
and how it circulates in such structures; whether participation in such
structures affects belief in the meaningfulness of the field and the
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activities in it — the illusio — and so on). In the dissertation, based on
the ideas proposed by Bourdieu, the Soviet literary field is approached
as a unique and heteronomous field model, where the power to
legitimise creative works was held by political subjects, and the level
of autonomy was restricted by censorship. Thus, its participants, who
wished to occupy more significant positions, had to follow two sets of
rules and find a balance between political and aesthetic criteria in
evaluating literature.

For the purpose of collecting valuable data (regarding social
relations, hierarchies, institutions and debut strategies) that may soon
disappear into oblivion, in the thesis, the method of oral history is
applied via semi-structured interviews with writers, publishers
and other participants of the Soviet literary field. Instead of focusing
on facts (though sometimes helping to clarify them), this type of
interview examines interpersonal relationships, positions, evaluations
and various circumstances of entering, establishing or failing to
establish oneself in the convoluted literary field. Thus, the results
obtained by using the oral history method encourage to take into
consideration the informant’s self-perception as well, i.e. how they
represent certain biographical moments, what they think about their
own/their peers’ choices, achievements and/or unfulfilled
expectations of that time and why.

The selection of the interviewees was influenced by a wish to
cover different periods and types of positions in the literary field, and
also subjective circumstances/possibilities (depending on who agreed
and were able to share their memories related to the theme of the
research). For the research, the following people were interviewed:
Patackas, Arvydas Valionis, Donaldas Kajokas, Algimantas Mikuta,
Virginijus Gasilitinas, Vidas Morkiinas, Gediminas Jankus and
Edmundas Janusaitis, Janina Riskuté, Danuté Kalinauskaité, Vytautas
Martinkus, Neringa Pranckevidiiité-Liiziené, and Vidmantas
Valiusaitis. It is important to note that one of the goals of the research
was to talk not only to well-established authors, but also to those who
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in total (or at least in part — as writers) removed themselves from the
literary field (in trying to look for these particular writers, the so-called
snowball method has been used). Furthermore, more wide-ranging
conversations took place with Tomas Venclova, Saulius Tomas
Kondrotas and Kgstutis Navakas, but they do not entirely fit the oral
history framework (as the questions were sent and answered via
email). In an attempt to fill the remaining gaps, some of other writers,
critics and literary scholars that had taken part in the Soviet literary
field, were interviewed by letter (the correspondence generated
various testimonies of the past and provided a collection of additional
sources, i.e. letters, transcripts, etc.). Communication took place with
Henrikas Bakanas, Audroné Bieliauskaité-GecCiauskiené, Liutauras
Degésis, Ineza Juzefa Janoné, Ramuté Belickaité-Prapiestiené, Jonas
Daniliauskas, Valdas Daskevicius, Alfredas GuscCius, Irena
Gansiniauskaité-Gudaviciené, Ausra Jurgutiené, Jonas Kalinauskas,
Anita Kapociaité, Julius Keleras, Stasys Lipskis, Aldona PuiSyté,
Rolandas Rastauskas, Kazys Saja, Jaraté Sprindyté, Valentinas
Sventickas, and Violeta Soblinskaité.

The sources used in the dissertation may be grouped into the
four following categories:

1. Archival documents (various protocols, verbatim reports,
personal files, and so on);

2. Recollections, ego-documents®;

Press publications (in newspapers, magazines and almanacs);

4. Specially prepared semi-structured interviews.

w

& Memoir sources can be divided into two groups, the first being the texts,
written in the Soviet period (diaries and letters), and the second
encompassing recollections and autobiographies, published after Lithuania
regained its independence.
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The Structure of the Dissertation

The present dissertation is composed of an introduction, three
chapters, conclusions, appendices and a bibliography.

In the theoretical part of the thesis, the conception of a literary
institution is briefly presented and the problems of oral history
methodology are discussed. Meanwhile, the most comprehensive
section of the theoretical part is dedicated to an investigation of Pierre
Bourdieu’s theory and the possibilities of applying (or adapting) it in
assessing the Soviet literary field and its institutions. The assumption
is made here that Bourdieu’s ideas that originated in French culture
and took root there first should be reconsidered in an attempt to
transfer them into the context of other countries, regions and cultures’.

At the beginning of the second part of the dissertation, aimed
primarily at discussing and understanding the relevant context of the
dissertation, the role of the youth as a separate social group in the
Soviet era is examined, and the regime’s propaganda and control
processes targeting this group are reviewed. In the second sub-chapter,
the structure of the institutional network of young writers’
(self)education and its formation at the beginning of the Soviet period
are considered. The third sub-chapter is devoted to the young writers’
annual anthology Jaunieji (1948-1960) as an institution that played a
part in the (self)integration of young writers into the literary field
during the early stages of the Soviet era.

The third and main chapter of the dissertation focuses on
describing the institutional structures that brought young writers
together: the young writers’ sections in Vilnius, Kaunas, Siauliai and
Panevézys, as well as the literary circles at Vilnius University, the

" This assumption has been repeatedly made in scholarly works, e.g.
according to Jakonyté, Bourdieu’s model ought to be transformed and
applied to literary fields that lack typical market relations (as in the case of
the Soviet culture, where the elements of work-pay, ‘mass prestige’ and
others developed pursuant to a unique logic).” — Loreta Jakonyté, ‘Pierre
Bourdieu’s Sociology of Literature’, Literatiira, 2005, vol. 47, No. 1, p. 70.
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Kaunas Polytechnic Institute and the Kaunas Evening Faculty of
Vilnius University. In reconstructing the hitherto not yet more
minutely described history of the literary life of these structures, the
main focus of interest is the problematic aspects defined in the
objectives of the dissertation.

The interviews prepared for the dissertation are presented in the
appendices.

The Novelty and Relevance of the Dissertation

There are very few works of a similar nature, i.e. oriented
towards reconstructing and analysing literary life, in the area of
Lithuanian literary research 8. On one hand, the lack of motivation to
conduct such research may stem from the substantial study sample
(compared to larger countries, Lithuania does not have many literary
scholars, thus, researching a shorter period or a smaller fragment of
literary life may seem unreasonable, foreseeing that the remaining
parts may be left unexplored) and a lack of potential sources. On the
other hand, this direction is partly opposed by the contemporary trends
in Lithuanian literary research, oriented towards text analysis.
Nevertheless, at least several reasons that show the importance of this
type of scholarly work may be distinguished:

8 Several examples: Giedrius Vilitinas’s work Literary Life in Independent
Lithuania (1918-1940) (1998), Dalia Jakaité’s monograph The Satrija
Society in the History of Lithuanian Literature (2003); Dalia Kuiziniené’s
study and publication of sources Lithuanian Literary Life in Western
Europe 1945-1950 (2003); the collections of articles Vilnius Cultural Life.
The Significance of Societies 1900-1945 (compiled by A. Lapinskiené
2008), Vilnius Cultural Life and the Slapelis Family (compiled by
A. Lapinskiené, J. Pagkevi¢iené, 2019) and The Lithuanian Literature
Department of Vilnius University 1940-2000 (compiled by G. Vilitnas,
2002). Alongside the above, a collection of articles by the Polish literary
scholar Tadeusz Bujnicki Regarding the Zagarai Literary Group in
Addition to Other Issues (2018), which has recently appeared in Lithuanian,
is also worthy of mention.
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1)

2)

3)

4)

In order to comprehend the texts themselves better and
assess the development of the literary field anew, a
multiperspective reconstruction of the former social
environment and conditions, in which texts and their
authors were created, may prove to be beneficial,

As the number of potential witnesses is rapidly decreasing,
any data that has not yet been recorded ought to be promptly
collected, in order to reveal differences in the prevailing
hierarchy at the time and in its attitudes and stances;
Taking into account the fact that public discussions about
the personalities of the Soviet era tend to be permeated by
extremes (‘collaborators vs regime opponents’), the
creative work that reveals the extent, complexity and
multifacetedness of literary life promotes a more critical
and deeper view and helps to avoid polarization, based on
stereotypes and emotion;

Such research may inspire a new look at the entrenched
canonical assessments of certain writers (as well as their
groups and generations).

Even though, the institutional structures (literary circles and

young writers’ sections) are mentioned not infrequently in separate
works and the recollections of contemporaries, neither the history of
these structures nor their role in the integration into the Soviet literary
field has been thoroughly studied and described.

In Lithuanian literary research tradition, a more established

practice entails investigating the generations of writers and groups that
had adopted a similar creative approach, by focusing on the analysis
of literary texts. The publications that review literary life during the
Soviet era tend to emphasise its informal side (bohemia, interactions
in flats, and circles of friends)?, downplaying its formal, i.e.

® However, according to Juraté Sprindyté, ‘certain youth gatherings of the
time which were viewed as brave and romantic (the bohemia of the
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institutional, aspect. The practices of the institutional structures (and
the experiences accumulated through them) oftentimes are treated as
a background or a facade, without elaborating or considering how
participation in the latter may have affected the formation of writers,
i.e. from their attitudes towards literary activities, aesthetic notions,
strategies of positioning oneself and operating in the literary field to
the accumulation of symbolic capital and finding a place in the literary
field or withdrawing from it.

Comprehensive studies of the field, where the institutional
aspect would be prevalent, virtually do not exist in Lithuanian literary
research of the Soviet era. The activities of cultural institutions are
more often investigated by historians, sociologists and researchers
from other artistic fields (the fine arts, photography, etc.). However,
the functions of literary institutions in Soviet Lithuania have been
examined by Rimantas Kmita'®.

In addition, the relevance of the research is boosted by ego-
documents, recollections, diaries, letters and conversations of and by
the writers and critics themselves, filled with differing assessments of
the practices that took place in the institutional structures (e.g. from
Saulius Tomas Kondrotas’s ‘Almost nothing was worth memorising.

