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The topic of the study. The dissertation is a theoretical exploration of Lithuanian
national literary history, what postmodern theorists would call great/grand narrative,
meta-narrative, super-genre or meta-genre' . The concepts of meta-narrative and narrative
represent a postmodern approach to national literary history and its relationship with the
present.

The establishment of a literary history meta-narrative is connected with national
Consciousness, (self) reflection and the founding ideas of nationalism. In many
European countries, the need to record literary heritage was stimulated by the awakening
of historical memory, a need for a humanist historical inheritance, and the formation of a
literary canon. A national literary history is one of the most fundamental works in the
humanities, one which nurtures national consciousness and establishes, protects,
complements and rewrites the literary canon. Literary history was one of the earliest
directions of literary research: it concentrated the first efforts of this science and led to
the development of literary study as a distinct field. Theories of historical understanding
are applied to the foundations of literary history, adding elements of philosophy and

historiography.

The object of the study. The research covers various written and rewritten forms
of Lithuanian literary history which established the grand narrative (meta-narrative) and
reflects the development of the Lithuanian cultural consciousness and aesthetic maturity.
There is explored the empirical material — the origins of meta-narratives in the 19"
century (historiographical episodes) and fragmented narratives of Lithuanian literary
history in the first half of the 20" century. The chronological boundaries of the
dissertation are determined not by historical, but rather by literary events. This is why
the material explored varies from the initial sources that are relevant to the topic of
dissertation to the formation of the meta-narratives and its provocations. The most
characteristic stories are important for the typological narrative analysis carried out in
this research, forming the meta-narratives (Jonas Slitipas, Maironis, Sofija Kymantaité-

Ciurlioniené, Mykolas Birziska, Vincas Mykolaitis-Putinas, Juozas Tumas-Vaizgantas).

"It is a term introduced by Jean-Francois Lyotard in his 1979 work The Postmodern Condition: A Report on
Knowledge.


https://www.marxists.org/reference/subject/philosophy/works/fr/lyotard.htm
https://www.marxists.org/reference/subject/philosophy/works/fr/lyotard.htm

Thus, the other writings, such as compilations, without striking typological features of
literary history, are mentioned only in the background or only as literary periodization
and canonization consolidating works. For the purposes of highlighting the
methodological specificities of the literary history, it is necessary to consider discussions
and polemics on historiographical topics, theoretical articles dedicated to literary science.

The thesis covers a similar period as Leonas Gineitis’ study, published in 1982:
Lithuanian literary historiography. Gineitis closely linked the spread of
historiographical schools with the social and political situation. Gineitis distinguished
major schools, such as bibliographic, philological, cultural-historical school with
attempts to expand its boundaries. The entire course of Lithuanian literary historiography
was portrayed by Gineitis as the ideological evolutionary process, which was the
fundamental factor for the ideological and political struggle. The most important aim to
him was emphasizing the forward-looking and “positive” concept of history, depicting
facts in the chronological diagram in such a manner that sinking in the *“sea of
interpretation” is avoided.

This dissertation critically assesses the positivist Marxist methodology employed
by Gineitis. The author of the dissertation attempts to view Lithuanian literary
historiography from a different angle, focusing on theoretical-methodological (re)writing
research: issues related to the formation of the grand narrative which is intertwined with
national, historical and cultural forms of consciousness. In this case, the author of the
thesis emphasizes not the facts of literary history (Gineitis’ historiography is important
due to its vast factographical material) but rather the interpretation of these facts,

methodological, semantic and stylistic peculiarities of the narrative.

The aim of the thesis. The aim of the paper is to deepen the theoretical foundations
of the national literary history interpretation. The dissertation seeks to reconstruct the
ideological, objective and stylistic structure of Lithuanian literary meta-narratives:
explore the development of the great narrative and define its contents.

The main goals of the dissertation are:

1) to overview the prerequisites and circumstances behind the rise of the literary

history, to discuss theoretical polemics that took place in Europe during the 19" and 20"



centuries, to distinguish the most significant models and present the concept of national
literary meta-narrative;

2) to establish models of the national literary histories written in Lithuania, to either
deny or confirm Gineitis’ constructed methodological schools hierarchy and its possible
influence on the writings of the history of Lithuanian literature;

3) on the methodological basis of postmodern historiography, to investigate the
formation of the meta-narrative in the Lithuanian literary historiography.

4) to adapt plot-based or tropological models to the Lithuanian literary narratives
and, based on them, reveal the development of historical consciousness and the process

of cultural modernization.

Methods of the research. Theoretical studies of how the European literary
historiography changed in the second half of the 20™ century, when positivistic
deterministic, Marxist sociological and formalistic methodologies were criticized. After
the crisis period and the “linguistic turn”, the historical methodology was reborn in the
forms of New Historicism, Cultural Materialism and Reception theory, all of which can
be summarized as the postmodern historiography. The 19" century flourishing traditional
literary history, which expressed national self-determination and political power, is now
known as the grand narrative that lost relevance in the postmodern culture.

The theorists of Post-historicism deconstruct the teleological and ideological
structure of the grand narrative, and critically assess concepts used by previous
historians. The stimulus for the postmodernist historiography was the decline of the
positivist literary history and the works of the theorists of Deconstruction (Roland
Barthes, Jacques Derrida, Michel Foucault), who directed their attention to language,
text and politics. The historical text was perceived as some sort of language model of its
author, a discourse which recorded the past. Since the historical time and the meaning of
words constantly change, the unambiguous perception of a fact is impossible. Such
reasoning destroyed in the 19" century established a clear dichotomy of the objective
and subjective perceptions. The possibility of the universal literary history was also
questioned because the selection and perception of historical facts are determined by the
human consciousness of a writer and the prospect to familiarize with history through the

relative present.



The ambition of the 19™ century to write an objective history was criticized the
most. Positivist philosophy still believed that the human mind reflects nature, therefore,
the knowledge of absolute truth is possible. In the second half of the 20" century theories
of mimesis were left behind, by arguing that human consciousness, imagination, and
language are involved in the writing of history, and that the past exists only in the
present dimension, giving orientation merely to future expectations.

The traditional literary history, characterized by synthesis, classification, evolution,
is considered to be nostalgia for teleological narrativization. In the historiographical
discourse, Leopold von Ranke already raised the question of scientific objectivity and
a desire to tell history “as it was in reality” (wie es eigentlich gewesen) defining a sharp
division between scientific and literary discourse, between professional historians and
amateurs — similarly as the historians of classical Greek antiquity distinguished between
myth and truth. But in any case, history is a written story, and the meaningful and
cohesive story inevitably requires imagination. Hence, the main problems of the
postmodern historiography are the objectivity and narrativity of historical thinking. The
solutions for these problems are offered by the New Historicism and the philosophy of
narrative history.

On the basis of the common practice of the New Historicism, the author of this
dissertation investigates the significance of episodic stories (anecdotes, fragments of the
historiography) for the formation of the grand narrative. Random selection, unexpected
events, and discrepancies are important when choosing these fragments because they
provoke an effect and awaken historical consciousness.

Another important methodological aspect is narrativistic historiography based on
a narrativistic philosophy of history: Hayden White’s and Jorn Riisen’s historiographical
typological models. White’s book Metahistory: The Historical Imagination in
nineteenth-Century Europe (1973) analyzes historiographical texts of the 19" century
and formulates the concept that the understanding of history depends on the use of the
narrative and poetic forms. Influenced by a creative imagination, a writer, by employing
images stored in the deepest parts of consciousness, builds a historical narrative, which,
like a novel, has a storyline and tropes. The plot does not depend on historical facts, but
rather on thinking in certain archetypal structures that are characteristic of a heroic novel,

tragedy, comedy, and satire.



White supplemented the analysis of historical narratives by the linguistic aspect —
applied four tropes: metaphor, metonymy, irony and synecdoche. White’s theory on the
structure of historical thinking seems to be applicable not only to the 19" century but
also to the historiography of the 20" century. The author of the dissertation shares
White’s provision that every historical work must inevitably have a poetic nature and
historical forms of consciousness can be based on tropological models which, as
universals, could be applied for cultural texts in general.

The relevant methodological support for this work is constituted by the conception
of German historian Riisen. He studied the tensions of the modernist and postmodernist
historiographies, presented his own matrices for the understanding of history, a theory
and typology of the meta-narrative, and the conception which is called Neo-
Hermeneutics. The turn of postmodern theories to short narratives and forgotten stories
is perceived by the author as one of the features of Neo-Hermeneutics.

One of the Riisen’s Neo-Hermeneutics principles is the modification of traditional
interpretations, in other words, the position of postmodern historiography to explore
texts of the past not genetically, but hermeneutically: to investigate how people have
experienced the past and have interpreted their world. This research method, when pre-
planned meanings are not being trusted, Riisen identified as the whimsicality of
historical experience (Eigensinn), which gives dignity to the past — makes it appear as it
was. Riisen distinguishes the power of narrative as the most important power of
historical consciousness: it is the ability of human consciousness to perform the
procedures that provide the past with a meaning, which, thanks to the memory of the
past, guides the practical lifetime. The historical narrative consists of content, form and
function. The content has the ability to provide historical experience; the form has the
ability to interpret the history; the function enables historical orientation. When history is
perceived as a narrative, it is important to note what is being told, what remains
concealed, and what is removed from the story. Riisen provides some questions that
might help to uncover the structure of the narrative: on what basis and how the events of
the past can be combined with each other, how much analysis and interpretation can be
found in the text, what kind of values and norms are exposed, what forms of
relationships did the past historians have with the alien cultures: did they recognize the

otherness and what place did an alien culture occupy in the national cultural context. The
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proportion of facts and fiction in the historical narrative is also important as well as the
historiographical genre as such and its possible fragmentation.

The category of narrativeness inevitably brings historical thinking closer to fiction.
Such opinion is shared by the supporters of the New Historicism. The literary history is
created by the power of political, ideological, or simply romantic imagination. This
allows reading meta-narratives like novels or heroic epic poems because history is
considered to be an ideological fiction, whose meanings appear in various forms of
language.

The thesis maintained a respectful relationship with the past and looked into literary
history as a process of formation. On the other hand, the poetics and rhetoric of historical

thinking often makes history capricious.

The relevance of research. The metatheory of historiography suggests that literary
history is closely tied to the literary theory. In the 19" century, the literary history often
was identified with the literary science. At the beginning of the 20" century, the literary
theory and research began to flourish, and three branches of literary science (history,
criticism, and theory) became clearly seen. The literary history lost its dominant role in
this triad. On the other hand, the “recession” of literary history was explicated only at the
level of discussion, because its nature depends on common tendencies of research trends
and directions in science. Thus, literary history is inevitably changing, but it yet retains
its traditional purpose — to capture the literary facts and form the canon. The “present
moment” (cultural historical-political situation) requires rewriting the history of
literature, supplementing it or re-interpreting it every dozen of years. Theoretical
rethinking of literary histories could help in adapting the stories more adequately for
practical guidance purposes.

