L

Posudek na habilita¢ni praci Petra Bubenicka:
Subversive Adaptations: Czech Literature on the Screen
behind the Iron Curtain

Prace Petra Bubenicka se zabyva filmovymi adaptacemi v letech 1954-1969,
tedy v obdobi mezi koncem stalinského kultu a okupaci Ceskoslovenska
Sovétskym svazem. Tato doba je poznamenana mnoha politickymi a
spole¢enskymi zménami, které kladly nebyvalé naroky na uméni a kulturu:
namisto volné tvorby byly jednotlivé umélecké druhy konfrontovany

s pozadavky socialistického realismu, jenZ neumoznoval prili§ odchylek a variaci,
odmital formalismus a estetizovany obraz, a naopak povysoval zakladni ideové
vzorece, jak v dialozich, tématech a motivech, tak obecnéji v naraci, prosazoval
stereotypizované figury, schematicky vyraz a jednotnou narodni kulturu.
Povale¢né umeéni se tak rodilo z priiseciku sovétskych vzori, ceské lidové kultury
a tradice devatenactého stoleti. Zatimco doménou literatury a vytvarného uméni
byl pfiklon k tématlim a estetice minulého stoleti, kinematografie, jakoZto mladé
umeéni, hledala poZzadovany tvar slozitéji. Jednou z cest bylo ptipojit se

k zastaralé estetice v podobé literarnich adaptaci. Film v3ak také vyrazné
ovlivnilo zaloZeni filmové §koly FAMU, v listopadu 1946, ktera vychovavala
novou generaci nebyvale kreativnich autort, inspirovanych zahrani¢nimi vzory a
pokousejicich se o experimentaci v roviné formy, narace, postav - a naopak
vztahujicich se k soucasnosti. Film se tak ve sledovaném obdobi ocitl na hranici
mezi pocinajici autorskou tvorbou a oficialni statni produkci (vCetné piisného
omezovani na jedné strané a ideologickou propagaci na strané druhé), mezi
estetikou a politikou, mezi stylem piedchoziho stoleti a novymi trendy, mezi
vazbou na literaturu a hledanim svébytné filmové re¢i.

Sledované obdobi tedy dostavalo film do velice bizarni, paradoxni a absurdni
situace, jez doprovazela uméni socialismu. Lze ji pojmenovat jako ,spojitou
deformaci“. V takto omezeném a zarovet ,deformovaném” prostoru dochazi
nejen k radikdlnim redukcim, ale otviraji se i moZnosti, které s sebou mohou nést
odlisny uhel pohledu a ne¢ekané potenciality. Tento pohyb v§ak v sobé zahrnuje
taktéz aspekt Silenstvi a paranoie, nemoznosti pfimého dialogu. Komunikace,
ktera je médiim filmu i literatury vlastni, se tak podoba patologické situaci
schizofrenikd, u nichZ dochazi k tzv. dvojné vazbé. Umélec nemtiZe reagovat
piimo, zaroveil se mu dostavaji souc¢asné neslucitelné aZ protikladné informace.
Socialisticka ,normalita“ generuje matouci tvrzeni, neproveditelné rady, pokyny,
smérnice, jimiZ ho chce udrZet v této schizofrenii.

Sledovani filmu v této dobé je velice nosné - a miij dlouhy tvod chce ukazat, jak
si Petr Bubenicek velice vhodné zvolil téma, historické obdobi i medialni ,terén“
-, jelikoZ ukazuje, jak nova generace tviirct, vice ¢i méné se vymezujici proti
oficialni ideologii, mtiZe s dominantnimi vzorci vyjednavat - napfiklad v roviné
filmové formy. A je to pravé adaptace, ktera je v tomto jednani jeSté mnohem
udinnéjsi. Pro kreativni umélce s kritickym myslenim se totiZ stava jednou (z
mala) moZnosti, jak dvojitou komunikaéni strukturu vyuZit, jak ,vetkat” do