Non-ideologized content or discussions did not exist.’'' to

Vilnius and Kaunas old towns, the conscious decision to become
outsiders, and the pride of unrecognised young poets), have begun to be
assessed a bit more critically from today’s standpoint [...] a question arises
as to the real depth, freedom, responsibility and talent that were present
there’. — Juraté Sprindyté, ‘Stagnation’, in: Lithuanian Literature of the
Soviet Period: Phenomena and Concepts, compiled by A. Kaléda,
R. Kmita, D. Satkauskyté, Vilnius: ILLF, 2019, p. 71.

See Rimantas Kmita, ‘Literary Institutions’, in: Lithuanian Literature of
the Soviet Period: Phenomena and Concepts, compiled by A. Kaléda,
R. Kmita, D. Satkauskyté, Vilnius: ILLF, 2019, p. 97-123.

‘Nowadays I am Happy to Forget Everything’: Saulius Vasiliauskas’s
interview with Saulius Tomas Kondrotas, Metai, 2018, No. 1, p. 140.

10

11

19



D. Kalinauskaité’s ‘in terms of the training and intellectual level of its
members, the sections outshone the Writers” Union’*?).

Furthermore, the inspiration to choose this object for the
dissertation came from the romantic myth of a genius writer, which is
still quite prevalent in society and partly in the artistic community as
well. This myth oversimplifies the image of a writer, encapsulating or
mystifying (‘embellishing’) the processes of debut and initiation into
the literary field and various related social practices.

The present dissertation has been written with the hope of being
of service to future researchers, undertaking to analyse the activities
of artistic institutions and societies, and help them choose a writer or
a group of writers, whose entry into the Soviet Lithuanian literary field
and its corresponding dynamics they would like to examine, or
possibly even to reconsider the established (canonical) interpretations
of the authors’ attitudes, creative biographies and strategies of
participating in the literary field.

This dissertation may be of relevance not only to literary
scholars, but also to those who study Soviet society, its control
mechanisms, institutions and the discourse of the youth.

The Most Significant Results and Conclusions of the Thesis

In the institutional (self)education network of young writers,
created in Soviet Lithuania, an important role was given to the
institutional structures that brought together beginners. The formal,
official logic of this network can be defined as follows: a community
of young writers was being recruited in all of Lithuania — even in
smaller districts — in schools (literary circles and school competitions),
editorial departments of newspapers, and sections. During the Stalinist
Era, this community was educated according to the principles of social
realism, its members taught to glorify (the future) achievements of
Communism and depict the new ‘faith’ in their texts (while avoiding

12 From a personal conversation with Danuté Kalinauskaité, 9 January 2020.

20



flat storylines as much as possible). The first educators of these
training sessions were those with seniority, i.e. the writers, literary
consultants and editors that had already expressed their loyalty to the
regime. In a short while, after acquiring a little cultural and
‘ideological’ experience, young writers themselves managed to move
up the hierarchy of the network, occupying increasingly more
significant positions. Due to the fact that the network was based on the
interpersonal relationships of the participants in the literary field built
through communication, literary collaboration, various youth camps,
and trips to Moscow (in order to meet participants of the much wider
literary field of the USSR), the interconnectedness of writers,
premised on smaller or greater obligations (to participate actively in
public literary life, keep to established plans and prepare reports), was
supposed to ensure the continuity of the network, whereas the
individual ‘heresies’ of participants were promptly dealt with through
sanctions, pressure by the KGB and/or banishment from the centre of
the field (e.g. by not allowing employment or residence in Vilnius).
The ‘army’ of beginners, assembled by the network, had to assist in
imbuing society with ideology-based values and behavioural norms
and guarantee loyalty to the Party as well as a higher tolerance towards
the new order. In exchange, they were granted privileges and
possibilities to move up the hierarchy of the literary field.

Despite that, the reality did not prove to be as smooth as
planned. The institutional (self)education network of young writers,
founded in the post-war period, started breaking down and fracturing.
There were numerous complaints regarding the inattentiveness of the
older writers, the inaction of the institutional structures and their
members, tensions among the differing positions and behaviours of
young writers. The network started encountering significant problems
due to several reasons: 1) some writers avoided participation in the
Sovietised literary field, displaying attitudes of resistance, passivity
and indifference; 2) the official directives, the purpose of which was
to ‘educate’ young writers, and their scope were at odds with the real
possibilities (especially in the provinces, which started experiencing a
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lack of prominent personalities). Meanwhile, the participants that
occupied significant positions in the field (heads of circles and
sections, editors and literary consultants) were not necessarily
efficient organisers, communicators or administrators and did not
comply with established plans. As a result, the life of some of the
institutional structures was lethargic and episodic, e.g. the young
writers’ sections in Siauliai and PanevéZys gained official status
(granted to structures operating under the supervision of the Writers’
Union of the LSSR) and were active for several years only in the
1980s; 3) the progression of the Soviet periods and the changes in the
attitudes of the youth, when, during the Thaw, the factory system
(Kmita), characteristic to totalitarian regimes, and the pathological
state-apparatus (Bourdieu) of the literary field slowly gave way to
more liberal conditions of participation in it (at the same time, the
participants were adapting and learning how to play the game). As the
network bound specific individuals, its control could not be absolute
and foresee (let alone determine) the processes in the field: young
writers, critics and other field participants used to come to the
institutional structures with already formed the personal habitus and
could make their own decisions, which did not always correspond to
the official requirements and sometimes were even in opposition to
them.

Despite the aim of the institutional structures — literary circles
and young writers’ sections — collaborating with each other (by
organising events, exchanging publications that would present their
activities and creations, visiting one another, etc.), a certain hierarchy
prevailed, in the centre of which was Vilnius and the local Vilnius
Young Writers’ Section, as well as the Literary Circle of Vilnius State
University. In this hierarchy, the section occupied a slightly higher
position, as its members could join the Writers’ Union of the LSSR
more easily, while participation in the section’s activities guaranteed
more privileges (educational trips, benefits and the possibility to apply
for a flat) than the university circle which from this perspective was at
a greater remove from Litfondas (Lithuanian Literature Foundation).
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As the conditions of the field started changing, the Vilnius
Young Writers’ Section, which had had the original purpose of
preparing an army of writers, who were supposed to ‘educate’ the
masses, eventually, began receding from its initial goals (which
became more of a fagade) and started focusing on discussions
regarding literary aesthetics, criticism, genres, generations and other
issues, unrelated to politicised discourse. These discussions and, in
particular, more pointed and open opinions expressed during them are
considered one of the most significant segments in the life cycle of the
section or the institutional structures in general.

Membership of the section helped to accumulate symbolic,
social and cultural capital and legitimise the status of a writer (by
helping to feel oneself to be a true writer and be more bold in attending
literary events and cafe). Oftentimes, the members of the Vilnius
section were provided with the possibility of attending the poetry,
prose and criticism sections of older writers and interact more
closely with literary consultants. The section maintained active
communication with young writers from other republics, especially
Latvia and Estonia. The relationship with the young writers from Riga
was demonstrated through collections of poetry translations of ten
Lithuanian and ten Latvian authors, published in the 1980s.
Nonetheless, as was the case with other institutional structures, some
members of the section chose to be active participants (e.g.
D. Kalinauskaité, A. Valionis), while others remained passive
observers/formal affiliates (e.g. R. Skugaité, H. A. Cigriejus).

Another institutional structure that played a significant role in
the integration of writers into the Soviet literary field was the Vilnius
University Literary Circle, which acted as an intermediary between
the circles of beginner writers at schools or editorial departments and
the young writers’ section. Despite the fact that it operated under the
supervision of an institution as well, it was a less formalised creative
space compared to the section. The activities of the circle can
conditionally be divided into periods according to the three university
teachers — Adolfas Sprindys, Elena Bukeliené and Marcelijus
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Martinaitis — who were its longest-serving heads. Many of the more
active members later joined the Vilnius Young Writers’ Section as
well (during the admittance process, university students were often
asked whether they had been members of the circle). In comparison
with the section, the circle is more romanticised in the recollections of
writers. In recollections conversations it is often pointed out that a
sceptical attitude was prevalent towards the work of female writers,
who, compared to their male counterparts, were much less often
considered to have good prospects of becoming successful writers.
When compared with the institutional structures in Vilnius, the
role of the Kaunas Young Writers’ Section kept fluctuating and
changing. Even though the section was founded in 1946, its activities
gained momentum only in the middle of the 1960s. Up to that point,
the city, which had been turned into a hub of technocracy by the
Soviets, lacked prominent young authors. One of them was Icchok
Mer, who established the Literary Circle of Kaunas Polytechnic
University in 1954. In 1964, following the footsteps of the legendary
founder, the activities of the circle were revived by Vytautas
Martinkus and a group of his coursemates. What is more, in 1966, the
same group of authors reformed Kaunas Young Writers’ Section,
revoking the membership of the weaker litterateurs. Following this
reformation, the section linked its activities with the magazine
Nemunas that began publication in 1967, and, subsequently, with the
Kaunas Division of the Writers’ Union, established in Kaunas in 1971
by the former members of the section. In addition, during the period
from the 1970s to the 1980s, the Literary Circle of the Kaunas
Evening Faculty also took on a more active role. Even though the
Kaunas section began issuing formal membership certificates in 1986,
its activities became more liberal and less formal, until it eventually
ceased completely. It is worth noting that the Kaunas section had more
favourable conditions to create a bohemian atmosphere and introduce
the image of a bohemian writer (such as Baltuskevicius, Patackas
and Navakas). However, some of its members were inclined to
disassociate themselves from the centre in Vilnius in order to create a
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more closed and self-sufficient structure, which reduced its
significance in the overall institutional network.