Do we still need the national literary history, and how should it look like, is a
common question in the modern scientific conferences and discussions. For the
Postmodernist historiography a national literature as an old form no longer exists, but
universal literature is too intangible, too persistent for the traditional discourse.
Therefore, questions of literary history of recent decades are often circumvented. The

attention is turned to already written stories, the possibility of rethinking and rewriting
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them according to new theories is being considered, while also supplementing previously
marginalized texts, in other words, adjusting the literary canon.

What to do with the historical past, into what disciplinary matrix frame should it be
squeezed — a problem relevant to multi-disciplinary researchers. At the end of the 20™
century after Lithuania regained its independence, it was important for scientists to
discover new theoretical approaches, to rethink the relationship between history and the
past in general. It was necessary to fill up the so-called white spots, to continue writings
of the interwar period, rewrite ideologized books, but above all to engage in academic
self-reflection. During the Soviet occupation written academic literary history
(Lithuanian literary history, 4 vol., 1957—-1968, Lithuanian literary history, 2 vol., 1979—
1982) was incomplete, biased and methodologically outdated. The literary scholars
raised questions mainly about the positivist tradition of writing literary history, claiming
that this model is outdated and no longer relevant. This model stated an interface with
the environment, but did not disclose the topical value. Gineitis in his study had shown
that the entire course of Lithuanian literary historiography is strongly influenced by the
Positivism. It has evolved in the context of cultural historiography and climaxed in the
Marxist historiography.

Gineitis’” writing was undoubtedly ideological, but there is a need to test how well-
grounded is the significance of the cultural historiography school to the historiography of
the interwar period in general and what is meant by the concept of “positivist
historiography”, which has recently acquired a pejorative connotation.

Apart from episodic theoretical reflections and discussions, the entire Lithuanian
literary historiography was not reassessed (not written since 1940, so it is the prospect of
the further work). The Soviet-era literary history is still accumulated and reconsidered,
and the “objective”, ideologically-free, the whole-covering national meta-narrative, like
national epic poem, was never written (bearing in mind that in the Western culture the
grand narrative was the most important goal for literary science in the 19" century). In
Lithuania, literary history was constructed from fragments or other forms of
manifestation of historical memory. European experience shows that meta-narratives are
usually created along with the academic literature. In Lithuania, paradoxically, it was
written only during the Soviet occupation. Perhaps the Lithuanian literary history

narrative was written much earlier? Can we consider the rudiments of it in the 19"
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century, when it began to be written and to reflect on national literature? What were the
theoretical reflections related to historiography in the Imperial Vilnius University
environment where general courses of bibliography, poetics, literary history matured and
the first national identity issues related to historical consciousness took shape? In the
Lithuanian university (1922, Kaunas) academics wrote literary histories of other
countries (Russian, French, German, Greek, Jewish) as well as the general history of
literature, and, of course, the history of Lithuanian literature manifested itself in some

different forms.

The novelty of research and its significance. Rethinking or rewriting literary
history and historiography is not only fashionable but also happens to be a useful thing:
in Lithuania, literary history writing is a relevant and problematic issue. The thesis, from
the perspectives of Postmodernism, reviewed the grand narrative formation — causes,
purpose, objectives, the audience, because along with the changes in all of these factors
in the 21™ century the nature of meta-narratives is also altering. The continuation of
historiographical studies to the latest literary stories will be helpful to highlight the most
important aspects of the problem, the methodological guidance, the importance of the
grand narrative, and the raising of practical problems related to the future of literary
historical writing strategies, historical consciousness formation for educational and
scientific purposes.

In this thesis, the Lithuanian literary history is shown as one of the factors
contributing to the formation of national consciousness and to the continuity of cultural
memory and traditions. This interpretive study promotes the idea that literary history
writing can be linked with literary genres, which reveal the stages of historical
consciousness formation and cultural modernization processes while seeking to show
how the national ideological thinking and literary history writing myths could be formed.
In order to reconstruct (or rather form) the Lithuanian historical meta-narrative, here, of
course, another model of the meta-history narration is presented. In the writing process

lies the question of whether it is possible, in general, to write literary history.
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Theses to be defended

. From the end of the 18" century until the mid of the 20" century the European
historiography school made an impact on the emerging Lithuanian literary history
writings. The academic and educational writing of literary history is inseparable
from the methodological polemics. Positivism had a significant impact on the
Lithuanian historical self-awareness. But we suppose, in contrary to Gineitis’
statements, that besides the cultural-historical school, at the same time no less
significant (or even more significant), aesthetic and interpretative history of ideas
was developing.

. In the 19" century, the short episodes of Lithuanian literary history
(bibliographical lists, biographies of writers and creative descriptions) gave rise to
the formation of national meta-narratives, monographs, comparative and artistic
assessment of works.

. Folklore occupied an important place in literary history. It was regarded as a
primal source of literature, as mythology — primal source of history.

. The first Lithuanian literary history consists of amateur heroic stories, which had
a clear national, civil, moral, aesthetic orientation.

. The academic attempts of literary history have been an exemplary narrative, as
there were several versions of the recording. This shows that the principles of
literary history writing are closer to historical novel writing.

. The essence of national literary histories is the recording (writing) of meta-
narratives (grand narrative) which reveal the development of national
consciousness and cultural modernization.

. The fundamental Lithuanian literary meta-narratives have been created before the
years of Soviet occupation; however, it did not have a form of an academic multi-
volume issue.

. The existence of the Lithuanian meta-narrative is justified and proven by its
artistic and social historiographical provocations.

. Research of tropes theory highlights the ethnic, historical and cultural forms of
consciousness, archetypal plots, main concepts of literary history, gives a sense of

historical memory recording in popular and academic narratives.
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10. The interpreter’s consciousness, imagination and language actively participate in
literary history writings, as in the creation of literary texts. Therefore, in each

story-narrative the academic-realistic writing merges with the fictional.

Overview of the dissertation chapters. In the first part of the dissertation under
the title “Theoretical Models of the History of Literature” the historical — theoretical
models (prevailed in Europe; the first half of the 19"-20™" century) of writing literary
histories, and the romantic, historical (The Positivism), anti-historical, as well as
historiographic schools of annals, Human science (Geisteswissenschaften), Marxism,
and Formalism, on which the majority of works of writers of literary histories were
based, are discussed. The tendencies of writing literary history since the second half of
the 20™ century, when the scientific prestige of literary history was questioned, by at the
time prosperous, literary theory and criticism (cf. Keith Windschuttle, The Killing of
History: How Literary critics and Social Theorist are Murdering our Past, 1996), are
overviewed. Literary history was viewed as performing the historical task (Werner
Krauss, Literaturgeschichte als geschichtlicher Auftrag, 1950), provoking the literary
studies (Hans Robert Jauss, Literaturgeschichte als  Provokation  der
Literaturwissenschaft, 1967), not having anything in common with literature (Paul de
Mans, Literary History and Literary Modernity, 1970), being considered as ultimately
failed (René Wellek, The Fall of Literary History, 1973), and being the object of
endeavor to resurrect it (David Perkins, Is Literary History Possible?, 1992). The
methodologies and forms of writing literary history were changed, the phenomena of its
disappearance, need, possibilities, and rewriting were discussed.

The history of literature, along with the development of literary science in the 19"
century, outlived its heyday. Natural Sciences and the philosophy of Positivism have
given an impetus to the general science of history as well as a part of it — the formation
of the science of literary history. The attempts of meta-history were begun to be written
in the second half of the 19" century by extracting the bibliographic knowledge and the
self- concept of historical progress, inspired by the ideology of the Romanticism and the
scientific approach of Positivism.

Meta-narratives contain distinctive forms of typology, varying from classical

historian creator Gustav Droysen, the provocateur Friedrich Nietzsche, to the classics of
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the narrativism historiography — White and Riisen. The main historical types of thinking,
determining the forms of historiography, are monumental, antiquarian, critical, and
genetic. The great narrative was also strongly influenced by the Natural Sciences
(especially the science of biology), which submitted some biological metaphors that
were applied to the periodicity of the literary processes as well as organicity. The
biological metaphor was cultural and cyclical to the reading: the literary periods of the
birth, growth, decline, and end were portrayed. Another important aspect of the
biological — organic relationship between a part and the whole: though formed
differently, each part reveals the essence (one of the basic principles of hermeneutics).
Such functions of the romantic (also called organic) model was distinctive during the
first periods of the National Rebirth. In the theoretical reflection of historiography (the
beginning of the 20™ century) the tropological types of historical thinking were also
mentioned, because as observed by White (White’s theory), the historical narrative is
determined by epic and dramatic narration, close to other genres of metanarrative. White,
who took over from Northrop Frye, four archetypical structures (tragedy, comedy, heroic
novel, satire), adapted them to the plot of historical narrative, and applied the structure of
tropes (metaphor, metonymy, irony and synecdoche).

Since the storyline gives the meaning to meta-narrative, the research parts of the
dissertation were classified in accordance with the types of historical storylines:
Chronicles (bibliographical lists), Heroic History (the first popular national stories), a
Historical Novel (academic history), and Satire (Avant-garde and Marxist history).

In the second part under the title “The Origin of the Meta-narrative” the first
characters of the national Lithuanian literary history meta-narrative were discussed: the
need of them, mythological manifestations, the first attempts of concluding the
Lithuanian bibliographic lists (or in other languages German, Polish) national
consciousness intentions of encouraging the authors to write bibliographical philological
and literary comments. The age of 19" century was a sufficiently heterogeneous
(linguistically, geographically, ethnically) period, though historiography discourse, albeit
intermittently, had some connections and continuity of traditions manifestations. The
Literary history crystallized in the margins of the cultural program (to write Lithuanian
dictionary, grammar as well as the history of the nation). The bibliographical lists which

were added to the learning books performed an antiquarian function of collecting the
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data; not only the books was presented, but the author and the narrative connecting the
literary works as well. In the first historiographic fragments (by Ludvikas Réza, Simonas
StaneviCius) the aesthetic perception of literature and the concept of the exemplary
canonical list is already formed. In 1818 Réza issued and presented a Lithuanian author
Donelaitis and his poem The Seasons to an international audience; he not only
“discovered” the first national writer worthy of the European context, but also described
the classical canonical text features with the philological competence. Another important
prototype of the meta-narrative canon was folklore (especially folk songs), which
attested the perfect form of expressing the national spirit and becoming the beginning of
the periodization of many literary histories.