L J



struktury uméleckého dila jiné interpretace, dobovou reflexi ¢i subversivni
postupy. Pokud se film, tvoieny napétim mezi ukazovanim (showing) a
vypravénim (telling), ocita jeSté v dal§im pnuti ve vztahu k ptivodnimu textu
(tedy k dalsimu telling), tak vznika neobvykly prostor pro translaci/transfer, ve
kterém se mohou objevovat nové vyznamy a potenciality, které mohou
obohacovat potencialitu estetickou a formalni. V tomto prostoru pak mohou
bujet nejriiznéjsi aluze, asociace, intertextové vztahy, které odkazuji ¢asto mimo
film samotny, k jinym tradicim a mohou byt subversivni vii¢i narodni kultute, jez
filmy podporuje, jak ukazuje Bubenicek.

Aby mohl Petr Bubeni¢ek dosahnout syntetického pohledu a zaroven piedstavit
rizné moznosti subversivnich strategii spojenych s procesem adaptace, tak
vybiré nejen filmy napti¢ danym obdobim, ale i snimky rtznych Zanri a styld. Ve
vybéru Sesti snimk jsou také zastoupené jak filmy, které podvratnost spojuji
spise s estetickou rovinou, nebo ve volbé motivii, témat, dekoraci, tak ty jez se o
ni pokouseji na roviné narace. Miizeme tak sledovat jak se vi¢i vyzdvihovani
soucasnosti vraci idylicka minulost a jak se vii¢i normativu heterosexualni
kolektivity stavi skryty obraz homosexualni intimity ve filmu Stffbrny vitr, jak
jsou dobové nevhodné surrealné obrazy spojené s fantasti¢nosti, utopickym
vztahem k technologiim a kritikou statni korupce skryvany v tvorbé pro déti ve
snimku Vyndlez zkdzy a Ukradend vzducholod’ nebo kterak lze napadat oficialni
ideologii, spolecenska schémata ¢i dominantni marxisticky vyklad déjin ve
filmech Markéta Lazarovd, Romance pro kifidlovku ¢ Zertu. Jednou

z pozoruhodnych subverzivnich strategii se pak ukazuje také zfilmovani
nezfilmovatelné literarni pfedlohy, jez oslabuje jedine¢nost slova a nahrazuje ji
obrazem, respektive estetickou stylizaci - a zpochybriuje tak oficidlni hlas.
Podstatné je, Ze Petr Bubenitek neomezuje sviij vyklad pouze na pievody
obsahij, ale sleduje plnou $kalu formédlnich prostiedki a postupi, které mohou
narus$ovat ,hladkou” a neproblematickou adaptaci, vénuje se zvuku, obrazu,
slovy, tedy v§em ,signalim®, které jsou vysilany k divakovi a mohou ho
provokovat k jinym asociacim, nez které mohly mit cenzurni organy. Aby se
Bubenicek nedostaval na rovinu nepodloZenych spekulaci, zkouma adaptaci

v prisecikt nékolika teoretickych ramcti (adaptaénich i
kulturnich/kulturalnich), pfiéemz podstatné je pak i zahrnuti recepce, jez
obohacuje strukturalni analyzu filmového ,textu”.

Diskutabilni by mohlo byt zapominani na nékteré rozméry adaptace, nebo jejich
odmitani. Adapta¢ni teorie propojené s teoriemi postkolonialnimi dovoluji Petru
Bubenickovi sledovat adaptaci jako moZnost subverze vii¢i narodni kultufe.
Autor ukazuje, Ze pravé tento kulturalni ramec umoznuje identifikovat
skute¢nou komunikaci mezi textem a pre-textem a nikoli rozmlZeny intertext,
ktery je pro néj (v souladu s Thomase Leitschem) problematicky. Je v§ak otazka,
zda tuto nejasnou distinkci mezi adaptaci a jinymi intertexty nenahrazuje jen
»politickfm"“ rozmérem tohoto dialogu. Toto v$ak lze povaZzovati za kladnou
stranku publikace, tedy ono pfesné soustiedéni se na konkrétni linii, ktera dané
filmy provazuje a ktera presahuje pouhou estetickou analyzu. Cenné je rovnéz
védomi toho, Ze do procesu adaptace vstupuji mnohé neumélecké faktory, od
ekonomickych, ptes institucionalni az po vlivy jednotlivych ,agenti” podilejicich
se na vysledném dile. Kladné hodnotit lze i to, Ze Bubeni¢ek adaptaci nepovazuje
za ukonceny produkt, ale je pro néj klicové adaptovani jakoZto dynamicky



proces. Diky neuzavienosti tak lze sledovany material otevirat i dal§imu ¢tent,
podnécuje dal3f interpretace a stava se inspirativni.