Despite the fact that Klaipéda Young Writers’ Section was
established in 1952, its activities soon ceased, and the literary life of
young local writers intensified only in 1971, when a branch of the
Siauliai K. Preiks$as Pedagogic Institute opened in Klaipéda, attracting
a number of litterateurs, whose long serving leader later on was
Aleksandras Zalys. In the same year, the activities of the local section
were also renewed, the revival being partly inspired by Gintaro lasai,
a supplement to the Tarybiné Klaipéda magazine that started
publication in 1968. The members of the section included Romualdas
Granauskas, Povilas Dirgéla, Stasys Jonauskas and Rimantas
Cerniauskas, who became one of its most active participants. Up to
1985, when a division of the Writers’ Union was launched in
Klaipéda, the section had provided the main space for local litterateurs
to gather.

The young writers’ sections in Siauliai and PanevéZys were
also supposed to occupy significant positions in the systemically
thought-out institutional network, but research helped to establish that
those sections operated only episodically and did not play an important
role in the Lithuanian literary field during the Soviet period. Thus,
they can only be examined as being representative of literary life on
the periphery, i.e. on the fringes of literary field. Instead of fighting
for a position in the wider hierarchy of the Soviet literary field, for the
majority of said the members of these structures socialising and being
together were more important.

As litterateurs of various creative styles, skills, stances, ages
and attitudes were involved in the institutional structures, the tendency
was displayed for smaller clusters of friends to group together, to
develop interpersonal relationships and form bodies of the most active
members, becoming the centre of a certain structure and initiating its
main activities (meetings, literary events, trips, and so on). In addition,
such bodies had more influence in assessing the work of other
members, and that influence partly ensured a position in the literary
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field. In time, participants were able to determine whose opinions were
worth their interest and trust, who ought to be considered an ‘insider’,
and who should be looked on with suspicion or even disregarded (this
classification was determined not only by differing stances or creative
styles, but also by a different habitus, when persons of similar
dispositions were more inclined to maintain interpersonal
relationships). Even after leaving the institutional structures, many
relations born in them were maintained, and the remaining
companionship of some groups of litterateurs was later evidenced by
the publication of almanacs (Sietynas and Keturi véjai) or by the
initiation of other cultural and literary activities.

The participants of the institutional structures can be
conditionally divided into two symbolic types: the sedentary-
conservative ones (supporters of orthodoxy, who attempted to
maintain the established order) and the demanding ones (supporters of
heteronomy, who sought change). The former participated in the
institutional structures with the hope of receiving emotional comfort
and the positive dividends of socialisation (the majority of them were
in the provinces), whereas the latter tried to maintain a wider and more
critical point of view towards the activities and encouraged members
not to rely just on the local hierarchy in a small circle.

Inside the institutional structures, a significant role was played
not only by heads and chairpersons, but also by young literary critics
(as a specific group of members). Not only did the critics, whose
number fluctuated from low to insufficient, analyse the works of other
participants with greater care, they made presentations on wider
subjects, reviewed books and publications from specific points of view
and encouraged deeper discussion as well. The presence of critics
inspired some participants to take on a more active role and attend
future meetings and discussions more enthusiastically. If a certain
critic, active in a particular institutional structure, was able to
accumulate significant symbolic capital, their opinions were valued in
other structures as well.
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Influential and prominent people at the core of local literary life
(e.g. Elena Mezginaité in Panevézys, the teacher Jonas Brindza in
Palanga) played a significant role in the centre of the field and,
especially, in the provinces. It is important to add that the people one
met during meetings with editors, various competitions and youth
camps could have a great impact on one’s literary biography and assist
in legitimising one’s status as a (young) writer. In this regard, Elena
Bukelien¢ played an exceptional role by inviting young writers to
study at Vilnius University and take part in its literary circle’s
activities.

In the preparation of interviews not only with writers who are
well-established in the literary field and literary history, but also with
those who in their early became known as prominent literary figures,
later removed themselves from the field, intricate and oftentimes
complicated personal histories that had left significant marks in the
interviewees’ consciousness came to light, bringing to the fore some
specific aspects, which had an impact on their decision to participate
or not in the literary field, for instance: low self-esteem, asking too
much of oneself (to be ‘the best’ or not participate at all); the
scepticism of close family members, directed towards their creative
endeavours; the commencement of family life (the birth of a child);
moving to a more remote area of Lithuania; a change in priorities and
a decrease in a (‘youthful’) sense of significance, associated with
creating literature, i.e. a loss of faith in the meaningfulness of the
literary field — the illusio. This loss of interest was also influenced by
experiences in the institutional structures and the development of the
positions occupied in them.

Even though the institutional structures operating during the
Soviet period — especially the young writers’ sections — are generally
viewed quite sceptically with doubts as to their significance in the
history of Lithuanian literature (as romanticising the bohemia and
informal groups comes more naturally), this dissertation has served to
show that these structures were significant during the processes of
writers’ initiation and entry into the literary field. What is more, apart
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from playing a role in advancing through the literary hierarchy or
legitimising the status of a writer, these structures assisted in
developing creative as well as critical skills, developing relationships
and creating smaller circles of friends and like-minded persons. For
newcomers, the practices established in the institutional structures
helped them to develop a feel for the game and understand the rules
dominant in the field — the nomos — and affected the illusio (inspiring
or terminating it).

28



Disertacijos objektas

Rasytojo kelio pradzia (debiuto, iniciacijos ir (ne)jsitvirtinimo
literatiros lauke procesai), visais laikais veikiama jvairiy
sociokultiiriniy  aplinkybiy, sovietmeCiu buvo specifiné ir
komplikuota. To meto kultiiros laukas buvo grjstas institucine
kontrole, o literatiiros (kaip ir kity meny) gyvenimas reguliuotas tam
cenziiros aparato (Glavlito, LKP CK, KGB). Norédamas dalyvauti
oficialiame kulturos ir literatiiros gyvenime, raSytojas buvo ver¢iamas
tapti kiirybinés institucijos nariu.

ISskirtinis valdzios démesys nuo pat sovietmecio pradzios
skirtas jaunosios rasytojy kartos kontrolei ir ,,aukl&jimui*: organizuoti
pradedanciyjy raSytojy suvaziavimai; prie mokykly, leidiniy
redakcijy, universitety steigti literatiros bireliai, didziuosiuose
miestuose — Jaunyjy rasytojy sekcijos; inicijuoti jauniesiems skirti
konkursai, rengtos stovyklos; 1948-aisiais veikti pradéjo speciali
priezitiros institucija — Komisija darbui su jaunaisiais rasytojais.
Jaunasis raSytojas pirmiausia traktuotas kaip ,,ideologinio fronto
darbuotojas®, turjs ,kovoti uz jaunimo aukléjimg komunistinéje
dvasioje™?.

Tokig sovietmecio Lietuvoje funkcionavusiag pradedanciyjy
raSytojy kontrolés ir até&jimo j literatiros laukg tvarka disertacijoje
siiloma vadinti instituciniu jaunyjy rasytojy ugdymo(si) tinklu.
Zodis ugdymo nurodo soviety sistemos siekj suburti jai lojaliy rasytojy
»armija“, o zodis ugdymosi — pradedanciyjy rasytojy pastangas ieskoti
budy, kaip § tinklg paversti palankesniu autentiskesniems
kiirybiniams uzmojams.

Siekiant geriau suvokti tinklo struktiira ir jame varijavusias
raSytojy praktikas, disertacijoje koncentruojamasi j svarbaus jo

13 Pirmasis Lietuvos TSR pradedandiyjy radytojy respublikinis
susirinkimas, 1948 m. lapkri¢io mén. 25-27 d.: LLMA, F. 34., ap. 1,
b. 54.
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segmento — instituciniy dariniy — kultiring ir literatiiring veikla.
Instituciniais dariniais laikomi sovietmeciu literatiiros ir mokslo
institucijose — LTSR Rasytojy sgjungoje, aukstosiose mokyklose —
telkti literatiiriniai biireliai-grupés, junge jaunuosius rasytojus. Nors
tokiais dariniais galima laikyti ir literaty ratelius prie mokykly ar
laikras¢iy redakcijy, didziausias démesys disertacijoje skiriamas
Jaunyjy raSytojy sekcijoms, kurios nariais buvo dauguma
raSytojy (taip pat kritiky, vertéjy), véliau jsitvirtinusiy literatiros
istorijoje (arba j ja nepatekusiy), taip pat prie auksStojo mokslo
institucijy veikusiems literaty bureliams, pirmiausia Vilniaus
universiteto bureliui, darant prielaidga ji buvus rySkiausiu ir
reikSmingiausiu tokio pobtudzio sambiriu. Instituciniai dariniai
vertinami kaip kolektyviniai literattiros lauko dalyviai, veikiantys
neatsiejamai nuo sociokultiirinés terpés bei konkreciy literatiros lauko
salygy, ta¢iau iki galo joms nepavaldis.

Kategorija jaunieji rasytojai apibrézia specifing literatiiros
lauko dalyviy grupe®®, kurios narius galima identifikuoti keliant
salygiSkus amziaus (sovietmeéiu vyravusi simboliné riba — iKi
35 m."), palyginti nedidelés literatiirinés patirties, kiiriniuose dar
besimezgancio individualaus stiliaus bruozy kriterijus. Vis délto tarp
Jaunyjy rasSytojy sekcijos nariy sovietmecio praktikoje buvo ir
nemazai vyresnio amziaus kuréjy, todél jaunmieji rasytojai Cia
suvokiami dvejopai: istoriskai — kaip sovietiniame diskurse i$skirta
atskira kuréjy grupé, kurios formavimui ir kontroliavimui skirtas
didelis komunisty partijos démesys; sociologiskai — kaip kuréjai,
bandantys integruotis j literatiiros laukg ir uzimti jame palankesnes
pozicijas.

