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Abs tract

The authors of the paper introduce the readers to the context of the literary edu-
cation in Czech schools. In Czech milieu were hold many polemic dis cus sions, that are
known at least since the year 1890. Into that dis cus sions were involved big per so na li ties
of con ter po ra ry cultural live, among others Hubert Gordon Schauer, František Krejčí,
Jaroslav Vlček, Otakar Hostinský, Vilém Mathesius and Jan Mu kařovský. In many
cases thay evaluated teaching of li tera ture as distant from the life of a young ge ne ra tion,
too his to ri cal ly oriented, and pointed out its deficient con nec tion with aes the tics of
a literary work. They held against excessive me mo ri za tion as contrary to the little
emphasis put on reading and analysis of literary work. The authors of the paper are
strongly convinced that even after more than 130 years of polemic dis cus sions about the 
form of literary education and a series of reforms (which cannot even be taken into
account because it is not clear where one reform ends and another begins), the real cur ri -
cu lum of literary education has not fun da men tal ly changed.

Introduction

Authors of this ar ti cle teach at the De part ment of Czech Stud ies,
Fac ulty of Edu ca tion in the Uni ver sity of Jan Evan gel ista Purkyně in
Ústí nad La bem. Both fo cus pro fes sion ally on the meth od ol ogy of
teach ing lit era ture, and both were mem bers of the work ing group for
the cur ricu lum re vi sion in the field of lit er ary edu ca tion un til July
2019, when the ac tiv ity of this group was tem po rar ily sus pended. The
authors de vote the ar ti cle to 130 years of po lemi cal dis cus sions on the
form of lit er ary edu ca tion in the Czech edu ca tion sys tem The authors
re gard the con ti nu ity of these dis cus sions, as well as a clear ref er ence
for the fu ture re form of the lit er ary cur ricu lum of Czech pri mary, sec -
on dary and higher edu ca tion.

Po lemi cal dis cus sions re lated to the form of lit er ary edu ca tion/
/teaching lit era ture have been ob served since the 1890s1. Over 130
years, their topic has not changed in its core; the only al ter na tions are
in di vid ual ac tors and dis cus sion plat forms. The core of these dis cus -
sions is a cri tique of the ex cess of lit er ary his tory in the lit er ary cur -
ricu lum, i.e. the con cep tual con tra dic tion be tween the de clared lit er -
ary cur ricu lum and the more or less really taught lit er ary cur ricu lum in 
which lit er ary his tory over whelm ingly pre vails. We be lieve that reso -
nant dis cus sions are de rived from these dis crep an cies which usu ally
have the same agenda. Ei ther 1/ dis cus sions con cern ing the di vi sion or 
non- division of the edu ca tional sub ject Czech lan guage and lit era ture
into two sepa rate sub jects or 2/ dis cus sions pro mot ing the in te gra tion
of the three com po nents such as lan guage and a lit er ary com po nent of
the sub ject taught in pri mary school (where gram mar teach ing pre -
domi nates) and sec on dary school (where the teach ing of lit era ture in
close con nec tion with prepa ra tion for the Matura exam).

Con tro ver sial dis cus sions con tinue un til to day dur ing the prepa ra -
tion of the so- called 2030+ strat egy, and also in dis cus sions about the
planned re duc tion of the lit er ary cur ricu lum by up to half.

Re col lection of the po le mics since 1890

In 1890 the jour nal Sec on dary school (Střední škola) pub lished the
ar ti cle Lit era ture and Lit er ary His tory (Lit era tura a lit erární dějepis)
by Hu bert Gor don Schauer (1862–1892)2. The author named phe nom -
ena which were later re ferred to in dis pu ta tions of other authors as dis -
eases of school lit era ture / lit er ary edu ca tion. Schauer stated that lit er -
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1 Al though we stu died the maa te rial af ter 1890, we rea lize that re flec tions on
teaching li tera ture can be re lia bly do cu men ted al so in ear lier pu bli ca tions, e.g. Slo -
vesnost (1820). In this book, Jo sef Jung mann did not ar gue with the teaching of li -
tera ture but as si gned the rea ding and ana ly sis of texts a more im por tant role than to
the teaching of li ter a ry his to ry.