In the third part of the dissertation under the title “The Peculiarities of Narration in
the Literary History Reviews: Heroic Narratives” two stories were compared:
a democraticly oriented story by Jonas Slitipas (Lietuviszkiejie rasztai ir rasztininkai |
Lithuanian writers and their writings, 1890) and a Catholic-oriented story by Maironis
(Trumpa lietuviy rasliavos apzvalga | Short survey of Lithuanian writings, 1906). In both
literary histories, the idea of traditional continuity is raised. These stories are
nationalistic, anti-Polish, heroic; the verification of literary works was more determined
by the linguistic and confessional aspects. In these stories the close relation of literary
fiction and historiography is highlighted: the positions by essayistic Slitipas and poet
Maironis, determined the specific of heroic narrations. Sofija Kymantaité-Ciurlioniené in
her short Lithuanian literary history compendium (Lietuviy literatiiros istorijos
konspektas, 1918) was concentrating more on the psychological and immanent creative
research by raising the aesthetic criterion of texts as well as the selective criterion that
determined the suitability of authors belonging to the literary canon.

In the dissertation chapter under the title “Literary Canon Formation” the thematic
aspects of the national Lithuanian literature meta-narrative writing are raised: the
variation of including the literature in other languages, the periodization of literature (in
accordance with the storylines of meta-narrative), as well as the problematic aspects of
canon formation. Mykolas Birziska expanded the concept of national literature
considerably by involving the literature in other languages (ruthenium, Latin) into the
literary history. There were different opinions concerning the Polish literature because it

disturbed the progress of the solid national meta-narrative storyline.
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The periodization of the early literary periods succumbed to the historical events
that were significant for the literary process (the prohibition of Lithuanian press in Latin
characters) and cultural events (the prosperity of periodical print). As the starting points
of the newest literature periodization, the literary classics, literary directions,
movements, schools, poetics were starting to be considered only in the first half of the
20" century, but it was only the rudiments of such distribution. The literary periodization
presents the more important aspects of the literary process to the writer: social, historical
events (to BirziS8ka) or literary events (an interrupted history of Mykolaitis-Putinas,
which have had a tendency to end up with the most vivid literary figures).

In the fifth part of the dissertation under the title the “Development of Academic
Meta-narratives” the selection of polemical and methodological approaches to write the
literary history is discussed. Before the formation of academic meta-narrative, the
bibliographical, biographical overviews, summaries, short literary histories (for the
educational purposes of the mass reader — the “resourceful Lithuanian™) were formed.
After the university establishment, the expectation of a true history occurred. There were
conceptualized discussions on what should it be like, though the process of
implementation did not go smoothly, despite the fact that the professorate of University
was determined to write an academic literary history. Three most extraordinary personas,
who represented the different historiographic schools, are distinguished in the
dissertation: Birziska (the school of Positivism), Mykolaitis-Putinas (the school of Anti-
Positivism and VaiZgantas (biographical, psychological school).

In the sixth part of the dissertation called the “Provocations of the National Meta-
narrative” the Avant-garde parody of Benediktas Babrauskas and Marxist historiographic
writings, which provided the beginning to the academic Marxist literary history, are

examined.

Conclusions
1. In the historiography of European nations, a lot of changes occurred from the end
of the 18" century until the middle of the 20" century. Generally, the
historiography of the 18" century is considered to be bibliographical,
chronological, and educative, while the historiography of the 19" century —

national and heroic, with the principle uniting all the facts as well as the scientific

17



methodical basis. The schools of historiography were formed by being influenced
by the development of natural sciences and philosophical directions. The most
exclusive were romantic, cultural — historic, spiritual — historic (interpretive,
hermeneutical), formalistic, and the schools of Marxists. The reverberations of
these schools may be found in the historiography of the Lithuanian literature as
well: as the positivistic — “objectivistic” Hippolyte’s Taine’s tradition the
literature histories by Mykolas Birziska, Juozas Gabrys-Parsaitis, Albinas and
Marija leSmantai, Zigmantas Kuzmickis may be considered, the problematical —
aesthetic tradition by Gustave Lanson is reflected in the Lithuanian literature
works of Kymantaité-Ciurlioniené, Mykolaitis-Putinas, Vincas Zajanckauskas,
while the psychological aspects of Wilhelm Dilthey may be found in literature
histories of Mykolaitis-Putinas, Tumas-Vaizgantas, and Motiejus Miskinis.
Academic controversies, which took place at the beginning of the 20" century,
expanded the area of methodological approaches even more. Though they mostly
remain at the theoretical level (Ignas Skrupskelis, Balys Sruoga, Vincas
Macitnas) adapted to the literary histories of other countries (Juozas Eretas,
Sruoga), or the literary criticism (Juozas Ambrazevicius-Brazaitis).

The Lithuanian literary histories were not methodologically consistent. So
by contradicting the ideas of Gineitis it may be stated that the historiography of
the 20" century Lithuanian literature may not be considered as becoming the
prevalence of cultural — historical school and public — ideological assimilation of
literary legacy, but the aspiration of writing a metanarrative — national narrative
that gives the meaning to national, historical, cultural identity, where the
aesthetical evaluation of literary works plays a quite important role.

. The historiographic narrative of Lithuanian literature began its formation in the
19" century, in the context of the national program by performing a pragmatic
(educational) function. The basis of the historiographic metanarrative was the
national language. Lithuanian writings and writers (characters) performed an
argumentative function. By those writings the independence of Lithuanian
language and the possibilities to figuratively convey the wisdom (by its
aesthetical form; philosophical / didactic content) were endeavoured to

demonstrate, as well as to maintain it as the vanishing cultural heritage. The
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professional historiographic discourse was started along with the discovery of the
first national writer (Donelaitis). The first philological remarks (as well as the
publication of the poem The Seasons /| Metai) were introduced by Réza, whereby
the national poet is discovered and defined, one’s biography is presented, and the
features of national canonical literary work are formed. The preface of Kristijonas
Donelaitis and Simonas Stanevicius fables (1829) is another text uniting the
Lithuanian narrative, where the aesthetic conception of literature is presented. So
apart from modest bibliographic lists (Kajetonas Nezabitauskis) and biographical
narrations (Motiejus Valancius, Liudvikas Adomas Jucevicius), the foundations to
the canonical literary history list were laid.

. The fact that not only the great national writers were honoured, but the national
folklore to the literary histories was involved, is considered the 19™ century
achievement of literary science and literary histories. The collection of Lithuanian
songs (published by Réza) provided the inducement to consider the folklore as a
part of the cultural heritage — the missing original link of Lithuanian writings. The
songs (like fables) are equated to the religious sermons (didactic function). After
gaining the literary value, the folklore was started to be considered as a part of the
national literature formation consciousness. At the first literary histories (Sligipas,
Maironis) the folklore was not incorporated because the authors considered the
literary history as the history of the written heritage (scribbles). The folklore was
elevated to the new category of written and national spirit reflection by
Kymantaité-Ciurlioniené, Birziska, by considering the folklore as the role model
to the national literary works. So the first Lithuanian literature authors
(Donelaitis, Antanas Strazdas, Antanas Baranauskas, and Maironis) were related
to the folk tradition. In the subsequent histories (by Gabrys-Parsaitis, IeSmantai,
Kuzmickis, Miskinis) the folklore successfully performed not only the functions
of literary history prehistory, but also of filling the gaps of national fiction, as well
as of canonical texts expressing the national spirit.

. The first national literary histories (by Slifipas, Maironis) were heroic: synoptic
“objective” writings filled with adventures, historic discoveries, and moralizing.
The evolutionarily developed storyline usually was ended by heroic intentions.

Their popularity was determined by orientating to the ordinary reader as well as
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the educative function of practical orientating. The impetus of narrations storyline
was the national consciousness and the purity of Lithuanian language; it
determined the evaluation of the main characters and texts. The narration of
Kymantaité-Ciurlioniené had an aesthetic function of rejection; due to this reason
her narration is considered to be a part of the history of forming the great
characters and artistic canon.

. BirziSka wrote an exemplary history of cultural historic school literature while its
canonicity was provided by the following compilated works (by Gabrys-Parsaitis,
Zajanckauskas, IeSmantai, and Kuzmickis). By including the ancient literature,
written in other languages, to the national literary history, BirZisSka expanded the
concept of the folk literature and moved the beginning of the national literature to
the 14™-15" century. The exploration of social relationships in the “writing
culture” highlighted the influence of the Polish literature, cultural movements,
social views, and worldview on the Lithuanian metanarrative storyline (the
periodization of literature). In the literary history Mykolaitis-Putinas accentuated
the meaning of writer’s individuality, combined the aspects of objective (historic)
and subjective (aesthetic) evaluation, and presented the correct structure of the
Lithuanian literary history metanarrative — the list of the most important and
valuable texts, genres, directions, and authors of the newest literature. Mykolaitis-
Putinas practically revealed the history of positivist literature, its shortcomings,
and boundaries: where the historical evaluation of literature ends, the evaluation
by aesthetical and psychological criteria begins. The “shortcomings” of positivist
historiography posed a dilemma and tension between the cultural meaning of the
texts and aesthetic value; moreover, it provoked the interpretive critical
evaluation, so all the texts which did not meet the “elementary requirements of
literary taste” were criticized. The aesthetical evaluation here is bounded with the
critical one — the rejection of facts was substituted by criticism.

The meta-narrative of Lithuanian literary history was significantly filled with
monographic narrations, while their origins were in the biographical fragments
(practically the majority of histories were biographical). One of the most
distinctive representatives of monographic narration — Vaizgantas — picturesquely

and suggestively presented a lot of factographic material to the biographies of
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writers, created comprehensive psychological pictures, by frequently
“interestingly” retelling the “boring” Birziska. By the abundance and submission
of facts VaiZgantas unheroized many monumental authors (Baranauskas, Vincas
Kudirka) and filled the literary history list with the names of the less known
authors.

. The essence of the national literary histories is the continuous narration, which
makes an impression of the full and completed history, where all the events are
tightly related, presenting the growth of the national consciousness. The national
idea connecting the formation of metanarrative is a civil and spiritual value, in
accordance to which the positive or negative meaning is attributed to the historical
events and the participants. The national idea is familiar by historical form, so the
task of literary historian is to write a narrative, revealing the role of the idea in the
context of historical events, so in those narratives the literary fiction does not
necessarily perform the main role.