14 Kaip pastebi Loreta Jakonyté, jaunieji radytojai kaip atskira grupé buvo

i8skiriama ir ikisovietinéje Lietuvoje, taCiau ,,iSskirtinis démesys
debiutantams, noras juos valdyti ir ugdyti j Lietuvg atéjo sulig okupacija,
perkeliant Soviety Sajungoje praktikuotas priezitiros formas.“ — Loreta
Jakonyté, op. cit., p. 115.

15 |ki 2020 m. Lietuvos raSytojy sajungos leidyklos organizuojamame
,»Pirmosios knygos“ konkurse tebebuvo taikomas toks amziaus kriterijus.
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Siekiant geriau suprasti jaunyjy raSytojy ugdymo(si) tinklo
funkcionavimg sovietmeciu, disertacijoje palie¢iamos ir kontekstinés
temos. Visy pirma, jaunimo, kaip specifinés socialinés grupés,
ideologiné kontrol¢, taip pat formuojantis jaunyjy raSytojy
instituciniam tinklui svarbus, iki Siol placiau neaptartas, pradedanciyjy
almanachas ,,Jaunieji“ (1948-1960).

Chronologiniu poziiiriu disertacija apima laikotarp; nuo
instituciniy dariniy susiformavimo pokario pradzioje iki jy sunykimo
devintojo deSimtmecio pabaigoje.

Disertacijos problema, tikslas ir uZdaviniai

Ideologiskai kontroliuoti pavienius kiiréjus soviety sistemai
biuty buve sudétingiau, nei jtraukiant juos ] specialy, institucinj
ugdymo(si) tinkla. Per institucijas buvo galima daryti ideologinj
spaudima, atrinkti ir reguliuoti (atsizvelgiant j laikysenas, pazitiras,
kiiryba, lojalumo rezimui laipsnj), kam i§ pradedanciyjy autoriy leisti
literatiros lauke uzimti aukStesng, kam — Zemesne pozicija, 0
krastutiniu atveju visai i§stumti i$ oficialaus literatrinio gyvenimo.

Individo priklausymas socialiniam kolektyvui soviety
imperijoje buvo vieSai nekvestionuotinas. VisuomeniSkumas,
ideologiSkai tinkamas iniciatyvumas — pabréztinai skatintos savybeés,
vertintos ir kultiiros lauke. Institucijose uzimamos pareigos, netgi i$
pirmo Zvilgsnio platesniame literatiros lauke menkai reik§mingos
(pavyzdziui, jaunyjy rasytojy sekcijos pirmininkas), gal¢jo didinti
simbolinj kapitala, teikti privilegijy (pavyzdziui, leisti pretenduoti j
buta), padéti kopiant literatirinés karjeros laiptais (pavyzdziui, tapti
vienu i§ motyvy priimant ] LTSR Rasytojy sajunga). Kaip alternatyva
oficialiam literatiiriniam gyvenimui telkési jvairios neformalios
grupés, bohemiski menininky, intelektualy rateliai, burtasi butuose ir
kavinése. Vis délto pasyviam ir menkai dalyvaujanciam
instituciniame tinkle raSytojui siekti aukS$tesnés pozicijos buvo
sunkiau nei aktyvesniam (aktyvesnis, uzimantis reikSmingesng
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pozicija'®, galédavo uZtarti, talkinti ,,pasyviajam®). Remiantis
memuaristika galima teigti, kad pareigos instituciniuose dariniuose,
nepaisant prieStaringy vertinimy, daliai dalyviy buvo svarbios.

Sovietmecio Lietuvoje nesusiklosté rySkesnés grozinés
literatiiros savilaidos tradicijos. Debiutuojanciy autoriy kelias driekési
per lauke monopolj turéjusios Valstybinés grozinés literattiros (nuo
1964-yjy — ,,Vagos®) leidyklos duris. Ne tik ankstyvieji tekstai, bet ir
pirmyjy knygy rankras¢iai buvo aptarinéjami biireliuose, narstyti
Jaunyjy raSytojy sekcijose, i§ kur, sulauke palankesnio jvertinimo,
galéjo buti sitilomi leidyklai.

Atsizvelgiant j tokia — institucine ir ideologine kontrole gristg —
sovietmecio literatlirinio gyvenimo logikg, taip pat ir prieStaringus
amzininky liudijimus, atrodo problemiska, kaip ja paremtas tinklas
funkcionavo praktikoje, kokiais biidais ir tempais oficialios jaunyjy
ugdymo klausimais rengtos direktyvos skirtingais sovietmecio
laikotarpiais®’ buvo perkeltos j literatiiros lauka. Todél disertacijoje
keliami Sie probleminiai klausimai: kaip veiké ir kokias pozicijas
literattiros lauke uzémé jaunuosius raSytojus jungusios institucijos:
prie universitety veike literaty biireliai ir RaSytojy sajungos priziiirétos
jaunyjy raSytojy sekcijos? Koks santykis Sio institucinio tinklo
hierarchijoje buvo tarp biireliy ir sekcijy? Kaip klostési hierarchijos
instituciniy dariniy viduje? Kokiomis priemonémis tokiy dariniy
veikla buvo reglamentuojama, stebima ir kontroliuojama? Kiek jy
viduje biita neformalesnio, politiskai ne(su)reguliuoto vyksmo? Kokia

6 T3 dalies toks aktyvumas sietinas ir su naryste politinése organizacijose,

priklausymu komjaunuoliams ar komunisty partijai ir i§ to jgyjamoms
galimybéms (pvz., Vaidoto Daunio atveju, galimybe sitlyti ir leisti
almanachg ,,Veidai®, biti jo redaktoriumi). Dél didelés tyrimo imties ir
dél palyginti sunkiai surenkamos medziagos (ir pokalbiuose, ir
memuaristikoje tema gali biiti nutylima ar rekonstruojama sau palankesne
linkme) disertacijoje $is politinés laikysenos klausimas lie¢iamas
epizodiskai.

17" Tprastai skiriami stalinizmo, atlydZio, stagnacijos ir atgimimo laikotarpiai,
literatiiros lauko pozitriu placiau aptarti kolektyvinéje monografijoje
»Sovietmecio lietuviy literattira: Reiskiniai ir sgvokos™ (2019, p. 19-94).

32



zyme Sis tinklas paliko (blisimy) raSytojy savimongje, ka jie
akcentuoja, dalyvavimo Siuose dariniuose patirtj vertindami
retrospektyviai?

Remiantis  Siais klausimais, formuluojamas disertacijos
tikslas — aprasyti jaunuosius raSytojus jungusiy instituciniy dariniy —
jaunyjy rasytojuy sekcijy ir reikSmingesniy universitetiniy biireliy —
literatlirinio gyvenimo istoring raidg ir nustatyti jy vaidmenj
sovietmecio lietuviy literatiiros lauke.

Tikslui pasiekti keliami tokie uZdaviniai:

1. Swurinkti ir susisteminti empirinés medziagos korpusa, ji
papildyti specialiai rengiamais pusiau struktiiruotais
interviu ir susirasingjimu su sovietmecio literattiros lauko
dalyviais (parengtus pokalbius publikuoti kultiiringje
spaudoje, disertacijos prieduose);

2. Pritaikyti Pierre’'o Bourdieu meno lauko teorijg
sovietmeCio literatliros tyrimui, koncentruojantis |
debiutavimo lauke ir praktiky instituciniuose dariniuose
problematika;

3. Remiantis sukaupta medziaga, atkurti jaunuosius raSytojus
sovietme€iu jungusiy instituciniy dariniy kultiirinés ir
literatiirinés veiklos istorijg, kreipiant démesj ] S$iuos
aspektus:

o dariniy aktyvumg ir veiklos formas skirtingais
sovietmecio laikotarpiais;

o hierarchija dariniy viduje;

o dariniy tarpusavio santykius ir rySius su LTSR
Rasytojy sajunga;

o dariniy lyderiy laikysenas, jy jtaka dariniy veiklai;

o dariniy teiktas privilegijas ir galimybes;

o lauko autoritetus;

o lyties aspekty (kaip dariniy viduje galéjo skirtis

raSytojy vyry / motery vertinimas);
o 18 lauko pasitraukusiyjy / iSstumtyjy atvejus;
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4. Jvertinti, kaip dariniuose kito ideologinés kontrolés ir
kiirybinés veiklos santykis, t. y. koks santykis buvo tarp
oficialiy reikalavimy ir realios praktikos.

Svarbu pabrézti, kad Zvilgsnis disertacijoje fokusuojamas ne j
politing (nariy santykius su sistema, saitus su partija ir kt.), bet
pirmiausia — j kiirybing ir socialing dariniy veiklos pusg ir jy poveikij
nariams.