2 Among other things, Schauer was the author of the famous article Our Two
Questions (Naše dvě otázky) from 1886 and the author of public letters to T. G.
Masaryk.



ary edu ca tion did not fit the needs or re al ity of the young gen era tion
be cause it was over whelmed with lit er ary his tory: „dry enu mera tion
of names, cate go ri za tion, and re cate go ri za tion” (Schauer, 1890, pp.
385–387). He em pha sized that the pur pose of lit er ary edu ca tion is not
to pro vide a wealth of data, but above all to teach think ing.

A lot of im por tant per son ali ties of con tem po rary cul tural life at the
end of the 19th and the be gin ning of the 20th cen tury evalu ated teach -
ing of lit era ture as dis tant from the life of a young gen era tion, too his -
tori cally ori ented, and pointed out its de fi cient con nec tion with aes -
thet ics of a lit er ary work. They held against ex ces sive memo ri za tion
as con trary to the lit tle em pha sis put on read ing and analy sis of lit er ary 
work. Amongst them were Fran tišek Krejčí (1858–1934) con tem po -
rary phi lolo gist, phi loso pher of aes thet ics, psy cholo gist and poli ti -
cian, pro fes sor at Char les Uni ver sity in Pra gue, and teacher at three
dif fer ent sec on dary schools; Ja ro slav Vlček (1860–1930), lit er ary his -
to rian, poli ti cian, and Czech pro fes sor; and Otakar Host inský
(1847–1910), pro fes sor of aes thet ics at Charles- Ferdinand Uni ver sity, 
mu sic and thea ter theo rist. Other per son ali ties who con trib uted sig -
nifi cantly to the po lemi cal dis cus sions were, for in stance, Czech phi -
lolo gist and co- founder of the Pra gue Lin guis tic Cir cle Vilém Mathe -
sius (1882–1945), and Fran tišek Götz (1894–1974) lit er ary his to rian,
lit er ary and thea ter criti cist, thea ter theo re tist and, among other things, 
drama turg of the Na tional Thea ter.

Jan Mu kařovský (1891–1975) also re peat edly com mented on con -
cep tual con sid era tions about the teach ing of lit era ture. As early as
1925, he criti cized “literary- historical method for its own sake” (Mu -
kařovský, 1925, p. 18) in the ar ti cle in the maga zine Sec on dary
School, Teach ing the Na tive Lan guage in French Schools and the
Need for its Re form in Our Schools. In an other, more re mark able ar ti -
cle, Po et ics as the Ba sis of Lit er ary Edu ca tion in High School, pub -
lished in the same maga zine in 1943 (Mu kařovský, 1943, p. 205–215), 
Mu kařovský stated that the ba sis of teach ing lit era ture in high school
should be not lit er ary his tory, but the po et ics of lit er ary work. He also
de scribed the sec on dary school teach ing of lit era ture as a full- fledged

edu ca tion and con sis tently ad hered to the con cept of lit er ary edu ca -
tion. He em pha sized that lit er ary edu ca tion „must not be treated as
a set of knowl edge, but as a means of the pro cess of up bring ing.” (Mu -
kařovský, 1943, p. 215)

The de mands for the re duc tion of the literary- historical cur ricu lum
were also voiced in the 1950s, when a wide range of di verse teach ing
ma te ri als were cre ated, such as the Meth od ol ogy of Teach ing Lit era -
ture (1949), in which V. V. Go lub kov en cour aged di rect work with lit -
er ary texts. Vítězslav Tichý, for ex am ple, called for an un com pro mis -
ing re duc tion of the lit er ary cur ricu lum on the pages of the maga zine
Czech lan guage and lit era ture at the end of the 1950s: 

This ba sic ques tion, which will be come more and more ur gent, re quires a com -
pletely un com pro mis ing so lu tion. First of all: It is an un de ni able fact that the quan tity
of fact- oriented sub ject mat ter must also be re stricted in lit er ary edu ca tion.... It is not
pos si ble for cur ric ula, text books and read ing books to be over whelm ing for the stu -
dents – as in the past – with names, ti tles or small mean ing less ex am ples. (Tichý,
1958–1959, p. 13–14)