Na préci je tireba ocenit i to, Ze je prinosna jak pro domaci, tak zahrani¢nf{
publikum. Pro ¢eské ¢tenare je klicova z hlediska teoretické konceptualizace
tématu i interpretace jednotlivych dél. Zahrani¢ni ¢tenare zase Bubenicek velice
citlivé provaz{ déjinami ¢eské povaletné kinematografie, nastifiuje historicky
kontext i jednotlivé spolefenské, kulturni a politické promény a normy. Ve svém
historicko-kulturnim vykladu nezabfedava do zbytetnych detaili, ale soustiredi
se na ty nejpodstatnéj$i, aby pak mohl lépe vysvétlit, jak se dané filmy
(ne)napojujif na ceskou tradici satiry, kritiky a subverze na jedné strané, na
strané druhé jak (ne)rezonuji s dobovou estetikou a narativnimi strukturami,
aby piipadné mohly byt éteny ,proti srsti®.

Rada bych zdiiraznila, Ze ocenénf hodné je uz to, Ze se Petr Bubenitek zabyva
problémem adaptacf dlouhodobé a systematicky. Ceské prostfedi seznamil

s riznorodymi teoretickymi ramci a perspektivami, které lze ve vztahu

k adaptaci vyuzivat, a definitivné tak potvrdil, Ze metoda, jeZ se opira pouze o
hodnocenf filmové vérnosti, je ponékud zastarala. Nabidl nové nastroje, které
maji interdisciplinarn{ vyuziti (at jiz ve filmové a literarni védé, ve vizualnich a
kulturalnich studiich, tak napfiklad v translatologii). V tomto textu vak
prekrocil své dosavadni uvazovani a dokazal komplexné uchopit
mnohovrstevnaté téma. Pfedvedl zde, jak mohou byt adaptace uzitetné

ke sledovani urcitého kulturniho fenoménu mimo postupy tradi¢ni
historiografie. Text pied nami nadrtava paralelni d&jiny ¢eské kinematografie,
nikoli za pomoci institu¢nich déjin ¢&i pfibéhu cenzurnich zasahi, ale skrze
konkrétni dila, respektive konkrétni adaptacni procesy, medialni techniky a
praktiky. (Zaradil se tak po bok knize Jonathana Owena Avant-garde to New
Wave: Czechoslovak Cinema, Surrealism and the Sixties, ktera ze zcela jiné pozice
a s jingm cilem odhaluje myslenkové zikulisi ¢eskoslovenské nové viny.) Tento
odli$ny pohled na film, literaturu a adaptaci je natolik zavazny, poctivy a ptivodni
- jak doklada i vydani v prestiznim zahranitnim vydavatelstvi -, Ze praci velice
rada doporucuji k obhajobé.

Doc. PhDr. Katefina Svatoriova, Ph.D.
V Praze, Michli dne 23. 4. 2019



Posudek habilitaéni prace
Subversive Adaptations: Czech Literature on Screen behind the Iron Curtain.
(London: Palgrave Macmillan 2017, 224 s.)
Autor: Mgr. Petr Bubenicek, Ph.D.