. It may be stated that the Lithuanian literature metanarrative was created until the
years of soviet occupation: it was created by starting with the fragments of the
19" century and ending by the literary stories of the interwar period. These stories
were called the conspectus, summaries, essays, compositions, monographs, or the
summaries of monographs. Such synonyms of literary history witnessed that the
authors were aware of their writings limitation.

. The alternative narrations, which provoked the national metanarrative, ground the
existence of the great narration of the Lithuanian literature: the avant-garde satiric
history by Babrauskas, and critical Marxist historiographic narrations (by Vincas
Mickevicius-Kapsukas, Bronius Pranskus, Kostas Korsakas), where the future
Marxist ideas of writing history were articulated. Babrauskas’ narrative type,
which was frequently called anarchistic, not only excluded the shortcomings of
the national metanarrative, but also presented the synchronic case of researching
the literature. Even more radical Marxist narration, which pushed the literature
into the public functioning, was rhetorically provocative, rewriting the literary
history in accordance with the methodical principles of Marxist historiography.

. The formation of metanarrative is reflected by tropological (and in accordance

with genre) methods of telling the historic memories: chronicle — bibliographic
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lists, conveying the metonymic representation of reality, romantic, heroic, historic
narratives, embodying the metaphor of the great narration, and satiric narrations,
turning the metanarrative into a comic storyline.

10. Writing the literary history is a constant rewriting, adding, and filling the
information, while the practical and theoretical addressee is the whole nation. Due
to this reason the question of the literature in other languages (especially in
Polish) remained questionable, while the most solid and stable areas in the
historiography of the discussed period belongs to the folklore and writers who
continued the folk tradition, by becoming the canonical authors of the Lithuanian
literature. Whatever scientifically realistic the writing seemed to be, in accordance
with the research provided by the primary sources, the individual imagination of
any writer as well as subjective ability to connect the facts is unavoidable in any
history. The storylines of the Lithuanian literature histories were too primitive
(varying beginnings, biographical lying out, discontinuous ending) to firmly
assign them to certain people. The impossibility of an objective narration is
presented by the different interpretation of the same facts and the constant
verification of the same author’s position, the adjustment, filling of stories,
grounded on the detailed explanation of events and relations, imagining that the
events are transmitting the information by themselves, by eliminating the

subjective narrator from the story. Such position proves this example:

For my part, every author may remain faithful to one’s beliefs, I respect every
opinion because by supporting one’s story, everyone is quoting the ancient
authors, and whoever is the more real historian, the brighter authors may decide.

But only the God knows if their claims are sincere”.

2 «Zostawuie wie¢ kazdego Autora przy iego opinii i kazdego zdanie o Narodzie naszym Litewskim szanuie, gdyz
kazdy na wsparcie swoiey Historyi cytuie dawnieyszych Autorow — A ktéry z nich iest rzetelnieyszym
Dzieiopisem, Swiatleysi ode mnie Literai niechay potoza opinii¢ — Lecz sam tylko Bog moze wiedzie¢ o rzetelnosci
ich twierdzenia.*“ Dionizas Poska (1764—1830).
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SANTRAUKA

Darbo tema. Disertacijoje teoriniu zvilgsniu tyrinéjama tautiné lietuviy literatiiros
istorija, kuri postmodernioje istorikoje vadinama didZiuoju pasakojimu, metanaratyvu,
didZiuoju Zanru, metazanru. Metanaratyvo ir pasakojimo sgvokos zymi postmoderny
poziur] ] nacionaling literatiiros istorijg, naratyvinj jos traktavima ir interpretacinj fakto
santykj su dabartimi.

Literatiiros istorijos metanaratyvo kirimas yra susijes su tautinés sgmonés
(savi)refleksija ir nacionalizmo steigiamomis idéjomis. Daugelyje Europos Saliy fiksuoti
literaturin] pavelda skatino istorinés atminties Zadinimas, poreikis humanistinio paveldo
istorijai ir literatiros kanono formavimui. Nacionaliné literatiiros istorija yra vienas
fundamentaliausiy humanistikos veikaly, ugdantis tauting savimong, jsteigiantis,
saugantis, pildantis, perraSantis literatiros kanong. Literatliros istorija buvo ankstyvoji
literatiiros mokslo kryptis, sutelkusi pirmasias §io mokslo uZzuomazgas ir iSsivysciusi |
atskirg literatiirologijos Saka. I literattiros istorijos pagrindus gilinasi istorijos pazinimo

teorija — istorika, turinti filosofijos ir istoriografijos sandy.

Disertacijos objektas. Darbe tiriamos lietuviy literatiiros istorijos jvairios
uzrasymo, prirasymo, perrasymo formos, jtvirtinusios didjjj pasakojima (metanaratyva)
ir atskleidziancios lietuviy literattiros tautinio sgmon¢jimo bei estetinés brandos raida.
Tirlama empiriné medZiaga — metanaratyvo iStakos XIX amZiuje (istoriografiniai
epizodai) ir XIX a. pabaigos—XX a. pirmosios pusés fragmentiniai lietuviy literattiros
istorijos naratyvai. Disertacijos objekto chronologines ribas apibrézia ne istoriniai, bet
literatiiriniai  jvykiai, tod¢l tiriama medziaga nuo pirmyjy disertacijos temai ir
problematikai aktualiy Saltiniy iki metanaratyvo susiformavimo ir jo provokacijy. Darbo
tipologinei naratyvo analizei svarbu charakteringiausi pasakojimai, formuojantys
metanaratyvag (Jono Sliipo, Maironio, Sofijos Kymantaités-Ciurlionienés, Mykolo
BirziSkos, Vinco Mykolai¢io-Putino, Juozo Tumo-Vaizganto), todél kompiliacingés,
neturinCios ryskiy tipologiniy bruozy literattiros istorijos minimos tik jy fone arba kaip

literatiiros periodizacijag ir kanonizacijg jtvirtinantys veikalai. Literatiiros istorijy
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metodologiniams ypatumams iSrySkinti svarbios istoriografinémis temomis vykusios
diskusijos, polemikos, teoriniai literattiros mokslui skirti straipsniai.

Disertacija apima panaSy laikotarpj kaip ir Leono Ginei€io 1982 m. iSleista Lietuviy
literatiiros istoriografija. Istoriografijos mokykly jsigal¢jima Gineitis glaudziai siejo su
visuomenine politine padétimi. Jo iSskirtos svarbiausios mokyklos — bibliografing,
filologiné, kulttiriné istoriné mokykla su pastangomis praplésti jos ribas. Visg lietuviy
literatiiros istoriografijos eiga Gineitis pavaizdavo kaip idéjinj evoliucinj procesg, buvusj
esminiu ideologinés bei politinés kovos veiksniu. Svarbiausia jam buvo akcentuoti
progresyvig ir ,teigiamg“ literatiiros istorijose iSreiSkiamg istoriSkumo samprata,
chronologiskai vaizduojamoje schemoje pateikti faktus stengiantis jy nepaskandinti
Linterpretavimo medziagoje®.

Disertacijoje kritiSkai vertinama Gineiio naudota pozityvistiné marksistine
metodologija, Cia ] lietuviy literatiiros istoriografija siekiama pazvelgti kitu aspektu —
susitelkti ] teorin} metodologinj (per)raSymy tyrimg: didziojo pasakojimo susiformavimo
problemas, neatsiejamas nuo tautiniy, istoriniy ir kultiiriniy sgmoningumo formy. Darbo
autorei Siuo atveju svarbu ne literatiiros istorijos faktai (Gineicio istoriografija svarbi
gausia faktografine medziaga), bet jy interpretacija, metodologiniai, semantiniai ir

stilistiniai pasakojimo ypatumai.

Darbo tikslas — gilinti nacionalinés literatiiros istorijos interpretavimo teorinius
pagrindus. Siekiama rekonstruoti lietuviy literatiiros metanaratyvo ideologing, dalyking
ir stilistine struktiirg: tirti didZiojo pasakojimo raidg ir apibréZzti jo turinj.

Disertacijos tikslui jgyvendinti keliami uZdaviniai:

1) apzvelgti literatiiros istorijos atsiradimo prielaidas, aplinkybes, aptarti XIX—
XX a. Europoje vykusias teorines polemikas, iSskirti rySkiausius modelius ir pateikti
nacionalinés literatiiros metanaratyvo koncepcija;

2) nustatyti Lietuvoje raSyty tautiniy literatiiros istorijy modelius, paneigti arba
patvirtinanti Ginei¢io metodologiniy mokykly hierarchijg ir jtakg lietuviy literatiiros
istorijy raSymui;

3) postmodernios istorikos metodologiniu pagrindu tirti metanaratyvo formavimasi

lietuviy literattiros istoriografijoje;
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4) pritaikyti lietuviy literatiiros pasakojimams siuzetinius ar tropologinius modelius
ir jais remiantis atskleisti istorinés sgmonés vystymosi ir kultirinés modernizacijos

procesus.

Postmodernistinis pozitris j literatiiros istorija ir teorinés darbo prielaidos.
Europos literatiiros istoriografijoje didziausios permainos vyko XX a. antrojoje puséje,
kai buvo nusivilta ir pozityvistine deterministine, ir marksistine sociologine, ir
formalistine istorijos poetikos metodologija. Praéjusi kritikos ir kriziy periodg istorijos
metodologija atgimé naujojo istorizmo, kultlirinio materializmo, recepcijos ir
efektyviosios istoriografijos pavidalais, kuriuos biity galima apibendrinti kaip
postmodernisting istorika. Sios istorikos autoriai tradicing literatiiros istorija,
suklestéjusig XIX a. ir iSreiSkusig tautinj apsisprendimg bei politing galig, suvokia kaip
didjji pasakojima, netekusj galios postmodernioje kulttiroje. Postmodernistinés istorikos
(istoriografijos teorijos) akstinas buvo pozityvistinés literatiiros istorijos nuosmukis ir
dekonstruktyvisty (Roland’o Barthes’o, Jacques’o Derrida, Michelio Foucault) darbai,
nukreipti | kalba, teksta ir politika: istorijos tekstas suvoktas kaip tam tikras kalbinis jo
autoriaus modelis, diskursas, kuriuo uZrasoma praeitis. Kadangi interpretuotojo istorinis
laikas ir zodziy reikSmés kinta, vienareikSmio fakto suvokimo negali buti. Tokie
samprotavimai naikino XIX amziuje jsitvirtinusig aiSkig objektyvaus ir subjektyvaus
suvokimo dichotomijg. Abejota universalia literatiiros istorija, nes istoriniy fakty
suvokimg ir atrankg lemia istorijg raSancio Zmogaus sgmoné ir perspektyva istorijg
pazinti per reliatyvig dabartj. Labiausiai kritikuotas 1§ XIX a. paveldétas siekis paraSyti
objektyvig istorijg. Pozityvizmo filosofijoje dar buvo tikéta, kad Zzmogaus protas atspindi
gamtg, todél ir ymanomas absoliuios tiesos pazinimas. XX a. antrojoje puséje nuo
mimezeés teorijy visiSkai nutolta ir teigta, kad istorijos raSymuose dalyvauja Zmogaus
samon¢, vaizduoté ir kalba ir kad praeitis egzistuoja tik per dabarties dimensija,
suteikdama orientacijg ateities lukes¢iams. Tradicin¢ literatiiros istorija, kuriai biidinga
sinteze, klasifikacijos, raida, vadinama ,,nostalgija teleologinei naratyvizacijai®.