The authors of lit er ary edu ca tion con cepts in the 1960s also paid
at ten tion to the pu pils’ read ing in ter pre tive ac tiv ity3. This is proved es -
pe cially by Šla jer’s (1968–1969) model of lit er ary edu ca tion di rected
es pe cially to the sec on dary schools. Ac cord ing to this con cept, the ar -
tis tic and aes thetic com po nent of lit er ary edu ca tion is „sub or di nated to 
the sci en tific and in tel lec tual com po nent, which has a sec on dary
mean ing of the means, even though it is an im por tant fac tor which
can not be un der es ti mated and ne glected” (p. 351). The ef fort to in tro -
duce the ar tis tic con struc tion of a lit er ary work and teach the stu dents
to ori ent them selves in its plans, com po nents and their re la tions is evi -
denced by Šla jer’s method of ori en ta tional struc tural op era tions,
which teach stu dents to di verts at ten tion from the struc ture of the work 
in or der to fo cus on other com po nents and spe cifi cally to work with
them. An other sig nifi cant as pect of the method was let ting stu dents
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dis cover re la tions be tween the in di vid ual com po nents and the whole
con text of the work.

Dis cus sions around lit er ary edu ca tion (on the he gem ony of lit er ary 
his tory, over whelmed by literary- historical facts, on read ing edu ca -
tion, put ting the em pha sis on the aes thetic quali ties of lit er ary work
and the na ture of lit er ary edu ca tion in gen eral) and the lin guis tic edu -
ca tion were re peat edly stimu lated by re flec tions on the di vi sion of two 
domi nant com po nents of Czech lan guage and lit era ture into two sepa -
rate sub jects: Czech lan guage and (Czech) lit era ture. At the end of the
1960s, these dis cus sions took place mainly on the pages of the maga -
zine Český ja zyk a lit era tura; in the 1990s, simi lar dis cus sions re vived
(cf. D. Franta, in Čechová, Spěváčk ová, 2019, p. 120–123).

In 1970s and 1980s, many sig nifi cant Fig ure en tered the dis cus -
sion, e.g. Ja ro slav Ma chytka, Ja romír Plch, Sva to pluk Ce nek, Oto kar
Cha loupka, and Dag mar Dorovská with her di dac tics text book. For
sev eral dec ades, Slo vak lit er ary scholar and di dac ti cist Marta Ger -
mušk ová (among oth ers the author of the mono graph Lit er ary Text in
Di dac tic Com mu ni ca tion) has been criti ciz ing the dis pro por tion be -
tween the literary- historian facts, and aes thetic or impres sion able con -
cepts of teach ing lit era ture (Ger mušk ová, 2003, p. 8). She has sug -
gested that it is nec es sary to liq ui date this dis pro por tion in or der to
achieve a higher qual ity of school lit er ary edu ca tion. La dislava Leder -
bu chová has long been de vel op ing the con cept of di dac tic in ter pre ta -
tion of a lit er ary work at school. In the Out line of Di dac tics of Lit era -
ture (2004), Vla dimír Nez ku sil re fers to the read er’s ap proach, and Jiří 
Kos tečka on the pages of the Czech lan guage and lit era ture speaks
about an over whelm ing fac tual, as well as his to ri og raphi cal con cep -
tion of teach ing in the lit er ary edu ca tion. (Kos tečka, 2011–2012,
p. 137)

Also in the 1990s, a pro posal re ap peared to re tain the Czech lan -
guage, com po si tion and com mu ni ca tion as an autono mous sub ject in
the cur ricu lum and to set aside lit er ary edu ca tion, and thus to re duce
sig nifi cantly its an tici pated cur ricu lum. It would be as signed to other
aes thetic edu ca tional sub jects (art edu ca tion and mu sic edu ca tion),

and would thus form one sub ject in te grat ing all three above-
 mentioned in Aes thetic edu ca tion, i.e. lit er ary, art and mu sic edu ca -
tion.