Piedlozend habilita¢ni prace bezpochyby piedstavuje zdvazny prispévek ke zkouméani
filmovych adaptaci literarnich dél. Autor ve své monografii podavé dikladnou analyzu
nékolika vyznamnych ¢eskych filml z padesatych a Sedesatych let dvacéatého stoleti, které
byly nato¢eny na zakladé¢ literarnich pfedloh. Je tfeba zdiraznit, Ze habilitaéni prace byla
knizné publikovéana v angli¢tiné v renomovaném mezinarodnim nakladatelstvi, a to v ramci
ediéni fady ,,Palgrave Studies in Adaptation and Visual Culture”. Bubeni¢kova monografie
proto vystupuje jako souéést Sirokého vyzkumného proudu tzv. adaptaénich studii (adapration
studies), ktery se rozviji predev§im v anglosaskych zemich; dodejme, Ze autor se svou
odbornou (publika¢ni, konferenéni, organiza¢ni) aktivitou do tohoto proudu vyrazné zaélenil
uz dfive. Nezanedbatelnym pfinosem publikace tak je, Ze v mezinarodnim kontextu
reprezentuje a propaguje ¢eskou filmovou védu (a vzhledem k interdisciplindrnimu tématu
rovnéZ védu literarni). V dal$im aspektu kniha prohlubuje znalost ¢eské kinematografie (a
vibec kultury) u zahraniéniho odborného publika.

Na druhé strané primarni zaméfeni na zahraniéni recipienty, ktefi jsou s ¢eskou kulturou
(ale i historii) sezndmeni mnohem méné neZ odpovidajici doméci &tenaf, zakonité vede
k volbé takového zplisobu vykladu, ktery jim mé vychdazet vstric, a k zahrnovéani informaci,
které jim maji opatfit védomostni rdmec, jimz je ¢esky Etenar uz vybaven. Tento aspekt se
vyznacné projevuje zejména v rozsahlé ivodni kapitole (s. 1-41). Tato kapitola mé podobu
shmujiciho vykladu o ¢eskych (Eeskoslovenskych) déjinach a o zakladnich faktech z vyvoje
¢eské kinematografie, jenZ je ohranicen na jedné stran€ pocatkem prvni republiky, na druhé
stran€ nastupem tzv. normalizace. Zaroven je ovSem nutno uvést, Ze vyklad je instruktivni a
kultivovany a Ze se opira o rozsédhlou relevantni literaturu,

Piedpoklddanym postojiim a océekdvanim zahrani¢nich recipienti odpovidd nékdy
pon€kud zjednoduSujici (¢i ne zcela nuancovan€) traktovdni mocenskych a ideologickych
pozadavkul, vlivli a zéasahli, snimZ se setkdvame na riznych mistech prace (srov. napf.
opakované uvahy o tom, jak by lffla uréita pr;)blematika ztvarnéna z hlediska optimistick£ho
komunistického pojeti budoucih¢: vyvoje). Ohled na zminéné zahrani¢ni recipienty. se
evidentné projevil také v akcenwu ha koncept subverzivnosti; zahrnuti pfislusného vyrazu do

titulu monografie (subversive adaptations) poukazuje na to, Ze vztazeni k subverzivnosu je



prezentovano jako urdity sjednocujici svornik prace. Pfitom vSak subverzivnost zistava
entitou velmi flexibilni a nevyhranénou. Pfizna¢né je, Ze v textu neni konkrétnéji vymezena a
nenachézime v ném zadnou reflexi dosavadni literatury o této otdzce (neni napf. pfipomenuta
proslula publikace Amose Vogela Film as Subversive Art [1. vyd. 1974], ktera se prikopnicky
pokousi predstavit, byt esejistickou formou, $kalu projevi subverzivnosti v kinematografii).
Subverzivnost tak muize byt zdmérné produkovana tvirci, ale také muze byt do filmi
sekundarné projektovana ze strany divdkl; miZe se projevovat v (alespori implicitni)
manifestaci opozi¢nich postojli, v ndznakovém ptihlaSeni se k potlaCované sexuélni orientaci,
ale rovnéz v koncentraci na esteticky aspekt a individudlni kreativitu apod. Subverzivnost tak
nakonec funguje jako ,,nit“, na niZ je mozno jednotlivé analyzy navlékat a dodavat jim (resp.
probiranym filmim) uréity spole¢ny a jednotici rys.