Ginamieji disertacijos teiginiai:

1. Nors institucinis jaunyjy rasytojy ugdymo(si) tinklas, kurio
reikSmingu segmentu buvo instituciniai dariniai (prie
universitety telkesi literaty bireliai ir prie LTSR Rasytojy
sajungos veikusios jaunyjy rasytojy sekcijos), sovietmeciu
steigtas ideologiniais tikslais, ta¢iau mazdaug nuo 6-0jO
desimtmecio pabaigos vis daugiau démesio jame imta skirti
teksty estetikai, meniniam, bet ne ,,id¢jiniam** — kaip noréta §j
tinklg kuriant — lavinimuisi;

2. Sovietmecio pradzioje jsteigtos Vilniaus, Kauno, Klaipédos ir
Siauliy jaunyjy radytojy sekcijos kélé i§ esmés identiskus
veiklos tikslus ir tur¢jo tg pacig struktiira (pirmininka,
valdyba, reglamentg), taciau jy praktika ir reikSmé lauke
skyrési. Didziausig poveikj laukui daré Vilniaus, kiek
menkiau — Kauno ir Klaipédos jaunyjy rasytojy sekcijos.
Epizodiskai sekcijos veiké Siauliuose ir Panevézyje, tadiau
sovietmecio literatiiros lauke Zymesnio vaidmens neatliko
(stigo rySkesniy asmenybiy, o didesnei daliai ne estetinis
lavinimasis, bet nariy socializacija ir bendrabtivis tapo
dalyvavimo tokiuose dariniuose prioritetu);

3. I8 akademiniy literaty biireliy didziausig reikSme lauke turéjo
Vilniaus universiteto literaty burelis, lyginant su sekcijomis,
buves maziau institucionalizuota ir politizuota, neformalesne
jaunyjy rasytojy telkimosi erdve;
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4.

Instituciniai dariniai laikytini kolektyviniais lauko dalyviais,
dvejopai reguliavusiais rasytojy debiuto, iniciacijos |
literattiros laukg tempg: 1) instituciniu pozitriu jie galéjo
padeéti arba sutrukdyti tapti LTSR Rasytojy sajungos nariu
(naryste sekcijoje ,,iSaldyti“ arba praleisti institucinéje
hierarchijoje auk$¢iau); 2) sociologiniu pozitdriu
dalyvavimas juose leido kaupti simbolinj, kulttirinj ir socialinj
kapitalg, padéjo legitimizuoti lauko dalyvio — raSytojo,
kritiko — tapatybe, grei¢iau ar lé¢iau judéti lauko centro link;
Hierarchija instituciniy dariniy viduje jprastai klostési taip:
naujokai turé¢jo pelnyti senbuviy — turin¢iy daugiau galios
vertinti, kas yra ,gera literatiira — pripazinimg (sukaupti
daugiau simbolinio ir socialinio kapitalo), kad uzimty
rySkesne vieta joje;

Pagal santykj su lauko biikle konkreciu istoriniu momentu
dariniy narius galima skirti j ortodoksijos arba heterodoksijos
Salininkus: pirmieji sieké iSsaugoti esamg tvarka, kai antrieji
buvo pasiryze ja, o sykiu ir lauko nomos, keisti;

Praktikos instituciniuose dariniuose i§ dalies reguliavo
(didino ar mazino) dalyviy illusio — tikéjima literattros lauko,
dalyvavimo jame prasmingumu. Illusio stoka ar staigus
sunykimas — viena i$ priezas¢iy, skatinusiy i$ literataros lauko
pasitraukti.

Tyrimo metodologija ir Saltiniai

Savo pobiidziu disertacija pirmiausia laikytina literatiiros

istorijos darbu, kuriame susitelkiama j vieng i§ sovietmeéio Lietuvos
literatlirinio gyvenimo segmenty — instituciniy jaunuosius rasytojus
jungusiy dariniy formavimasi ir raidg. Siekiant susidaryti detalesnj iki
iol netyrinéto objekto vaizda, disertacijoje derinami tokio tipo
tyrimams budingi metodai: deskriptyvinis, analitinis, lyginimasis,
sintezés ir Saltiniy analizés. Instituciniy dariniy istorija, klasifikuojant
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ir sintezuojant gausig empiring medziagg, praktingje disertacijos
dalyje rekonstruojama geografiniu-chronologiniu ir probleminiu
aspektais.

Nors, atsizvelgiant | Siuolaikines lietuviy literatiiros tyrimy
tendencijas, galjs atrodyti kiek ,,sensteléjusiu®, taciau treciojoje darbo
dalyje vyraujantis deskriptyvinis (apraSomasis) metodas leidzia
apreépti didele istorijos atkarpg ir atkurti institucinio jaunyjy rasytojy
tinklo modelj, aprasyti jame dominavusias praktikas (taip pateikiama
medziaga kelia potencialius klausimus blisimiems tyrimams).

Didesn¢ distancijg nuo sukauptos empirikos sukurti ir
problemas  formuluoti padeda literatiiros sociologijos
metodologija, visy pirma — sociologo Pierre’o Bourdieu
literatiuros lauko teorija. Bourdieu veikaluose pasiilyti mgstymo
jrankiai skatina ] literatliros istorijg zitréti ne kaip | galutinj,
susiformavus] ir jkanonintg viseta, bet kaip ] laike besikeitusiy
galimybiy erdve; leidzia svarstyti ne tik apie lauke jsitvirtinusius
»pagrindinius zaidéjus®, bet ir apie jvairialypes (ne)jsitvirtinimo
salygas, aprépiant kiirybines trajektorijas ir ty kiréjy, kurie laikési
nuosalés arba buvo iSstumti j uzribj.

IS Bourdieu teorijos disertacijoje pasitelkiama ir sovietmecio
specifikai pritaikoma literatiiros lauko struktiira aktuali siekiant
suvokti instituciniy dariniy ir jy dalyviy veikimo, debiuto,
integravimosi j lauka procesus (pavyzdziui, kaip individualiis dalyviy
habitus koreliuoja su lauko taisyklémis ir normomis; kaip jgyjamas ir
instituciniuose dariniuose cirkuliuoja simbolinis kapitalas; ar
dalyvavimas tokiuose dariniuose veikia tikéjima lauko ir veiklos jame
prasmingumu — illusio ir kt.). Remiantis Bourdieu, sovietmecio
literatiiros laukas disertacijoje traktuojamas kaip savitas ir
heteronominis lauko modelis, kuriame kiirybos legitimavimo galia
priklausé politiniams subjektams, o lauko autonomijos laipsnj varzé
cenziira. Tokio lauko dalyviai, siekg uzimti reik§Smingesnes pozicijas,
turéjo laikytis dvejopy taisykliy ir balansuoti tarp politiniy ir estetiniy
literattiros vertinimo kriterijy.
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Siekiant surinkti trukstamus ir galin¢ius nukeliauti j uzmarstj
duomenis (apie socialinius rySius, hierarchijas, institucijas, debiuto
strategijas) disertacijoje pasitelktas sakytinés istorijos (angl. oral
history) metodas: su raSytojais, leidéjais ir kitais sovietmeéio
literattiros lauko dalyviais rengti pusiau struktfiruoti interviu.
Tokie interviu kreipia ne j faktus (nors kartais padeda juos tikslinti), o
] tarpasmeninius santykius, laikysenas, vertinimus, jvairias atéjimo ir
(ne)jsitvirtinimo painiame literatiros lauke aplinkybes. Sakytinés
istorijos metodu gauti rezultatai skatina apsvarstyti ir paties
liudijanciojo savivoka: kaip jis / ji reprezentuoja vieng ar Kkita
biografini momenta, kaip ir kodél vertina savo / kity anuometinius
pasirinkimus, laimeéjimus ir / ar neiSsipildziusius likescius.

Pasnekovy atrankg Iéme ir noras aprépti skirtingus laikotarpius
bei skirtingas literatiiros lauke uzimtas pozicijas, ir subjektyvios
aplinkybés-galimybés (kas galéjo ir sutiko papasakoti prisiminimus
tyrimo tema). Parengti interviu su Leonardu Gutausku, Tautvyda
Marcinkevicitite ir Gintaru Patacku, Arvydu Valioniu, Donaldu
Kajoku, Algimantu Mikuta, Virginijumi Gasiliinu, Vidu Morkiinu,
Gediminu Jankumi ir Edmundu Janus$ai¢iu, Janina RiSkute, Danute
Kalinauskaite, Vytautu Martinkumi, Neringa Pranckevicitite-Liiziene,
Vidmantu Valiusai¢iu. Pabréztina, kad tyrime siekta pakalbinti ne tik
literattiros lauke jsitvirtinusius autorius, bet ir tuos, kurie i$ jo visai (ar
bent i§ dalies — kaip raSytojai) pasitrauké (ieskant tokiy pasitelktas
vadinamasis ,,sniego gnitztés“ metodas). Taip pat rengti platesni
pokalbiai su Tomu Venclova, Sauliumi Tomu Kondrotu, Kestuciu
Navaku, taCiau pastarieji netelpa j sakytinés istorijos metodo rémus
(klausinéta virtualiai — elektroniniu pastu). Bandant uzpildyti likusius
tuscius tarpus, su dalimi kity rasytojy, kritiky, literatiirology, buvusiy
sovietmecio literatiiros lauko dalyviy susiraSinéta laiskais (taip kaupti
papildomi Saltiniai: laiSkai, nuorasai ir kt.). Bendrauta su Henriku
Bakanu, Audrone Bieliauskaite-Gec¢iauskiene, Liutauru Degésiu,
Ineza Juzefa Janone, Ramute Belickaite-Prapiestiene, Jonu
Daniliausku, Valdu Daskevic¢iumi, Alfredu Gus¢iumi, Irena
Gansiniauskaite-Gudaviciene, Ausra Jurgutiene, Jonu Kalinausku,
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Anita Kapocitte, Juliumi Keleru, Stasiu Lipskiu, Aldona Puisyte,
Rolandu Rastausku, Kaziu Saja, Jurate Sprindyte, Valentinu
Sventicku, Violeta Soblinskaite.

Disertacijai pasitelktus $altinius galima skirti j keturias grupes:

1. Archyviniai dokumentai (jvairis protokolai, stenogramos,
asmens bylos ir kt.);

2. Atsiminimai, egodokumentai®®;

3. Publikacijos spaudoje (laikras¢iuose, Zurnaluose, almana-
chuose);

4. Specialiai parengti pusiau struktiiruoti interviu.

Disertacijos struktiira

Disertacija sudaro jvadas, trys skyriai, iSvados, priedai ir
literatiiros sarasas.