The cur ri cu lum of li ter a ry edu ca tion in the 21st cen tu ry

Ja ro slav Vala (the author of the mono graph Po etry, Stu dents and
Teach ers (2013) with the sub ti tle Re cep tion, In ter pre ta tion, Teach ing) 
came to in ter est ing con clu sions. Vala with the mem bers of his re -
search team con ducted a lon gi tu di nal in ter ven tion study in ex peri -
men tal classes and re corded stu dents’ views on po etry af ter the study.
In ad di tion to ex press ing their own views on the per cep tion of po etry,
stu dents also spon ta ne ously com mented on how they were taught in
lit er ary edu ca tion. Some stu dents con fided that only af ter ex pe ri enc -
ing di rect work with po etry (with the staff of the team led by Ja ro slav
Vala) they were able to search for the mean ing of the text, while pre vi -
ously they were led to memo rize the mean ing of the poem. For ex am -
ple, they said that po etry was pre vi ously a nec es sary evil for them,
which they were just try ing to en dure. At the end of her mono graph,
re fer ring to the pu pils’ state ments, Vala writes that „this was the first
real en coun ter with po etry for some stu dents in the ex peri men tal
classes.” (Vala, 2013, p. 250) Such con clu sions show that the call for
di rect work with the text is even af ter 130 years of po lemi cal dis cus -
sions (and 200 years af ter the pub li ca tion of Jung mann’s Ver bal ism)
only an un ful filled ideal and re mains un heard in school prac tice.

There have been only a few sur veys in the last dec ade pro vid ing us
with some clear data on the cur rent form of lit er ary edu ca tion in sec -
on dary schools. Nev er the less, these are works that have pro vided
valu able evi dence of 21st cen tury lit er ary edu ca tion. A sur vey by Věra 
Radvák ová from 2012 (Fac ulty of Edu ca tion, UWB in Pil sen) con -
ducted in six teen gram mar schools through 1,478 ques tion naires filled 
in by stu dents showed that “very lit tle at ten tion is paid to di rect work
with the text in school edu ca tion. The text has not yet be come the ba sis 
of lit er ary edu ca tion at the gram mar school. Teach ers seem to be
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afraid to base en tire lit er ary les sons on the in ter pre ta tion of texts; they
do not even use the ar tis tic text regu larly in lit er ary classes.”4

Ondřej Hník’s sur vey con ducted in 2009–2012 (now PedF UJEP in 
Ústí nad La bem, then PedF UK) on about 550 free state ments of stu -
dents en ter ing uni ver sity stud ies from vari ous re gions of the Czech
Re pub lic, and com ing from vari ous types of sec on dary schools sup -
ple mented by state ments of high school stu dents about the form of
teach ing lit era ture in pri mary and sec on dary schools, came to the con -
clu sion about the sec on dary school lit er ary cur ricu lum that the real lit -
er ary cur ricu lum is pre de ter mined by lit er ary his tory. The ac tual
analy sis and in ter pre ta tion of the work was trans formed into an analy -
sis or just a re minder of literary- historical con texts. If the teacher in -
ter prets the work, this is done only to a mini mal ex tent, at least on the
ex am ined sam ple. The text ful fills a mere docu men tary func tion, not
an aesthetic- educational func tion, i.e. it only docu ments the the sis
com mu ni cated in ad vance by the teacher or text book. The stu dents
spoke of a mini mal de gree, rather the ab sence of a read ing ex pe ri ence
in lit era ture classes. The read ing ex pe ri ence, the im pres sion of the text 
was pushed out by the fron tal lec tur ing of lit er ary his tory by the
teacher. Among other things, the sur vey again con firmed the dis pro -
por tion be tween lit er ary and lan guage edu ca tion in pri mary and sec -
on dary school (lit era ture is in suf fi ciently rep re sented at the 2nd level
of pri mary school, lan guage is in suf fi ciently rep re sented at sec on dary
school). This sur vey also showed that the over all ap proach to teach ing
lit era ture has not changed even af ter the first ten years, dur ing which
the trans for ma tion of Czech edu ca tion was al ready in full swing, nei -
ther the edu ca tional con tent nor the meth ods and forms of work
changed sig nifi cantly in the teach ing prac tice of lit er ary edu ca tion at
the 2nd level of pri mary or sec on dary school.