Istoriografiniame diskurse dar Leopoldo von Ranke’s laikais iSkeltas mokslinio
objektyvumo klausimas ir siekis istorijoje papasakoti, kaip buvo i§ tikryjy (wie es
eigentlich gewesen), turé¢jo nubrézti aiskias ribas tarp moksliSkumo ir literattiriSkumo,

mégeéjy ir profesionaly, pasak Georgo Gersono Iggerso, panasiu biidu antikingje
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tradicijoje istorikai skyré tiesa nuo mito. Taciau bet kuriuo atveju istorija yra uzrasytas
pasakojimas, o prasmingam jvykiy siejimui j riSly pasakojimag neiSvengiamai reikia
pasitelkti vaizduote. Tad pagrindiniai postmodernios istorikos akcentai yra istorinio
mastymo naratyvumas ir objektyvumas. Siy problemy sprendimo versijas siiilo naujasis
istorizmas ir naratyvistines istorijos filosofija.

Remdamasi bendra naujojo istorizmo praktika disertacijos autoré eksplikuoja
epizodiniy pasakojimy, kurie vadinami istoriografiniais fragmentais, reikSmes didziojo
pasakojimo formavimuisi. Siy fragmenty pasirinkimui svarbi naujojo istorizmo
deklaruota atsitiktiné atranka, netikétumai, netolygumai, nes jie sukelia efektg ir
paZadina istoring sgmong.

Kitas svarbus metodologinis aspektas — naratyvistinés istorijos filosofija paremta
naratyvistin¢ istoriografija: Haydeno White’o ir Jorno Riiseno istoriografiniai
tipologiniai modeliai. White’as knygoje Metaistorija (1973) analizuodamas XIX a.
istoriografinius tekstus suformulavo koncepcija apie tai, jog istorijos supratimas
priklauso nuo pasakojimo biido ir poetinés formos. Kiirybingos vaizduotés skatinamas
istorijos raSytojas giliajame sagmonés lygmenyje slypinciais vaizdiniais sukuria istorinj
pasakojima, kuris kaip ir groZinis kiirinys turi siuZetg bei tropika. SiuZetas priklauso ne
nuo istoriniy fakty, bet nuo mastymo tam tikromis archetipinémis struktiiromis, kurios
formos priskirtinos herojiniam romanui, tragedijai, komedijai ir satyrai. Istoriniy
pasakojimy analize¢ White’as papildé kalbiniu aspektu — pritaiké keturis tropus: metafora,
metonimija, sinekdochg ir ironijg. White’o pateikta istorinés mastysenos struktiiros
teorija atrodo taikytina ne tik XIX a., bet ir (gal net labiau) XX a. istoriografijai.
Disertacijos autor¢ laikosi White’o nuostatos, kad kiekvienas istorinis veikalas
neiSvengiamai turi poeting prigimtj, o istorinés sgmonés formos gali biiti pagristos
tropologiniais modeliais, kurie kaip universumai taikomi jvairiems kultiiros tekstams.

Aktuali darbo metodologiné atrama — vokieciy istoriografo Riiseno, tyrin¢jancio
modernistinés ir postmodernistinés istoriografijos jtampas bei pateikianc¢io savas
disciplinarines matricas istorijos suvokimui, koncepcija, vadintina neohermeneutika,
metanaratyvo teorija ir tipologija. Vienu neohermeneutikos bruozy autorius laiko
postmoderniyjy teorijy griZima prie mazojo naratyvo ir ,,pamirSty* istorijy. Riiseno
neohermeneutikos  principas — tradicinés interpretacijos modifikavimas, t.y.

postmodernios istorikos pozicija— praeities tekstus tyrinéti ne genetiSkai, bet
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hermeneutiskai: tirti kaip praeityje zmoneés patyr¢ ir interpretavo savo pasaulj. Riisenas §j
tyrimo biidg, kai nepasitikima 1§ anksto suplanuotomis prasmémis, jvardijo istorinés
patirties aikStingumu (Eigensinn), kuris suteikia praei¢iai orumo — leidzia jai pasirodyti
tokiai, kokia buvo.

Kaip svarbiausig istorinés samonés galig Riisenas iSskiria pasakojamaja
(naratyvine) galig: pasakojamoji galia yra zmogaus samonés gebé¢jimas atlikti praeities
Jprasminimo procediiras, kurios praeities atminties déka orientuoja praktinj gyvenima
laike. Istorin] pasakojima sudaro turinys, forma ir funkcijos. Turinys yra gebé¢jimas teikti
istorine patirtj, formos — galéjimas aiskinti istorija, funkcija — orientavimas(is) istoriskai
(geb¢jimas pasinaudoti patirtimi praktiniams tikslams).

Naratyvumo kategorija istorinj mgstyma neiSvengiamai priartina prie literattros.
Tokios nuomonés laikosi ir naujojo istorizmo Salininkai. Literatliros istorijos yra
sukurtos politinés, ideologinés ar tiesiog romantinés vaizduotés galios. Tai leidzia
metanaratyva skaityti kaip romang ar herojinj epa, nes istorija laikoma ideologizuotu
fiktyviu vaizdiniu, kurio reik§més matomos pasakojimo kalbinése formose.

Disertacijoje iSlaikomas pagarbus santykis su praeitimi ir Zilirima ] literatiros
istorijg kaip 1 formavimosi procesg. Kita vertus, istorinio mgstymo poetika ir retorika

neretai leidzia istorijai aikStytis.

Darbo aktualumas. Istoriografijos metateorijoje laikomasi nuostatos, kad
literatiiros istorija glaudZiai susijusi su literatiiros teorija.

XIX a. literatros istorijos terminas neretai buvo tolygus literatiiros mokslui. XX a.
pradzioje, kai suklestéjo literatliros teorijos ir jy inspiruoti tyrimai bei aiSkiau iSsiskyré
trys literatiiros mokslo Sakos (istorija, kritika ir teorija), literatiiros istorija Sioje triadoje
neteko lyderio vaidmens. Kita vertus, literatiros istorijos ,,nuosmukis* buvo eksplikuotas
tik diskusiniu lygmeniu, nes jos pobiidis priklauso nuo bendry mokslo sroviy tendencijy,
todél neiSvengiamai keiciasi, bet iSlaiko savo tradicing paskirt: fiksuoti literattiros faktus
ir formuoti kanong. ,,Dabarties momentas* (kultiiriné, istoriné, politin¢ situacija)
reikalauja kas keliasdeSimt mety literatiiros istorijas perraSyti, papildyti ar naujai
interpretuoti. Literatiiros istorijy raSymo teorinis permastymas padéty adekvaciau tas

istorijas pritaikyti praktiniams orientavimo tikslams.
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XX a. pabaigoje Vakary kulttiroje tarsi ir baigesi nacionaliniy literatiiros istorijy
raSymo epocha. Ar vis dar reikalingos nacionalinés literatiiros istorijos ir kokios jos turi
biti— daznas Siuolaikiniy moksliniy konferencijy ir diskusijy klausimas.
Postmodernistinés istoriografijos kontekste tautiné literatiira senuoju pavidalu tarsi
nebeegzistuoja, o visuotin¢ literatiira pernelyg neapciuopiama, nepasiduodanti
tradiciniam diskursui. Todé¢l klausimai apie pastaryjy deSimtmeciy literatiros istorijg
neretai apeinami, zvilgsnis kreipiamas ] jau paraSytas istorijas, svarstoma galimybé jas
permastyti ir perraSyti pagal naujas teorijas ir papildyti iki tol marginaliniais buvusiais
tekstais, t. y. koreguoti literattiros kanonag.

K3 daryti su istorine praeitimi, ] kokius disciplinarinés matricos rémus jg jsprausti —
problema, aktuali jvairiy discipliny tyrinétojams. XX a. pabaigoje atkiirus Lietuvos
nepriklausomybe mokslininkams buvo svarbu atrasti naujy teoriniy prieigy, permastyti
istorijg ir apskritai santykj su praeitimi. Reikéjo naikinti vadinamasias baltas démes, tgsti
tarpukaryje pradétas ir nutrauktas istorijas, perraSyti ideologizuotas, bet visy pirma
uzsiimti akademine autorefleksija. Sovietinés okupacijos laikotarpiu paraSytos
akademings literattiros istorijos (Lietuviy literatiiros istorija, 4 t., 19571968, Lietuviy
literatiiros istorija, 2t., 1979-1982) buvo nepilnos, metodologiskai tendencingos ir
pasenusios. Literatiirologai kélé klausimus daugiausia apie pozityvistinés literatiiros
istorijjos raSymo tradicija teigdami, kad Sis modelis pasengs ir nebeaktualus — juo
konstatuojama reiskiniy sgsajos su aplinka, taciau neeksplikuojama aktualioji reikSmé. IS
Gineicio studijos galima spresti, kad visa lietuviy literatiiros istoriografijos eiga stipriai
paveikta pozityvizmo, t. y. vystési kultiirin€s istorinés istoriografijos kontekste ir pasieke
apogéjy marksistingje istoriografijoje. Tad kyla poreikis patikrinti, kiek pagrista
kultiirinés istorings istoriografijos mokyklos reikSmeé tarpukario literatiiros istorijai ir kg
apskritai reiSkia sgvoka ,,pozityvistin¢ istoriografija®, Siuolaikingje literatiirologijoje
1gijusi pejoratyvinés reikSmes atspalvj?