Ty spodivaji pfedev§im v dikladné, promyslené a citlivé analyze vybranych filmovych
adaptaci, jez jsou pfitom vztazeny ke svym pfedlohdam, k aktivitdm svych ptivodcti i k Sir§imu
kulturnimu, sociélnimu a politickému kontextu. Tento zna¢né obséhly okruh otézek, jichz se
vyklad o jednotlivych adaptacich dotykd, souvisi s autorovym teoreticky podloZenym
rozhodnutim. Bubenicek na zacatku prace soustavné reflektuje soucasnou situaci v oblasti
adaptacnich studii a poukazuje na parcidlni a restriktivni charakter né€kterych uplatiiovanych
koncepci. Bezpochyby opravnéné proto piistupuje k adaptaci jako k dynamickému procesu,
na némz se podili mnoho rozmanitych faktord, které je tfeba pfi zkoumani respektovat (s. 6);
jde tu naptf. i o vklad riznych ¢len tymu, ktery adaptaci realizuje, a na druhé strané o
instituciondlni a ekonomicky ramec. Analyzy zahrnuté do knihy tak charakterizuje usili o
komplexnost pfistupu k probiranym adaptacim, jez se pfitom spojuje sohledem na jejich
specifi¢nost.

Hlavni ¢ast prace (kapitoly 2 az 5) zahrnuje vyklady o Sesti ¢eskych filmech. Jejich
vybér je vhodny a dobfe odiivodnény, i kdyz se pochopitelné jako mozné a zajimavé jevi i
jiné volby (pozornost by si asi zaslouZila néktera zdobové pifiznaénych adaptaci proz
Bohumila Hrabala, Milana Kundery ¢i Vladimira Parala nebo specificky, velmi volny ptepis
romanu Gulliverovy cesty od Jonathana Swifta pod nazvem Pripad pro zacinajiciho kata, jenz
je chargkterizovan v uvodni Kkapitole, ale jen stru¢nym.” a proto - vzhledem ke
komplikdvanosti & mnohotvarnosti dila ponékud zjedn(_'):(luéujicim Zf)ﬁsobem). Jako
podstaine kritéria pro vybér filmd k analyze vystupuje jeji_cff vyznamnost z vyvojového
(kulturniio, ale i politického) hlediska, diferencovanost vyuii\;ah)?ch postuptl a do urcité miry

rovnéZ jejich mezinarodni zndmost.



Obséhla kapitola vénovana adaptaci romanu Frani Sramka St#ibrny vitr, natodené v roce
1954, ale uvedené do kin aZz o dva roky pozdé€ji (s.43 84), exemplarnim zplisobem
konfrontuje pozici Sramkova romanu v &eské kultufe a inovaéni potencial filmového piepisu
v kontextu Ceské spolecnosti poloviny padesatych let. Na kapitole je tfeba ocenit disledné
sledovani posunii mezi romanem a filmem Véclava Kr§ky a promyslenou interpretaci téchto
posund. PresvédCivé (a tentokrat zcela odivodnén€) se zde poukazuje na subverzivni
potencial filmu zaloZeny mj. na nendpadné pfitomnosti homoerotickych motivi. Na druhé
stran€ se mozna az priliSnd pozornost upira na vnéjsi osudy aktéri spjatych se vznikem filmu
a trochu nésilné se hledaji paralely mezi jejich Zivoty a filmovym piibéhem.

Nasledujici kapitola (s. 85 128) se zabyva dvé€ma filmy Karla Zemana vzniklymi na
zdkladé¢ romant Julesa Verna (Vyndlez zkdzy, 1958; Ukradend vzducholod, 1966). P¥inos
vykladii vtéto kapitole spatfuji predevSim ve dvou aspektech: Autor zde na bohatém
materidlu ukazuje, jak se v podobé filmovych adaptaci reflektuje nejen text romant, ale také
jejich dobové ilustrace. Zarovenn Zemanovy filmy interpretuje prostiednictvim vztaZeni
k podstatnym rystim novodobé &eské kultury a historie (komparace s dilem Karla Capka,
upozornéni na ,,stopy surrealismu®, poukaz na parodickou evokaci ceské belle époque), a
doklada tak jejich az piekvapivou sémantickou komplexnost.