The po ten tial of teach ing for the de vel op ment of stu dent read ing of 
po etic texts be came the topic of the re search, which was com pleted in
2015 and whose ba sic re search method of data col lec tion was the par -

tici pa tory ob ser va tion of teach ing with the fo cus on the in ter pre ta tion
of Czech po etry (Jin dráček, 2015). The re searcher par tici pated 31 les -
sons, which took place in 2013 and 2014 in the sev enth and ninth
grades of four ap proved teach ers at pri mary schools in the Ústí nad
La bem and Kar lovy Vary re gions. Dur ing the re search, a cor pus of
data was col lected, in clud ing field notes, audio re cord ings of teach ing
and their tran scrip tion into text. The data em bed ded in real situa tional
con texts of teach ing made it pos si ble to as sess whether and how the
edu ca tional re al ity is close to the con cept of the cur ricu lum de signed
in edu ca tional pro grams. Al though teach ers who took part in the re -
search had dif fer ent teach ing prac tices, and the les sons took place in
dif fer ent types of schools (with dif fer ent pu pil ca paci ties, in dif fer ent
lo ca tions), the les sons were simi lar: re peat edly (in the les sons of all
par tici pat ing teach ers) pu pils were in structed to read the text first, then 
the teacher asked ques tions to all stu dents at once and usu ally ex -
pected an im me di ate re sponse from them, with out giv ing them the op -
por tu nity for de tailed and mul ti ple read ing (i.e. the ac tivi ties de scribed 
in the FEP ZV and in the con cepts of lit er ary edu ca tion, which we
pointed out in pre vi ous sec tions of this ar ti cle). Al though pu pils were
given the floor quite of ten in the re corded les sons, their rep li cas were
very short and sel dom de vi ated from a tra di tional les son struc ture in
which the stu dent’s brief an swer to the teach er’s ques tion re ceived
only a brief evalua tion (the teach er’s com ment, some times just a non -
ver bal sig nal).

Mod ern cur ricu lum re forms in re la tion to the real cur ricu lum
of lit er ary edu ca tion in the 21st cen tury

For a sym bolic hun dred years since Hu bert Gor don Schauer first
spoke about the form of lit er ary edu ca tion, the nec es sary cur ricu lum
re forms be gan to be dis cussed in Czecho slo va kia. Al though the first
dis cus sion of the cur ricu lum af ter No vem ber 1989 started with the de -
clared need for de moc ra ti za tion and de mar ca tion from the cur rent so -
cial ist school, in prin ci ple the dis cus sions fo cused on criti ciz ing the
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quan tity of “study ba sics” which were still valid, abol ish ing them, and
re plac ing them with so- called edu ca tional frame works. With out ex ag -
gera tion, the trans for ma tion of Czech edu ca tion af ter 1989 can be de -
scribed as a se ries of sev eral suc ces sive re forms, which have al ways
barely been com pleted and which have not ended to this day. Let us re -
call the stra te gic and con cep tual docu ment of the Min is try of Edu ca -
tion Strat egy of Edu ca tional Pol icy 2020 ap proved in 2014 (ab bre vi -
ated to the 2020 Strat egy) and the stra te gic and con cep tual docu ment
of the Strat egy of Edu ca tional Pol icy in the Czech Re pub lic un til
2030+, i.e. the discussed so- called 2030+ strat egy which has been be -
ing pre pared since 2018 and to be ap proved by the gov ern ment in
mid- 2020. Both docu ments are avail able at www.msmt.cz.

The first men tioned docu ment lists three stra te gic pri ori ties,
namely 

1) re duc ing ine quali ties in edu ca tion, 
2) sup port ing qual ity teacher edu ca tion and 
3) re spon si ble and ef fec tive management of the edu ca tion sys tem. 