Iki Siol egzistuoja tik epizodiniai teoriniai svarstymai ir diskusijos bei sinchroniniai
tyrimai. IS esmés naujai visa lietuviy literattiros istoriografija nebuvo permastyta (o nuo
1940 mety — neparaSyta, todél tai biity tolimesnio darbo perspektyva). Sovietinio
laikotarpio literatiiros istorija vis dar akumuliuojama ir permastoma, tad manoma, jog
,»objektyvus®, neideologizuotas, visumg apimantis, nacionalinis metanaratyvas nebuvo

realizuotas, kaip ir niekada neparaSytas nacionalinis epas (turint omeny tai, kad Vakary
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kultiroje XIX a. didysis pasakojimas buvo svarbiausias literatiiros mokslo tikslas).
Lietuvoje literatiiros istorija déliota i§ fragmenty ar kitokiy istorinés atminties reiSkimosi
formy. Europos Saliy patirtis rodo, kad metanaratyvas paprastai sukuriamas paraSius
akademing literatiiros istorijg, kuris Lietuvoje (paradoksalu!) buvo parasyta tik sovietinés
okupacijos metais. Vis delto gal galima kelti prielaida, jog nacionalinis lietuviy
literatiiros istorijos pasakojimas fragmentais buvo parasytas anks¢iau? Ar galima kalbéti
apie jo uzuomazgas XIX a., kai pradéta raSyti ir reflektuoti tautiné literattira? Kokios
buvo teorinés istoriografijos refleksijos Vilniaus imperatoriskojo universiteto aplinkoje,
kurioje brendo bendrieji bibliografijos, poetikos, literatiiros istorijos kursai ir kilo
pirmieji tauting tapatybe lieCiantys istorinio sgmoningumo klausimai? Ar ne paradoksas,
kad 1922 m. Kaune jkurto Lietuvos universiteto akademikai para$¢ kity Saliy (rusy,
pranciizy, vokieciy, graiky, Zydy) bei visuotinés literatiiros istorijas, bet neparase lietuviy

literatiiros istorijos? Sie klausimai provokuoja ieskoti atsakymuy.

Darbo naujumas ir reikSmé. Permastyti ar perraSyti literatiiros istorijg ir jos
istoriografija ne tik madinga, bet ir naudinga — Lietuvoje literatiiros istorijos raSymo
klausimas aktualus ir probleminis. Disertacijoje i§ postmoderniy pozicijy perzilirimas
didziojo pasakojimo formavimasis: atsiradimo priezastys, paskirtis, tikslai, skaitytojy
auditorija, nes visiems Siems veiksniams pasikeitus XXI a. keiCiasi ir metanaratyvo
pobudis. Jeigu biity tesiami istoriografijos tyrimai iki naujausiy literatiiros istorijy, jie
padéty iSrySkinti svarbiausius probleminius aspektus, metodologinius orientyrus,
didZiojo pasakojimo reikSme bei kelti praktinius uzdavinius, susijusius su bisimy
literattiros istorijy raSymo strategijomis, istorinés savimonés formavimu edukaciniais ir
moksliniais tikslais.

Disertacijoje | lietuviy literatiiros istorija siekta zvelgti kaip i vieng tautinés
samonés formavimosi veiksniy ir kultlirinés atminties bei tradicijos t3sg. Tai
interpretacinis tyrimas, iSkeliantis idéja, kad literatiros istorijos raSyma galima sieti su
literatiiriniais  Zanrais, atskleidZianciais istorinés samonés etapus ir kultiiros
modernizacijos procesus: kaip formuojamos tautinio mastymo ideologemos ir literatiiros

istorijos raSymo mitai.
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Siekiant rekonstruoti ar veikiau suformuoti istorinj lietuviy literattiros

metanaratyva, ¢ia raSomas, be abejo, dar vienas metapasakojimas. RaSymo potekstéje

slypi klausimas, ar istorijos raSymas yra jvykdoma uZzduotis.

1.

Ginamieji teiginiai

XVIII a. pabaigoje—XX a. viduryje bendrasis Europos istoriografiniy mokykly
kontekstas stipriai veiké lietuviy literatiiros istorijy raSymus. Pozityvizmas turé¢jo
didelés jtakos lietuviy istorijos savimonei, ta¢iau, oponuodami Gineiéiui,
sakytume, kad S$alia kultirinés istorinés mokyklos plétojosi ne maZiau
reikSmingos antipozityvistinés estetin€s ir interpretacinés istorijos id¢jos.

XIX a. mazieji lietuviy literatiros istorijos epizodai (rasty bibliografiniai sarasai,
raSytojy biografijos ir kiirybos apraSai, komentarai) davé pradzig tautinio
metanaratyvo formavimuisi, biografiniam aprasui, lyginamajam ir meniniam
kiiriniy vertinimui.

Svarbig vietg literatiros istorijos siuzetui turéjo tautosaka, kurioje ieSkota
literatuiros iStaky, kaip mitologijoje — tautos priesistores.

Pirmosios lietuviy literatiros istorijos — mégejiskos herojinés istorijos, turincios
aiSkig tauting, pilieting, moraling, esteting orientacija.

Akademinés literatliros istorijos bandymai formavo pavyzdin; istoriografinj
pasakojima, taCiau skirtinga ty paciy fakty interpretacija rodo, kad nejmanoma
vienintel¢ teisinga ir objektyvi istorija.

Nacionaliniy literatiros istorijy esmé¢ yra metanaratyvo (didZiojo pasakojimo)
uzraSymas, atskleidziantis tautinio sagmoningumo ir kultiirinés modernizacijos
raida.

Fundamentalusis lietuviy literatiiros metanaratyvas buvo sukurtas iki sovietinés
okupacijos mety, nors akademinés literatiiros istorijos daugiatomio paraSyti
nesuspeta.

Lietuviy literatiiros metanaratyvo egzistavimg jrodo ir pagrindzZia jo meninés ir
socialings istoriografijos provokacijos.

Tropologinis siuzetinis lietuviy literatiiros istorijy tyrimas iSryskina archetipinius
siuZetus ir konceptualiau jprasmina istorinés atminties uZraSyma populiariaisiais ir

akademiniais pasakojimy tipais.

30



10. Literatuiros istorijos raSymuose, kaip ir groziniy teksty kiirime, aktyviai dalyvauja
interpretuotojo sgmoné¢, vaizduoté¢ ir kalba. Todé¢l kiekvienoje istorijoje-

pasakojime mokslinis realistinis raSymas susilieja su beletristiniu.

Disertacijos daliy apzZvalga. Pirmojoje disertacijos dalyje ,Literatiiros istorijos
teoriniai modeliai* aptariami XIX a.—XX a. pirmojoje puséje Europoje vyrave istoriniai
teoriniai literatiros istorijy raSymo modeliai, romantinés, istorinés, antiistorinés, analy,
marksizmo, formalizmo istoriografinés mokyklos, kuriomis rémési literatiiros istorijy
raSytojai. Apzvelgiamos literatiiros istorijy raSymo tendencijos nuo XX a. antrosios
pusés, kai literatiiros istorijos mokslinj prestiza kvestionavo suklestéjusios literatiiros
teorijos ir kritika. Literatiiros istorija buvo traktuojama kaip atliekanti istoring uzduotj
(Werneris Kraussas), provokuojanti literatiirologija (Hansas Robertas JauBas), nieko
bendro neturinti su literatura (Paulis de Manas), galiausiai laikyta Zlugusia (René
Wellekas) ir veél bandoma prikelti (Davidas Perkinsas). Buvo kei€iamos literatiiros
istorijy raSymo metodologijos ir formos, kalbéta apie jos nykima, poreikj, perraSymga.

XIX amziuje su iSsivysciusiu literatiiros mokslu literatiiros istorijos i§gyveno savo
klestéjimo laikus. Gamtos mokslai bei pozityvizmo filosofija davé aksting bendrajam
istorijos mokslui ir jo dalies — literatiiros istorijos mokslui susiformavimui. Metaistorijos
bandymai daugiausia pradéti raSyti XIX a. antrojoje puséje, kai bibliografines Zinias
siekta iSskleisti istoriSkumo ir istorinés paZzangos savivoka, jkvépta romantizmo
ideologijos ir pozityvizmo mokslinio poZiiirio.

Metanaratyvai turi jvairiy tipologizacijos formy, pradedant klasikinés istorikos
kiir¢ju Gustavu Droysenu, jos provokatoriumi Friedrichu Nietzsche ir baigiant
naratyvistinés istoriosofijos klasikais White’'u bei Riisenu. Pagrindiniai istorinio
mastymo tipai, lemiantys istoriografijos formas, yra monumentalus, antikvarinis, kritinis
ir genetinis. XX a. pradzios teorin¢je istoriografijos refleksijoje buvo uzsiminta ir apie
tropologinius istorinio mastymo tipus, nes pastebéta, kad istorinj naratyva lemia epinis ir
draminis pasakojimas, artimas kitiems metanaratyvo zanrams (White’o teorija).

Kadangi metanaratyva jprasmina siuZetas, disertacijos tiriamosios dalys skirstytos
pagal istoriniy siuzety tipus: kronika (biobibliografiniai sarasai), herojin¢ istorija
(pirmosios populiariosios tautiné€s istorijos), istorinis romanas (akademiné istorija),

satyra (avangarding ir marksisting istorija).
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Antrojoje dalyje ,,Metanaratyvo uzuomazgos® aptariami pirmieji tautinio lietuviy
literatiiros istorijos metanaratyvo herojai — jy poreikis, mitologizavimo apraiskos,
pirmieji bandymai sudaryti lietuviSskus bibliografinius sgraSus ar kitomis kalbomis
(vokieciy, lenky) tautinio samon¢jimo intencijy skatinamy autoriy raSyti
biobibliografiniai filologiniai ir literatiiriniai komentarai. XIX a. amZius pakankamai
nevienalytis (kalbiskai, geografiskai, tautiSkai) laikotarpis, tacCiau istoriografinis
diskursas, nors ir su pertrukiais, turéjo tam tikry jung¢iy ir tradicijy testinumo apraisky.
Literatiiros istorija kristalizavosi kultiirinés programos (parasyti lietuviy kalbos zodyna,
gramatikg ir tautos istorijg) — paraStése. Prie mokymui skirty ar pazintiniy knygy pridéti
bibliografiniai sgrasai atliko antikvaring duomeny kaupimo funkcija, juose pateikta ne tik
knygy inventorizacija, bet ir autorius ir jy kirinius jungiantis pasakojimas. Pirmuosiuose
istoriografiniuose epizoduose (Liudviko Rézos, Simono Staneviciaus) jau formuojamas
estetinis literatiiros suvokimas ir kanoniniy pavyzdiniy kiiriniy sgraso koncepcija. Kitas
svarbus metanaratyvo kanono pirmavaizdis buvo tautosaka (ypa¢ dainuojamieji jos
zanrai), liudijusi tobulg tautos dvasios iSraiSkos formg ir tapusi ne vienos literatiros
istorijos periodizacijos pradzia.