Ve ¢tvité kapitole (s. 129 167) se monografie zaméfuje na dvé ,nepominutelné
adaptace ze Sedesatych let, Marketu Lazarovou (FrantiSek VIacil, 1967) a Romanci pro
kiidlovku (Otakar Vavra, 1966). Pii vykladu o Marketé Lazarové se autor musel vyrovnavat
s uz znaéné€ rozsdhlou literaturou vénovanou filmu i jeho roménové piedloze od Vladislava
Vancury a spiSe usporddava a dopliiuje dosud uvadéné poznatky. Naproti tomu ¢ast kapitoly
pojednavajici o Romanci pro kfidlovku piina$i neobycejné pelivou a podnétnou analyzu
basnické skladby FrantiSka Hrubina i Véavrova filmu a vzajemnych vztahti mezi nimi. Lze
poukézat na porovnani ¢asové a prostorové struktury basné a navazujiciho filmu, na vyklad o
mytické bazi danych d€l ¢i na rozbor uplatnéni motivii pomijivosti Zivota, lasky a osameélosti.

Koneéné patd kapitola (s. 169-196) doddva do knihy potiebnou problematiku
,.zeitgeistu® konce $edesatych let a probira adaptaci romanu Milana Kundery Zert od Jaromila
JireSe (1968). Analyza se zde soustied'uje piedevsim na konstrukci jednotlivych postav a
predstaveni jejich postojd vromanu. & ve filmu. I_(upodivu v§ak vyklad pomiji dasledky
vypusténi jedné z dilezitych roméanovych figur, Lucie, z filmového piepisu.

Zavér: PredloZzend monografic Petra Bubenicka piedstavuje dulezity a podnétny
ptispévek k vyzkumu filmovych ad;ujlaci literarnich dél, jenZz se vyrazné zapojuje dc

soucasnych mezinarodnich trendu v oblasti adaptation studies. Jadro prace tvoii promyslené a



dikladné analyzy Sesti ¢eskych filmu, které spojuji postizeni jejich estetickych kvalit s reflexi
kulturniho, socidlniho a politického kontextu. Publikace spliiuje pozadavky kladené na

habilita¢ni prace a pokladam ji za velmi vhodny podklad pro habilitaéni Fizeni.

V Praze dne 6. bfezna 2019

UNIVERZITA KARLOVA

Filozofické fakulta
szolum‘;hw|m Prof. PhDr. Petr Mares, CSc.,
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Professor Petr Bilek

Vice Dean for Research
Faculty of Arts

University of South Bohemia
BraniSovska 31a

370 05 Ceské Budgjovice
Czech Republic

Dear Professor Bilek:

Thanks once again for your invitation to review Professor Petr Bubenitek’s monograph
Subversive Adaptations: Czech Literature on Screen behind the Iron Curtain in connection with
his habilitation. It is a pleasure to return to his book, which I reviewed a year ago for the Oxford
journal Adaptation, with a fresh eye and see more clearly some general patterns and implications
that I had appreciated only incompletely when I first read it.

The paramount point that strikes me now about Professor Bubeni¢ek’s monograph is how apt its
title is. The most obvious sense in which his project is subversive is of course in its choice of
subject: cinematic adaptations of literary works released in Czechoslovakia in the depths of the
Cold War, between 1954 and 1969. “Although Party apparatchiks did their best to mold all film
adaptations produced in Communist Czechoslovakia according to the tried-and-true spirit of
Marxism-Leninism,” he announces at the beginning of his Introduction, “the best cinematic
works managed to shed, in one way or another, this oppressive yoke, becoming instrumental
agents in a gradual liberalization of the Communist regime culminating with the Prague Spring
of 1968 (1). The films on which Professor Bubenicek focuses most closely are subversive in the
strict sense of deliberately undercutting whether by adapting unlikely properties like Vladislav
Vancura’s 1931 novel Marketa Lazarovad and FrantiSek Hrubin’s 1961 poem Romance for
Flugelhorn or by importing taboo material like the homoerotic overtones Vaclav Krska
introduced into his adaptation of Fraia Sramek’s 1910 novel Silvery Wind the ideological
principles a repressive state had sought to impose on them.