Teorin¢je darbo dalyje glaustai pristatoma literattiros
institucijos samprata, aptariama sakytinés istorijos metodologijos
problematika. [§samiausias teorinés dalies poskyris skiriamas Pierre’o
Bourdieu teorijai ir jos (pri)taikymo sovietmecio literatiiros lauko,
literatros institucijy tyrimo galimybéms jvertinti. Laikomasi
prielaidos, jog Bourdieu idéjas, kilusias ir pirmiausia prigijusias
pranciizy kultiiroje, dera persvarstyti transformuojant j kity Saliy,
regiony, kultiiry kontekstg'®.

18 Memuarinius Saltinius galima skirti j du tipus: pirmajj apima tekstai,
raSyti sovietmeCiu (dienora$¢iai, laiSkai), kita — prisiminimai,
autobiografijos, pasirode jau nepriklausomoje Lietuvoje.

Tokia prielaida ne sykj keliama mokslininky darbuose, pavyzdziui, pasak
Jakonytés, Bourdieu modelj tekty transformuoti jj taikant literatiiros
laukams, kurivose néra jprasty rinkos santykiy (sovietinés kultiiros
atvejis, kur uzdarbio, ,,masinio prestizo* ir Kiti elementai klostési pagal
savita logika).” — Loreta Jakonyté, ,Pierre’0o Bourdieu literattiros
sociologija®“, Literatira, 2005, t. 47, Nr. 1, p. 70.
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Antrosios dalies, skirtos pirmiausia disertacijai aktualiam
kontekstui aptarti ir suvokti, pradzioje aptariamas jaunimo kaip
atskiros socialinés grupés vaidmuo sovietmeciu, apsvarstomi ] jj
nukreiptos rezimo propagandos ir kontrolés procesai. Antrajame
poskyryje apibréziama institucinio jaunyjy rasytojy ugdymo(si) tinklo
struktiira ir jos formavimasis sovietmeio pradzioje. Treciasis
poskyris skirtas almanachui ,,Jaunieji* (1948-1960) kaip jaunyjy
integravimo(si) j ankstyvojo sovietmecio literatiiros lauka institucijai.

Treciajame — pagrindiniame — disertacijos skyriuje aprasomi
jaunuosius raSytojus biire instituciniai dariniai: Vilniaus, Kauno,
Klaipédos, Siauliy, Panevézio jaunyjy rasytojy sekcijos, Vilniaus
Universiteto, Kauno Politechnikos instituto ir VU Kauno Vakarinio
fakulteto literaty biireliai. Rekonstruojant iki Siol detaliau neaprasyta
Siy dariniy literatiirinio gyvenimo istorija kreipiamas démesys |
disertacijos uzdaviniuose apibréztus probleminius aspektus.

Prieduose pateikiami disertacijos metu parengti interviu.

Disertacijos naujumas ir aktualumas

PanaSaus pobiidzio — | literatiirinio gyvenimo rekonstrukcijg ir
analize nukreipty — darby lietuviy literatiirologijoje néra labai daug®.
Viena vertus, stimula tokiems tyrimams gali menkinti didelé tyrimo
imtis (lyginant su didesnémis valstybémis lietuviy literatiirology

0 Keli pavyzdziai: Giedriaus Vilitino veikalas ,,Literatiirinis gyvenimas
nepriklausomoje Lietuvoje 1918-1940¢“ (1998); Dalios Jakaités
monografija ,,Satrijos* draugija lietuviy literatiiros istorijoje (2003);
Dalios Kuizinienés studija ir Saltiniy publikacija ,,Lietuviy literatiirinis
gyvenimas Vakary Europoje 1945-1950 (2003); straipsniy rinktinés
»Vilniaus Kultdrinis gyvenimas. Draugijy reik§mé 1900-1945 (sud.
A. Lapinskiené 2008), ,,Vilniaus kultirinis gyvenimas ir Slapeliai* (sud.
A. Lapinskiené, J. Paskeviciené, 2019) ir ,,Vilniaus universiteto Lietuviy
literatiiros katedra 1940-2000“ (sud. G. Vilitinas, 2002). Greta
paminétinas ir neseniai lietuviy kalba pasirodes lenky literatirologo
Tadeuszo Bujnickio straipsniy rinkinys ,,Apie literatiirine ,,Zagary* grupe
ir ne tik“ (2018).
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pajégos néra tokios gausios, todél menkiau prasminga tirti tik mazesnj
laikotarpj ar literattirinio gyvenimo fragmentg nujauciant, jog kitos jo
dalys gali taip ir likti neaptartos) ir potencialiy Saltiniy stygius. Kita
vertus, tokiai kryp¢iai i§ dalies prieSinasi ir labiau | teksty analize
orientuota lietuviy literatiirologijos niidiena.

Galima iSskirti bent kelias priezastis, kodél svarbiis tokio
pobiidzio moksliniai darbai:

1) Norint geriau suvokti pacius tekstus, naujai jvertinti
literattiros lauko raidg, pravartu jvairiapusiskai rekonstruoti
buvusia socialing aplinkg ir sglygas, kuriose tekstai bei jy
kiiréjai buvo kuriami;

2) Spariai mazZéjant potencialiems liudininkams, dera
suskubti  surinkti neuzraSytus duomenis, kuriuose
atsiskleisty vyravusios hierarchijos, poziliriy ir nuostaty
skirtumai;

3) Turint galvoje, kad vieSumoje apie sovietmeCio figiiras
uzsimezgancios diskusijos daznai remiasi kraStutinumais
(kolaborantas / rezimo oponentas), literatiirinio gyvenimo
ploti, sudétinguma ir nevienareik§miskuma atveriantys
darbai skatina zvelgti kritiskiau ir giliau, (i§)vengti
stereotipais ir emocijomis gristo susiprie$inimo;

4) Tokie tyrimai gali paskatinti atnaujinti nusistovéjusius,
kanoninius vieno ar kito raSytojo (grupés, Kkartos)
vertinimus.

Nors atskiruose veikaluose ir amzininky prisiminimuose
instituciniai dariniai minimi, taciau iki $iol néra istirta ir apraSyta nei
$iy dariniy istorija, nei jy vaidmuo integruojantis j sovietmecio
lietuviy literatiiros laukg.

Lietuviy literatiirologijoje jprastesné praktika tirti raSytojy
kartas, pagal kiirybines paziiiras besiformavusias grupes, labiau
koncentruojantis j literattriniy teksty analiz¢. Rasant apie literattirinj
gyvenima sovietmeciu, tipiskiau didesne reikSme skirti neformaliajai
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jo pusei (bohemai, bendravimui butuose, draugy rateliams)®, o
formaliajai — institucinei — teikiama maziau reik§més. Praktikos
instituciniuose dariniuose (o0 per jas ir sukauptos patirtys) neretai
traktuojamos kaip labiau foninés, ,,fasadinés*, placiau nedetalizuojant
ir nesvarstant, kaip dalyvavimas juose galéjo veikti rasytojo
formavimasi: nuo poziiirio ] literatiiring veikla, estetinés sampratos,
laikysenos-veikimo lauke strategijos iki simbolinio kapitalo kaupimo
ir jsivietinimo paciame lauke ar pasitraukimo i$ jo.

Sovietmecio lietuviy literatiirologijoje beveik néra iSsamesniy
lauko tyrimy, kuriuose dominuoty institucinis aspektas. Dazniau
kultiiriniy institucijy veikla tiria istorikai, sociologai, kity meno lauky
(dailés, fotografijos) tyréjai. Literatiros institucijy funkcijas
sovietmegio Lietuvoje yra apzvelges Rimantas Kmita?,

Tyrimo aktualumg didina egodokumentai, paciy rasytojy,
kritiky atsiminimai, dienorasCiai, laiSkai ir pokalbiai, kuriuose
praktikos instituciniuose  dariniuose  vertinamos  skirtingai
(pavyzdziui, nuo S. T. Kondroto: ,,Beveik niekas nejsiminé. Diskusijy,
neideologizuoto turinio nebuvo.“® iki D. Kalinauskaités: ,savo
zmoniy pasirengimu, intelektualiniu lygiu, sekcija davé kruopy tai
sajungai.<?).

Rinktis tokj disertacijos objekta jkvépé ir visuomenéje — i§
dalies ir meno bendruomenéje — vis dar gajus romantinis menininko

2L Vis délto, pasak Juratés Sprindytés, ,,[k]ai kurie anuometiniai jaunimo

sambdriai, atrod¢ drastis ir romantiski (Vilniaus ir Kauno senamiesciy
bohema, samoninga autsaiderysté, nepripazinty jauny poety iSdidumas),
i§ Siy dieny perspektyvos imami vertinti kritiSkiau. [...] kiek ten buta
gelmés, tikros laisvés, atsakomybés, talento”. — Juraté Sprindyté,
»Stagnacija®, in: Sovietmecio lietuviy literatira: reiskiniai ir sqvokos,
sud. A. Kaléda, R. Kmita, D. Satkauskyté, Vilnius: LLTIL, 2019, p. 71.
Zr. Rimantas Kmita, ,,Literatiiros institucijos“, in: Sovietmecio lietuviy
literatira: reiskiniai ir sqvokos, sud. A. Kaléda, R. Kmita,
D. Satkauskyté, Vilnius: LLTI, 2019, p. 97-123.

»Dabar viska laimingai pamir§tu“: Sauliy Tomy Kondrotg kalbino Saulius
Vasiliauskas, Metai, 2018, Nr. 1, p. 140.