TrecCiojoje disertacijos dalyje ,,Pasakojimo ypatumai literatiiros istorijos apZvalgose:
herojiniai pasakojimai lyginamos Slitipo ir Maironio rasliavos istorijos. Sliiipo istorijoje
Lietuviszkiejie rasztai ir rasztininkai (1890) propaguojamas demokratinis, Maironio
Trumpoje lietuviy rasliavos apzvalgoje (1906) — katalikiSkas literatiros vertinimas.
Abejose literatiiros istorijose keliama tradicijos testinumo idéja. Sios istorijos tautiskos,
antilenkiSkos, heroizuotos, kiiriniy verifikacijg jose labiau léeme kalbiniai ir konfesiniai
aspektai. Jose iSrySkeéja glaudus grozinés literatliros ir istoriografijos santykis: eseisto
(Slitipo) ir poeto (Maironio) istoriko pozicijos, lémusios herojiniy pasakojimy specifika.
Kymantaité-Ciurlionien¢ Lietuviy literatiiros istorijos konspekte (1918) labiau telkesi j
psichologinius ir imanentinius kiirybos tyrimus, keldama estetinj teksty ir autoriy
atrankos ] literatiiros kanong kriterijy.

Disertacijos dalyje ,,Literatiros kanono formavimas* keliami teminiai nacionalinio
lietuviy literatiros metanaratyvo raSymo aspektai — literatiros kitomis kalbomis
jtraukimo varijavimas, literatiiros periodizavimo (metanaratyvo siuzetiSkumo), kanono
formavimo probleminiai aspektai. BirziSka tautinés literattiros sampratg gerokai prapléte,

1 literatliros istorijg jtraukdamas literatlira kitomis kalbomis (rutény, lotyny). Dél
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literaturos lenky kalba nebuvo vieningos nuomonés, nes ji trikdé tautinio metanaratyvo
vientiso siuzeto eiga.

Ankstyvoji literatiiros periodizacija pasidavé istoriniams jvykiams, kurie buvo
reikSmingi literatiiros procesui (lietuviskos spaudos draudimas lotyniSkais raSmenimis) ir
kulttriniams reiSkiniams (periodikos suklestéjimas). Tik naujausios (XX a. pirmosios
pusés) literatiiros periodizacijos atspirties tasku pradéti laikyti literatiros klasikai,
literatiirinés kryptys, srovés, mokyklos, poetikos, tacCiau tai tebuvo tokio skirstymo
uzuomazgos. Literatiiros periodizacija i1Sduoda, kas raSaniajam literatiiros procese
svarbiau: visuomeniniai istoriniai jvykiai (Birziskai) ar literattiriniai reiskiniai (nutrukusi
Mykolaic¢io-Putino istorija, tur¢jusi tendencijg baigtis rySkiausiomis figliromis).

Penktojoje disertacijos dalyje ,,Akademinio metanaratyvo kirimas*“ aptariamos
vykusios polemikos ir metodiniy prieigy rinkimasis literatiros istorijos raSymui. Iki
akademinio metanaratyvo susiformavimo buvo bibliografijos, biografijos apZvalgos,
konspektai, santraukos — ,istorijeles, skirtos SvietéjiSkiems tikslams masiniam
skaitytojui — ,,susipratusiam lietuviui“. Jkirus universitetg atsirado tikros istorijos
lukestis. Konceptualizuotai svarstyta, kokia ji turi biti, taciau praktiSkai jgyvendinimo
procesas sklandziai nevyko, nors universiteto profestira buvo pasiryZusi paraSyti
akademine literatiiros istorija. Disertacijoje iSskiriamos trys rySkiausios figiiros,
atstovavusios skirtingoms istoriografinéms mokykloms: BirziSka (pozityvistinei),
Mykolaitis-Putinas (antipozityvistinei), Vaizgantas (biografinei, psichologinei).

Sestojoje  disertacijos dalyje ,,Tautinio metanaratyvo provokacijos* tiriama
avangardin¢ Benedikto Babrausko parodija ir marksistiniai istoriografiniai raSymai, dave

pradzig marksistinei akademinei literattiros istorijai.

ISvados
1. Europos tauty literatiiros istoriografijoje nuo XVIII a. pabaigos iki XX a. vidurio
jvyko nemazai permainy. Zvelgiant apibendrintai XVIII a. istoriografija laikoma
bibliografiné¢ chronologiné Sviet¢jiSka, XIX a. — tautiné ir herojiSka, turinti visus
faktus vienijantj pradmenj bei moksling metoding baze. Veikiamos gamtos
moksly raidos ir filosofiniy kryp¢iy formavosi istoriografinés mokyklos, kuriy
rySkiausios buvo romantiné, kulttirin¢ istoriné, dvasiné istoriné (interpretacing,

hermeneutin¢), formalistiné ir marksistiné. Siy mokykly atgarsiy esama ir lietuviy
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literatiiros istoriografijoje: Hippolyte’o Taine’o pozityvistinei ,,objektyvistinei*
tradicijai priskirtume Birziskos, Juozo Gabrio-Parsai¢io, Albino ir Marijos
IeSmanty, Zigmanto Kuzmickio literatiiros istorijas, Gustave’o Lansono
problemiskai estetinei — Kymantaités-Ciurlionienés, Mykolaigio-Putino, Vinco
Zajanckausko, Wilhelmo Dilthey psichologiSkajai — Mykolai¢io-Putino, Tumo-
Vaizganto, Motiejaus Miskinio literatiiros istorijas. XX a. pirmojoje pus¢je
vykusios akademinés polemikos dar labiau praplété metodologiniy prieigy lauka,
taciau jos liko daugiau teoriniame lygmenyje (Igno Skrupskelio, Balio Sruogos,
Vinco Maciiino), pritaikytos kity Saliy literatiroms (Juozo Ereto, Sruogos) arba
literatiiros kritikai (Juozo Ambrazeviciaus).

Lietuviy literatiiros istorijos nebuvo metodologiskai nuoseklios, todel
oponuodami Ginei€iui sakytume, kad apie XX a. pirmosios pusés lietuviy
literatuiros istoriografija reikty kalbéti ne kaip apie kultiirinés istorinés mokyklos
Isivyravimg ir visuomeninj id¢jinj literatiirinio palikimo jsisavinima, bet kaip apie
siek] paraSyti metanaratyvg — tautin] pasakojimg, jprasminantj tautinj, istorinj,
kultiirinj sgmoninguma, kuriame gana svarby vaidmenj atlieka estetinis kiiriniy
vertinimas.

. Lietuviy literatiros istoriografinis pasakojimas XIX a. pradéjo formuotis tautinés
programos kontekste, atlikdamas edukacine funkcija. Istoriografinio metanaratyvo
pagrindas buvo nacionaliné kalba. Su pirmojo tautinio rasytojo (Donelaicio)
atradimu pradétas kurti ir profesionalus istoriografinis diskursas. Réza kartu su
Kristijono Donelai¢io Mety leidimu pateiké pirmuosius profesionalius filologinius
komentarus, kuriuose apibréziamas tautinis poetas ir suformuluojami nacionalinio
kanoninio kiirinio bruozai. Donelai¢io ir Stanevifiaus pasakéciy (1829)
pratarmeé — dar vienas lietuviS$kg naratyva vienijantis tekstas, kuriame iSdéstyta
estetin¢ literatiros samprata. Tad be kukliy bibliografiniy saraSy (Kajetono
Nezabitauskio), kurie atliko argumentacing ir iliustracine funkcija, ir biografiniy
pasakojimy (Motiejaus Valanc¢iaus, Liudviko Adomo Juceviciaus), buvo padéti
pagrindai kanoniniam pavyzdiniam literatiiros istorijos sgrasui.

. XIX a. literatiros mokslo ir literatiiros istorijy pasiekimu laikoma tai, jog ne tik
pagerbti didieji nacionaliniai raSytojai, bet ir atkreiptas démesys ir ] literatiiros

istorijas jtraukta tautosaka. Rézos iSleistas lietuvisky dainy rinkinys suteiké
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aksting ] tautosakg pazvelgti kaip | tautinio paveldo dalj, t.y. triilkstamg
pirmaprade lietuviSkos rastijos grandj. Jos kaip ir pasakéCios prilyginamos
religiniams pamokslams (didaktin¢ funkcija). Igijusi literatiiring verte, tautosaka
buvo pradéta jtraukti | nacionalinés literatiiros formavimo savimone. Pirmosiose
literatdiros istorijose (Slifipo, Maironio) tautosaka dar nefigiiravo, nes jy autoriai
literatiiros istorija suvoké kaip raSytinio (rasliavos) paveldo istorijg. | naujg
uzraSytinés ir tautos dvasios atspindzio kategorijg tautosaka iskelé Kymantaité-
Ciurlioniené, Birziska, laitkydami tautosaka tautinés kirybos sektinais
pavyzdziais. Todél su tautosakine tradicija buvo siejami ir pirmieji lietuviy
literatiros autoriai — Donelaitis, Antanas Strazdas, Antanas Baranauskas,
Maironis. Vélesnése istorijose (Gabrio-ParSaicio, leSmanty, Kuzmickio, Miskinio)
tautosaka sékmingai atliko ne tik literatiiros istorijos prieSistorés, bet ir
nacionalinés grozinés literatiros spragy pildymo, tautos dvasig iSreiSkianciy
kanoniniy teksty funkcijas.

. Pirmosios tautinés literatiiros istorijos (Slifipo, Maironio) buvo herojinés istorijos:
konspektyviis ,,objektyviis® uzrasai, kupini siuzetiniy nuotykiy, istoriniy atradimy
ir moralizavimo. Evoliuciskai vystytas jy siuZetas baigdavosi herojinémis
intencijomis. Jy populiarumg lémé orientavimasis ] masinj skaitytoja ir edukaciné
praktinio orientavimo funkcija. Pasakojimy siuzeto varomoji jéga buvo tautinis
samoningumas ir lietuviskos kalbos Svarumas, léme¢ pagrindiniy herojy ir teksty
vertinima. Kymantaités-Ciurlionienés pasakojimas turéjo esteting atmetimo
funkcija, dél to jos pasakojimas priskirtinas monumentaliajai — didZiyjy herojy ir
meninio kanono formavimo — istorijai.