As Professor Bubenicek explains, his project is subversive in another sense that is scarcely less
obvious. In writing a history that singles out Cold War Czechoslovak films that challenged rather
than transmitting the verities dictated by the state control of the industry, he is also challenging
the widely accepted “view that all films produced by the state-controlled movie industry behind
the Iron Curtain were artistically uninspired flops whose sole raison d’étre was to expound



official ideology by other means™ (1). In other words, the new account he presents of Cold War
Czech filmmaking is quite as subversive of older histories of the subject as the films he examines
are of the official political ideology they disrupt.

But this does not end the subversiveness of Professor Bubenicek’s project. Its view of film
adaptations’ deliberate subversion of the ideology they are supposed to present flies in the face
of generations of commonsensical assumptions about film adaptations. At least in the
Anglophone countries with which I am most familiar, the first responsibility journalistic
reviewers take upon themselves when a new film adaptation is released is to compare it to its
literary source and pronounce it a success or failure on the basis of its fidelity to that source, as if
the film in question were a substitute whose primary responsibility was to provide a faithful
simulacrum of that source for viewers who lacked the time or interest to read the source in its
original print format. No wonder then that nonprofessional movie audiences confronted by
adaptations overwhelming ask how faithful they are to the books they adapt a methodology
Professor Bubenicek turns on its head by focusing on adaptations that deliberately seek to
challenge the ideological and institutional imperatives under which they have been produced,
and sometimes, as in the case of The Joke, Jaromil Jeres’s 1969 adaptation of Milan Kundera’s
1967 novel, their nominal literary sources themselves. By pursuing a common strategy in film
adaptations—forgoing the polyphonic range of voices and perspectives from which Kundera
presented his central situation, the professional rivalry between the dissident Ludvik Jahn, whose
criticism of mindless state-sponsored optimism in an adolescent postcard he sends to his
girlfriend gets him jailed and expelled from the Party, and his old schoolmate Pavel Zemanek, a
Party stalwart now turned reformer Jeres$ not only focuses more narrowly on Jahn’s attempt to
avenge himself on Zemanek by sleeping with his wife, an attempt doomed to failure because the
Zemaneks’ is a marriage in name only, but broadens Kundera’s view that “history had played a
cruel joke at [Jahn’s] expense” (171) to produce the even more annihilating (and anti-Marxist)
conclusion that “history leads nowhere” (193).

The question of whether and how far film adaptations should attempt to be faithful to the literary
texts they adapt has been hotly debated by scholars of adaptation for the past twenty years, and
few of them would agree with reviewers and nonprofessional viewers that fidelity is a requisite
of effective adaptations. But here again Professor Bubeni¢ek manages one more act of
subversion, this time against adaptation scholarship itself. Although much of the transformative
energy behind recent adaptation studies was provoked by Robert Stam’s use of Mikhail Bakhtin
and Julia Kristeva’s intertextual models to promote the idea that all texts are intertexts, whether
or not they explicitly identify themselves as adaptations, Stam’s own extensive work on
politically subversive adaptations focuses exclusively on Third World films and theater pieces
that adapt canonical European or American texts from Carmen to Lolita not to replicate their
ideological agendas but to talk back to them. In Stam’s highly influential account, adaptation
provides hitherto marginalized cultures in South Asia, Africa, and the Caribbean the opportunity
to engage in dialogue as equals with classics of European and Anglophone literature and their
social, political, and ideological programs. What Professor Bubeni¢ek has done in Subversive
Adaptations is to reimagine Stam’s spatial, geographical model in temporal, historical terms. In
his account, subversion is not restricted to geographically marginalized cultures; now it exposes
rifts in what might have seemed a single national culture, even one assumed to have been as
rigidly controlled as Czechoslovak culture under Communist rule.