241§ asmeninio interviu su Danute Kalinauskaite, 2020 01 09.
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genijaus mitas, supaprastinantis ra§ytojo jvaizdj, suskliaudZiantis arba
mistifikuojantis (,,pagrazinantis®) jo debiuto, iniciacijos j literatiiros
lauka procesus ir jvairias su juo susijusias socialines praktikas.

Viliamasi, kad s$i disertacija pasitarnaus ateities tyréjams,
analizuosiantiems menininky institucijy, draugijy veikla, talkins
apsispresiantiems tirti vieno ar kito rasytojo / raSytojy grupés atéjimo
] sovietmecio lietuviy literatiiros laukg dinamika, o gal net persvarstyti
nusistovejusias (kanonines) rasytojy laikyseny, kurybiniy biografijy,
dalyvavimo literatiiros lauke strategijy interpretacijas.

Darbas gali buti aktualus ne tik literatirologams, bet ir
sovietmec¢io visuomeneés, jos kontrolés mechanizmy, institucijy, taip
pat jaunimo diskurso tyrinétojams.

Svarbiausi darbo rezultatai ir iSvados

Sovietmecio Lietuvoje kurtas institucinis jaunyjy raSytojy
ugdymo(si) tinklas, kuriame svarbig vietg uzémé pradedanciuosius
kiiréjus telke instituciniai dariniai. Formalig, oficialig Sio tinklo
organizavimo logika galima apibrézti taip: mokyklose (literaty
bureliuose ir moksleiviy konkursuose), prie laikras¢iy redakcijy,
sekcijose telkta jaunyjy raSytojy bendruomené. Stalininmeciu ji
pradéta ugdyti pagal socrealistines nuostatas, mokyta Slovinti
(busimuosius) Komunizmo laiméjimus ir naujajj ,.tikéjima™ (kiek
imanu vengiant ploksciy siuzetiniy schemy) perteikti savo tekstuose.
Siose mokymo pratybose pirmaisiais auklétojais tapo vyresnieji:
lojalumo rezimui gestus jau parode raSytojai, literatiiros konsultantai,
redaktoriai, o netrukus — truputj kultariskai ir ,,idéjiskai* prakutg —
tinklo hierarchijoje kilo ir patys jaunieji, uzimdami vis reik§Smingesnes
pozicijas. Kadangi tinklas buvo grjstas lauko dalyviy tarpusavio
ry$iais (bendravimu, literatiiriniu bendradarbiavimu, jvairiomis
jaunimo stovyklomis, i§vykomis j Maskva, kur gyvai susipazjstama su
platesnio SSRS literatiiros lauko dalyviais), rasytojy susisaistymas,
paremtas mazesniais ar didesniais jsipareigojimais (aktyviai dalyvauti
vieSajame literatiiriniame gyvenime, laikytis nusistatyty plany, rengti
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ataskaitas), turé¢jo uztikrinti tinklo testinumg, o individualiis nariy
»paklydimai buvo greitai i§sprendziami sankcijomis, KGB spaudimu
ar / ir iSstimimu i§ lauko centro (pavyzdziui, neleidziant susirasti
darbo ir gyvenamosios vietos Vilniuje). Sutelktoji pradedanéiyjy
Larmija“ turéjo padéti jskiepyti visuomenei ideologija gristas
vertybes, taip uztikrindama didesnj pakantuma naujajai tvarkai ir
lojaluma partijai, 0 mainais jgydama privilegijy ir galimybiy kopti
literatiiros lauko hierarchijoje.

Vis délto reali praktika nebuvo tokia sklandi kaip planuota.
Pokario metais suformuotas institucinis jaunyjy ugdymo(si) tinklas
émé strigti ir aizéti, kilo didel¢ skundy dél vyresniy raSytojy
nedémesingumo, instituciniy dariniy ir jy nariy neveiklumo, jtampy
tarp skirtingy jaunyjy laikyseny ir elgsenos banga. Tinklo veikla strigo
dél keliy priezas¢iy: 1) dalies raSytojy vengimo dalyvauti
sovietizuotame literatiiros lauke, tvyrojusiy rezistenciniy nuotaiky,
pasyvumo ir abejingumo; 2) oficialios jauniesiems ,,aukléti” skirtos
direktyvos ir jy mastai prasilenké su realiomis galimybémis (ypac
regionuose, kur émé stigti rySkesniy asmenybiy), o tinkle
reik§mingesnes pozicijas uzéme lauko dalyviai — bureliy, sekcijy
vadovai, redaktoriai, literatiiros konsultantai — ne visada pasizyméjo
organizaciniais, komunikaciniais ir administraciniais gabumais,
nesilaiké uzsibrézty plany, tad dalies instituciniy dariniy gyvenimas
buvo vangus ir epizodiskas, o Siauliuose ir PanevéZyje jaunuyjy
rasytojy sekcijos oficialy (prie LTSR Rasytojy sajungos veikiancio)
darinio statusa jgijo ir keleta mety veiké tik 9-uoju deSimtmeciu;
3) sovietmecio laikotarpiy ir jaunimo nuotaiky kaitos, kai
totalitariniams reZimams budinga fabriko tvarkq (Kmita) ir literatiiros
lauko patologiska bukle (vartojant Bourdieu sgvoka — aparatg)
atSilimo metu émeé keisti jau kiek laisvesnés dalyvavimo lauke salygos
(sykiu ir adaptuotasi, iSmokta Zaisti Zaidimq). Kadangi tinklas saisté
konkrecius individus, todél kontrolé negaléjo biti absoliuti ir i§ anksto
numatyti (juolab determinuoti) lauko procesy: jaunieji rasytojai,
kritikai ir kiti lauko dalyviai j institucinius darinius ateidavo su jau
susiformavusiu asmeniniu habitus ir galé¢jo priimti sprendimus,
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nebiitinai atitinkancius oficialius reikalavimus, o kartais net jiems
priestaraujancius.

Nors ir siekta, kad instituciniai dariniai bendradarbiauty
tarpusavyje (rengty bendrus vakarus, mainytysi veiklg ir kiryba
pristatan¢iomis publikacijomis, keliauty vieni pas kitus ir kt.), taciau
tarp jy tvyrojo hierarchija, kurios centre buvo Vilnius ir ¢ia veike
Vilniaus jaunyjy raSytojy sekcija, Vilniaus valstybinio universiteto
literaty burelis. Sekcija Sioje hierarchijoje vertinta kiek auksciau: i$ jos
jaunasis rasytojas lengviau galéjo tapti LTSR Rasytojy sajungos nariu,
o dalyvavimas sekcijoje suteiké daugiau privilegijy (komandiruotés,
pasalpos, galimybé pretenduoti j butg), nei $iuo poZziiiriu toliau nuo
»Litfondo* buves universitetinis birelis.

Turéjusi rengti mases ,,auklé¢janciy™ raSytojy kariuomeng,
ilgainiui, besikei¢iant lauko salygoms, Vilniaus jaunyjy rasytoju
sekcija émé tolti nuo pirminiy tiksly, kurie tapo labiau fasadiniais,
daugiau démesio imta skirti diskusijoms apie literattros estetika,
kritikg, zanrus, kartas ir kitus nuo politizuoto diskurso nutolusius
klausimus. Bitent Sios diskusijos, o ypa¢ aStresni, atviresni
pasisakymai jy metu laikytina vienu reik§mingiausiy sekcijos — ir
apskritai instituciniy dariniy — gyvavimo démeny.

Naryste sekcijoje padéjo kaupti simbolinj, socialinj ir kultirinj
kapitalg, taip pat — legitimizuoti rasytojo statusg (jaustis rasytoju,
drasiau lankytis literatiriniuose susibiirimuose, kavinése). Vilniaus
sekcijos nariai neretai turédavo galimybe apsilankyti ir vyresniyjy
rasytojy — p0oezijos, prozos, kritikos — sekcijose, artimiau bendrauti su
literattiriniais konsultantais. Sekcija aktyviai bendravo su kity
respubliky jaunaisiais raSytojais, ypac latviais, estais. I$likes rysiy su
Rygos jaunaisiais liudijimas — devintuoju deSimtmeciu pasirodziusios
desimties lietuviy ir deSimties latviy poezijos vertimy rinktinés. Vis
dél to, kaip ir kituose instituciniuose dariniuose, sekcijoje vieni rinkosi
biiti aktyviais dalyviais (pvz., D. Kalinauskaité, A. Valionis), kiti —
pasyvesniais stebétojais / formaliais priklausytiniais (pvz.,
R. Skudaite, H. A. Cigriejus).
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Kitas raSytojy integravimuisi | sovietmecio literatiiros lauka
didel¢ reikSmg¢ dargs institucinis darinys — Vilniaus universiteto
literaty burelis, uzémes tarping pozicija tarp mokykliniy ar prie
redakcijy veikusiy pradedanciyjy raSytojy biireliy ir jaunyjy sekcijos.
Nors taip pat veikes prie institucijos, taciau uz sekcija jis buvo maziau
formalizuota kiirybiné erdvé. Biirelio veikla galima salygiskai skirti
pagal ilgiausiai vadovo pozicijoje buvusiy universiteto déstytojy —
Adolfo Sprindzio, Elenos Bukelienés, Marcelijaus Martinai¢io —
laikotarpius. Daugelis aktyvesniy biirelio nariy véliau tapo ir Vilniaus
jaunyjy sekcijos nariais (universiteto studenty stojant j sekcijg daznai
klausta, ar priklausé buareliui). Barelis, lyginant su sekcija, daugiau
romantizuojamas raSytojy atsiminimuose. Prisiminimuose ir
pokalbiuose neretai isskiriama, kad birelyje buvo gajus skeptiskesnis
pozitiris j rasan¢iy motery kiiryba — joms, gerokai reciau nei vyrams,
prognozuota sékmingy rasytojy karjera.