. BirZiSka para$e pavyzding kultiirinés istorinés mokyklos literatiiros istorijg, kurios
kanoniSkumg uztikrino ji seke kompiliaciniai darbai (Gabrio-Parsaicio,
Zajanckausko, leSmanty, Kuzmickio). | nacionaling literatiiros istorijg
itraukdamas sengja, kitomis kalbomis rasyta literatiirg, Birziska praplété tautiSkos
literatiiros sampratg ir nacionalinés literatiiros pradzig nukélé ;| XIV-XV amziy.
Visuomeniniy santykiy tyrinéjimas ,,raSomojoje kulttiroje* iSrySkino lenkiSkos
literaturos, kulturiniy sgjudziy, visuomeniniy paziiiry ir pasaulézitros jtakg
lietuviy metanaratyvo siuzetui (literatiiros periodizacijai). Mykolaitis-Putinas

literattiros istorijoje akcentavo kiiréjo individualybés reikSme, derino objektyvaus
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(istorinio) bei subjektyvaus (estetinio) vertinimo aspektus bei pateiké lietuviy
literatiiros metanaratyvo korektiSkiausig struktiirg — naujausios literatiiros
svarbiausiy ir vertingiausiy teksty, zanry, krypciy, autoriy saraSg. Mykolaitis-
Putinas praktiskai atskleidé pozityvistinés literatiros istorija ydas ir ribas: kur
baigiasi literatliros vertinimas istoriSkai, prasideda vertinimas estetiniais ir
psichologiniais kriterijais. Pozityvistinés istoriografijos ,,ydos* kélé¢ dilemg ir
jtampg tarp teksty kultiirinés reikSmés ir estetinés vertés bei provokavo
interpretacinj kritinj vertinimg, todeél buvo sukritikuoti visi ,,elementariausiy
literatirinio skonio reikalavimy“ netenking tekstai. Estetinis vertinimas cia
persipynes su kritiniu — fakty atmetimg keité kritika.

Lietuviy literatliros metanaratyva svariai pildé monografiniai pasakojimai,
kuriy iStakos buvo biografiniuose fragmentuose (praktiskai dauguma istorijy buvo
biografinés). Vienas rySkiausiy monografinio pasakojimo atstovy Vaizgantas
vaizdZiai ir jtaigiai pateiké daug faktografinés medziagos rasytojy biografijoms,
kirée iSsamius psichologinius paveikslus, neretai ,,jdomiai“ perpasakoj¢s
»huobodyji“ Birziska. Fakty gausa ir pateikimu VaiZgantas deheroizavo ne vieng
monumentalyj] autoriy (Baranauska, Kudirkg) ir pildé¢ literatiiros istorijos saraSa
mazaisiais autoriais.

. Nacionaliniy literattiros istorijy esme yra didysis pasakojimas, sukeliantis pilnos ir
uzbaigtos istorijos jspidj, kurioje visi jvykiai sklandziai susij¢, rodantys tautinio
samoningumo augimg. Metanaratyvo formavimagsi jungianti tautos idé¢ja yra
pilietiné ir dvasin¢ vertybé¢, pagal kurig kaip atspirties taSkg istoriniams jvykiams
ir jy dalyviams priskiriama teigiama arba neigiama reikSmé. Tautos idéja
pazjstama istoriniais pavidalais, tad literatiros istoriko uZzduotis yra raSyti
pasakojima, atskleidziantj id¢jos figiiravimg istoriniy jvykiy kontekste, todél tuose
pasakojimuose grozing literatiira nebiitinai atlieka pagrindinj vaidmenj.

. Teigtume, kad lietuviy literatiiros metanaratyvas buvo sukurtas iki sovietinés
okupacijos mety: kuriamas pradedant XIX a. fragmentais ir baigiant tarpukario
literatiiros istorijomis, kurios vadintos istorijy konspektais, santraukomis,
apybraizomis, ra$iniais, ,,monografijélémis® ar ,,monografijéliy santraukomis®.
Tokie literatiiros istorijos sinonimai rodo, kad jy autoriai suvoké savo raSiniy

ribotuma.
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8. Lietuviy literatiiros didziojo pasakojimo egzistavimg pagrindzia tarpukariu raSyti
alternatyvieji pasakojimai, kurie provokavo tautinj metanaratyva: Babrausko
avangardiné satyriSka istorija ir Vinco Mickeviciaus-Kapsuko, Broniaus
Pranskaus, Korsako kritiSki marksistiniai istoriografiniai pasakojimai, kuriuose
buvo artikuliuojamos buisimos marksistinés istorijos raSymo idéjos. Babrausko
naratyvinis tipas, nuosaikiyjy vadinamas anarchistiniu, iSrySkino ne tik
nacionalinio metanaratyvo ydas, bet ir pateiké sinchroninj literatiros tyrimo
atvejl. Dar radikalesnis marksistinis pasakojimas, stimg¢s literatiirg ; visuomeninj
funkcionavima, buvo retoriSkai provokatyvus, perraSantis literatiiros istorija pagal
marksistinés istoriografijos metodinius principus.

9. Metanaratyvo formavima(si) atspindi tropologiniai zanriniai istorinés atminties
pasakojimo biidai: kronika — biobibliografiniai sgrasai, perteikiantys metoniming
tikrovés reprezentacija, romantiniai, herojiniai, istoriniai naratyvai, jkiinijantys
didZiojo pasakojimo metaforg, ir satyriniai pasakojimai, paverciantys
metanaratyva komisku siuZetu.

10. Kiekviena istorija neiSvengia raSanciojo individualios vaizduotés ir subjektyvaus
gebéjimo jungti faktus. Lietuviy literatiros istorijy siuzetai buvo dar gana
punktyriniai (jvairuojancios pradzios, biografinis déstymas, nutriikstanti pabaiga),
kad juos bity galima labai tvirtai priskirti konkretiems Zanrams. Objektyvaus
pasakojimo nejmanomybe rodo ty paciy fakty skirtinga interpretacija ir to paties
autoriaus savo pozicijos nuolatinis tikrinimasis, istorijy koregavimas, pildymas,
grindZiamas kuo iSsamesniu jvykiy ir santykiy aiSkinimu, jsivaizdavimu, kad
jvykiai patys savaime transliuoja informacija, 1§ istorijos eliminuodami
subjektyvyji pasakotoja. Tokig pozicijg lemia zmogiSkieji faktoriai, iliustracijai
pateiksime Sias Poskos mintis: ,,dél manes kiekvienas autorius telieka jsitikines
kaip nori, a$ kiekvieng nuomong gerbiu, nes kiekvienas, remdamas savo istorija,
cituoja senuosius autorius, o kuris i§ jy yra tikresnis istorikas, tesprendzia
Sviesesni uz mane literatai. Bet vienas tiktai Dievas teZino, kiek jy tvirtinimai

nuogirdis*,

3 Zostawuie wie¢ kazdego Autora przy iego opinii i kazdego zdanie o Narodzie naszym Litewskim szanuie, gdyz
kazdy na wsparcie swoiey Historyi cytuie dawnieyszych Autorow — A ktory z nich iest rzetelnieyszym Dzieiopisem,
Swiatleysi ode mnie Literai niechay polozg opiniie — Lecz sam tylko Bog moze wiedzie¢ o rzetelnosci ich

37



Moksliniai straipsniai disertacijos tema

Works published on the subject of the dissertation

1. Ramuté Dragenyté, ,.Siuolaikinés istoriografijos poky¢iai: Jérno Riiseno
koncepcija® (,,Changes of Contemporary Historiography: conception of Jorn
Riisen®) in: Senoji Lietuvos literatiira, 2010, kn. 30, 275-303.

2. Ramuté Dragenyté, , Literatiiros istoriografija®“ (,,Historiograpfy of Lithuanian
Literature®), in: Lietuviy literatiiros istorija. XX a. pirmoji pusé I, sud. Rimantas
Skeivys, Vilnius: LLTI, 2010, 285-294.

3. Ramut¢ Dragenyte, ,,Literatiiros istorijos raida ir modeliai® (,,Development and
models of Literary History®), Inter-studia humanitatis, Inter-studia humanitatis,
2012, nr. 13, 23-44.

4. Ramuté Dragenyté, ,,Vinco Mykolai¢io-Putino literatiiros istorija: metodologiniai
pasakojimo ypatumai* (,,Vincas Mykolaitis-Putinas’ Literary History: Narrative’s
Methodological Singularities), Colloguia, 2014, nr. 32, 14-34.

5. Ramuté Dragenyté, ,,Maironio monumentalumas lietuviy literatiiros istorijose*
(,The monumentality of Maironis in Lithuanian Literary Histories®), in: Eina
garsas: Nauji Maironio skaitymai, sud. Manfredas Zvirgzdas, Vilnius: LLTI,

2014, 265-287.

twierdzenia. Dionizas Poska, , Kaimie¢io artojo apmastymai apie Lietuviy ir Zemaiiy tautos istorija ir jos kalba*,
in: Idem, Rastai, Vilnius: Valstybiné grozineés literatiiros leidykla, 1959, 272-273.

38



Biographical notes on the author of the dissertation

Ramuté Dragenyté (b. 1981) graduated from Siluté 1-st Gymnasium in 1999.
1999-2003 she studied Lithuanian philology and Librarianship at Klaipéda University
(Bachelor’s degree). 2005 she graduated Lithuanian literature at Faculty of Philology of
Vilnius University Master’s degree. In 2007, she entered doctoral studies at the Institute
of Lithuanian Literature and Folklore and Vilnius University. She accomplished her
studies in 2014. During her studies, she participated in several international conferences
in Lithuania and abroad.

She is a science editor of Universal Lithuanian Encyclopedia (2006-2015), co-
author of several popular science books.

Her interests embrace research in Literary history, theory, critics, methodology, and
history of historiography. She is also interested in contemporary poetry writings and
writes books reviews. She has published her works of poetry and several translations

from Latvian (Aspazija, Fallijs and others).

Phone: + 370 658 30 849

E-mail: ramuted @ gmail.com

Disertacijos autorés trumpa biografija

Ramuté Dragenyté (g. 1981, Siluté) 1999 m. baige Silutés 1-3ja gimnazija. 2003 m.
1gijo lietuviy filologijos ir bibliotekininkystés bakalauro laipsnj Klaipédos universitete.
2005 m. baige lietuviy literatiiros magistrantiirg Vilniaus universitete. 20072014 m. tgsé
studijas jungtinéje Vilniaus universiteto ir Lietuviy literatiiros ir tautosakos instituto
doktorantiiroje. Dalyvavo keliose tarptautinése konferencijose Lietuvoje ir uzsienyje.

Visuotinés lietuviy enciklopedijos mokslin¢ redaktoré (2006-2015). Keliy mokslo
populiarinimo knygy bendraautoré.

Moksliniy interesy kryptys: lietuviy literatiiros istorija, kritika, bendroji literatiiros
istoriografijos teorija ir metodologija. Autoré¢ taip pat domisi Siuolaikine poezija, raSo

knygy recenzijas, yra paskelbusi savo kiirybos eilérasciy, vertimy 1§ latviy kalbos.

Tel.: 8 658 30 849

E-pastas: ramuted@gmail.com

39