Stam’s work has left an incalculable legacy for contemporary adaptation studies, whose status as
an academic discipline may fairly be said to date from his premise that because every text is an
intertext, adaptations should be considered exemplary, not marginal, and his implicit challenge,
further developed by Linda Hutcheon, to place as much emphasis on adaptation as a process of
producing and consuming texts as on adaptations as a corpus of works governed by rules
generated by the particular texts they adapt and the more general norms of adaptation. I think
there is every chance that adaptation scholars will find Professor Bubenicek’s work, which
locates subversiveness at the very heart of adaptation, equally valuable. His analysis has the
power to unlock what casual observers may take to be the consensual affordances of culture and
expose the rifts within even the most tightly controlled cultures. Implicit in his view of
adaptation is the proposition that these rifts are not isolated or marginal features of otherwise
univocal cultures but indications of just how diverse, polyphonic, and often clamorous what may
seem well-regulated cultures are. Professor Bubenicek’s history of cold-war Czechoslovak film
adaptations, which contends that the official Communist regime under which they were produced
played host, however unwillingly, to a surprising range of dissident voices reminds us that
Communism already marked a layering of one set of ideological norms atop a pre-existing
national culture, and that indeed that national culture itself was a hybrid culture that depended on
the relatively recent yoking of two political domains that have since separated once again. To
take a longer view than Professor Bubeni¢ek does, but one that follows directly from his
analysis, culture itself is not a series of aesthetically or ideologically hallowed monuments but a
series of variously fraught conversations among different groups that are rarely political equals,
and an invitation to continue this conversation by the ceaseless adaptation of both earlier works
and the participants themselves, who are already commonly described as adapting whenever they
cross national borders and assimilate to new host cultures. In Professor Bubenicek’s view,
adaptation offers a uniquely valuable perspective on the ceaseless debating, jostling, challenging,
suppressing, and reordering that are already a feature of even the most apparently stable and
homogenous cultures.

Whether the cultural ferment that proceeds from all this activity is more like a polyphonic
harmony or a chaotic cacophony is a question neither Stam nor Professor Bubenicek takes up
directly. But Professor Bubenicek has provided a powerful final instance of adaptive energy and
resourcefulness in his decision to publish his book in English rather than his native Czech. On
the one hand, it represents an obvious choice, for virtually all the most broadly influential works
in adaptation studies since its beginnings have also appeared, for better or worse, in English, and
it is much easier to join this conversation and attract a wide readership as a speaker of English
than as an outsider. Yet it cannot have been easy for Professor BubeniCek to carry out his
resolution to produce an entire monograph in a language not originally his own. Reviewing the
references at the end of each of his six chapters reveals, not surprisingly, that the matrix of
scholarship on which he draws is overwhelmingly Czech. Indeed his readings of films like Karel
Zeman’s The Fabulous World of Jules Verne (1958) and The Stolen Airship (1960), originally
aimed at an audience of children, are so close and insistently grounded in cultural and historical
contexts that it could scarcely be otherwise. Instead of emphasizing the logistical incongruities
arising from this apparent dissonance, however, I would observe that the result is to place
Professor Bubeni¢ek’s project in a borderland of its own, a frontier not exactly national or
cultural or linguistic or methodological, but inflected by each of those borders and the conflicts



they beget, and ultimately to remind us that however secure we may feel in our own communal
or national or cultural identity, everything we write and speak and think has the power both to
replicate and to subvert the cultural norms against which (and here I would emphasize the word
against) we identify ourselves. If every species and perhaps every organism must adapt in order
to survive, Professor Bubeniek reminds us that subversion is as essential as faithful replication
to the project of successful adaptation.

In sum, I find Professor Bubenitek’s contributions to both his chosen field of adaptation studies
and the broader area of textual studies to be both scholarly and provocative. I look forward to
reading him for many years to come and hope that his future works will identify him as
Associate Professor BubeniCek, and perhaps soon as Professor Bubenicek.

Yours sincerely,

Thomas Leitch
Professor of English