Kauno jaunujy rasytoju sekcijos vaidmuo lauke — labiau nei
instituciniy dariniy Vilniuje — svyravo ir keitési. Nors sekcija jkurta
dar 1946-aisiais, tatiau rySkesné jos veikla prasidéjo tik septintojo
desimtmecio viduryje — iki tol soviety sutechnokratintame mieste
triko rySkesniy jauny autoriy. Vienas tokiy — lcchokas Meras —
1954-aisias jkur¢ Kauno politechnikos universiteto literaty biirelj,
kurj 1964-aisiais — pasirémes Mero legenda — atgaivino Vytautas
Martinkus su bendrakursiais. Bitent jie 1966-aisiais reformavo ir
Kauno jaunyjy sekcija, uz narystés borto palikdami silpnesnius
literatus. Atnaujinta sekcija veiklg siejo su 1967-aisiais pradéjusiu eiti
»=Nemunu“, o véliau — su nuo 1971-yjy Kaune jkurtu (jau buvusiy
sekcijos nariy pagrindu) Rasytojy sajungos Kauno skyriumi. 8-9-uoju
desimtmeciais Kaune aktyviau veiké ir Kauno Vakarinio fakulteto
literaty burelis. 1986-aisiais sukurti sekcijos naryste liudijantys
pazyméjimai, taciau veikla émé laisvéti, kol visai nutriiko. Pridurtina,
kad Kauno sekcija buvo palanki terpé puoseléti bohemiSkesng
atmosfera, o sykiu ir Kkurti raSytojo bohemiedio jvaizdj
(Baltuskevicius, Patackas, Navakas). Vis délto dalis sekcijos nariy
buvo linke labiau atsiriboti nuo centro Vilniuje, kurti uzdaresnj,
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savipakankamesnj darinj, o tai menkino jos reik§me bendrame
instituciniame tinkle.

Nors Klaipédos jaunyju raSytoju sekcija buvo isteigta
1952-aisiais, taciau tuo metu ji veiké trumpai, o literatiirinis jaunyjy
gyvenimas Cia suintensyvéjo tik nuo 1971-yjy, Klaipédoje atsidarius
Siauliy K. Preikso pedagoginio instituto filialui ir jame susibiirus
literatams, kuriy ilgame&iu vadovu véliau tapo Aleksandras Zalys.
Tais paciais metais Cia atkurta sekcija (atkiirimg skatino ir nuo
1968-yjy éjes ,,Tarybinés Klaipédos*™ literatiirinis priedas ,,Gintaro
lasai*), kurios nariais buvo ir Romualdas Granauskas, Povilas Dirgéla,
Stasys Jonauskas ir Rimantas Cerniauskas, tapes vienu aktyviausiy
dalyviy. ki 1985-yjy, kai Klaipédoje jkurtas RaSytojy sajungos
skyrius, sekcija buvo pagrindine literaty telkimosi Klaipédoje vieta.

Sistemiskai kurtame instituciniame tinkle Siauliy ir PanevéZio
jaunyju rasytoju sekcijos taip pat turé¢jo uzimti reikSmingg viets,
taciau tyrimas parode, jog jos veiké epizodiskai, rySkesnio vaidmens
sovietmecio lietuviy literatiiros lauke neatliko ir gali biiti jdomiis kaip
atokiau vykusio literatlirinio gyvenimo — literatiirinés periferijos,
lauko paribiy — variantai. Didesnei daliai tokiy dariniy dalyviy
svarbiau buvo socializacija ir bendrabiivis, o ne kova dél vietos
platesnéje sovietmecio literattiros lauko hierarchijoje.

Kadangi instituciniuose dariniuose dalyvavo jvairaus kiirybinio
braizo, gebéjimy, laikyseny, amziaus, pazitry literatai, todél buireliy ir
sekcijy viduje taip pat vykdavo grupavimasis | maZesnius draugy
ratelius, klostési tarpusavio santykiai, formavosi nariy aktyvas,
tapdaves darinio centru — inicijuodaves pagrindines veiklas
(susirinkimus, literatiirinius vakarus, iSvykas ir kt.) ir turéjes didesne
galig vertindamas kity dalyviy kiiryba, o per jg i§ dalies ir vieta
literatiiros lauke. Dalyviai ilgainiui atsirinkdavo, kieno nuomone verta
dométis ir kliautis, ka laikyti ,,savisSkiu®, o j kg zitréti jtariau ar net
ignoruoti. Tokj pasiskirstymg 1émé ne tik skirtingos laikysenos ar
kiirybinis braizas, bet ir skirtingi habitus, kai panaSias dispozicijas
turintieji buvo linke labiau palaikyti tarpusavio rysius. Instituciniuose
dariniuose uzsimezgg rysiai neretai plétoti ir i$ jy iS€jus, kai kurios ¢ia
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susiformavusios literaty grupés neiSblésusiga bendryste véliau
paliudijo almanachais (,,Sietynas®, ,Keturi véjai), Kkitomis
kultiirinémis ir literatlirinémis iniciatyvomis.

Instituciniy dariniy dalyvius galima salygiSkai skirti 1 du
simbolinius tipus: sésliuosius-konservatyviuosius  (ortodoksijos
Salininkus, palaikiusius jsteigta tvarka) ir reikliuosius (heterodoksijos
Salininkus, siekusius permainy). Pirmieji instituciniuose dariniuose
dalyvavo tikédamiesi pozityviy socializacijos dividendy ir emocinio
komforto (didesné tokiy dalis buvo regionuose), antrieji bandé j veikla
zitréti placiau ir kritiSkiau, skatino neapsiriboti mazame ratelyje
galiojusia lokalia hierarchija.

Svarby vaidmen] instituciniy dariniy viduje atliko ne tik
vadovai ir pirmininkai, bet ir jaunieji literattros kritikai (kaip specifiné
nariy grupe¢). Kritikai, kuriy paprastai nebiidave daug, o neretai netgi
trikdave, ne tik kruopsciau analizuodavo kity dalyviy kiiryba, bet ir
skaitydavo platesnio pobiidzio praneSimus, konkrediu aspektu
apzvelgdavo knygas, publikacijas, praturtindavo diskusijas. Kritiky
buvimas jaunyjy sekcijose skatino jos dalyvius aktyviau jsitraukti j
veikla, nekantriau laukti biisimy susirinkimy ir diskusijy. Viename
instituciniame darinyje aktyviau pradéjusio reikStis ir daugiau
simbolinio kapitalo sukaupusio kritiko nuomoné btidavo laukiama ir
kitur.

Ir lauko centre, ir ypac regionuose buvo svarbiis autoritetai,
ryskios asmenybés, kiirusios vietos literatirinio gyvenimo veida
(pavyzdziui, Elena Mezginaité Panevézyje, mokytojas Jonas Brindza
Palangoje). Svarbu pridurti, kad per susitikimus su leidiniy
redakcijomis, jvairius konkursus ir jaunimo stovyklas sutikti Zmonés
galéjo daryti didele jtaka literatiirinei biografijai ir padéti legitimuoti
savo kaip (jaunojo) rasytojo statusa. Siuo pozidriu idskirtinas Elenos
Bukelienés vaidmuo — raginimai studijuoti Vilniaus universitete,
dalyvauti burelio veikloje.

Rengiant pokalbius ne tik su literattiros lauke jsitvirtinusiais, bet
ir i§ jo pasitraukusiais rasSytojais, iSrySkéjo sudétingos, neretai
komplikuotos, asmeninés istorijos, palikusios pédsaka pasnekovy
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samongje, taip pat konkretesni aspektai, dare jtaka jy apsisprendimui
(ne)dalyvauti literatiiros lauke, pavyzdziui: Zema saviverté, perdétas
reiklumas sau (,,buti geriausiu“ arba i$vis nedalyvauti); skeptiskas
artimyjy poziiris | kiiryba; prasidéjes Seimyninis gyvenimas (vaiko
gimimas); persikélimas gyventi | atokesnj Lietuvos regiona; pakite
prioritetai ir sumazgjes (,,jaunatviskas™) literatirinés kiirybos
sureikSminimas — dingges tikéjimas literatiiros lauko prasmingumu —
illusio. Tokj (ne)suinteresuotuma reguliavo ir patirtys instituciniuose
dariniuose, juose uzimtos pozicijos raida.

Nors | sovietmeciu veikusius institucinius darinius — ypac
jaunyjy raSytojy sekcijas — paprastai zitrima gana skeptiskai,
dvejojant jy reikSme lietuviy literatiros istorijoje (iprasciau
romantizuoti bohema, neformalias grupes), taciau disertacija
atskleide, kad tokie dariniai buvo reik§mingi raSytojams inicijuojantis,
ateinant ] literatiiros lauka, ne tik kopiant literatiirines hierarchijos
laiptais ar legitimizuojant rasytojo statusg, bet ir ugdant kiirybinius,
kritinius gebéjimus, mezgant rySius ir dalijantis | mazesnius draugy,
bendraminéiy ratelius. Institucinivose dariniuose plétotos praktikos
ugdé naujoky zaidimo jausmg, padéjo perprasti lauke vyraujancias
taisykles — nomos, produkavo (galéjo suzadinti arba numarinti) illusio.
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undergraduate study programme of Lithuanian philology at the
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stazavosi Hannah Arendt Totalitarizmo tyrimy institute, Dresdene.
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lektoriaus pareigas Vilniaus universiteto Komunikacijos fakultete.
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Yravienas i$ pasaulio lietuviy rasytojy antologijos ,,Egzodika“ (2019)
sudarytojy, lietuviy kalbos mokymo priemoniy ,,Kalba mane augina“
(2012), ,,Kelioné j Lietuvg™ (2015) ir ,,Laiskai i§ Lietuvos® (2015)
bendraautoriy.
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