We be lieve that es pe cially the sec ond and third pri or ity, their con -
cre ti za tion and im ple men ta tion into teach ing of the sub ject Czech lan -
guage and lit era ture were not ful filled. If teach ers talk about lit era ture
with out al low ing stu dents to en coun ter a lit er ary text, they cre ate a se -
ri ous risk that their teach ing will be come just a kind of myth- making
game, which, para doxi cally, deals with what is not re lated to the lit er -
ary work and what is ac cu mu lated on it as un jus ti fied bur den. Rather
than stimulat ing think ing about lit era ture when the reader sel dom
hears the dis tinc tive voice of the text, it is rec om mended to work with
the text di rectly. Such teach ing cre ates bar ri ers be tween the work and
the reader, it also gen er al izes (and trivi al izes) lit er ary work to vari ous
stereo types and cli chés. At the same time, the men tioned re searches
show that in school (of ten al ready at the 2nd stage of pri mary school)
this fron tally com mu ni cated lit er ary his tory is in tro duced at an in ap -
pro pri ate pace. It is over whelmed by a number of facts and forces pu -
pils to pas siv ity. Pu pils thus mostly write down the facts, which they
then have to memo rize, they think much less about the mean ing of the

text, etc. Pu pils do not de velop the per sonal edu ca tional strate gies, and 
there fore it can hardly be ac cepted as a model from which qual ity
teach ing in the 21st cen tury could be de rived.

Re gard ing the pri or ity of “re spon si ble and ef fec tive man age ment
of the edu ca tion sys tem”, we ask our selves whether our edu ca tion sys -
tem has been and still is man aged re spon si bly and ef fec tively, when
there is no evi dence of it in 130 years. Dur ing this pe riod of time many
theo rists and prac ti tio ners have drawn at ten tion to iden ti cal prob lem -
atic ar eas over and over again, which ob vi ously has not changed real
teach ing prac tice. If the docu ment Guide lines for the Edu ca tional Pol -
icy of the Czech Re pub lic 2030+ (work ing ver sion) aims, among
other, to “fo cus edu ca tion more on ac quir ing the com pe ten cies needed 
for ac tive civic, pro fes sional and per sonal life” (Veselý, Fischer,
Jabůrková..., 2019, p. 16), which logi cally in cludes edu ca tion for
read ing, then this di rec tion of edu ca tional pol icy should more than
ever wish for lit er ary edu ca tion. It should also wish for a com mu ni ca -
tive con cept of teach ing Czech lan guage and lit era ture (this con cept
has been com pul sory since the in tro duc tion of the FEP, yet it is not
ful filled in teach ing prac tice), as well as lit er ary edu ca tion based more
on in ter pre ta tion, and edu ca tion for read ing. Be neath the stra te gic ob -
jec tives in this docu ment are the so- called stra te gic lines, stra te gic line 
1 is named as Chang ing the con tent and way of edu ca tion. The 130
years of dis cus sions that this ar ti cle maps out do not point to any thing
other than changes in the con tent of lit er ary edu ca tion and changes in
the way of teach ing in lit er ary edu ca tion. If the con di tions are cre ated
for the 2030+ strat egy to be ac tu ally im ple mented in Czech schools,
then – from our point of view, at least hy po theti cally – the ideal of
teach ing lit era ture, which has been called for at least since the end of
the pre vi ous cen tury and which nei ther Czech nor Czecho slo vak
schools have reached yet, will be fi nally im ple mented in prac tice.

Sum mary

We are strongly con vinced that even af ter 130 years of po lemi cal
dis cus sions about the form of lit er ary edu ca tion and a se ries of re -
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forms (which can not even be taken into ac count be cause it is not clear
where one re form ends and an other be gins), the real cur ricu lum of lit -
er ary edu ca tion has not fun da men tally changed. The changes can be
ob served rather in the level of small „cos metic” ad just ments, which do 
not change any thing se ri ous about the named prob lem. Al though the
for mal cur ricu lum of all sub jects is de fined by the frame work cur ricu -
lum, i.e. it is a frame work, not a re stric tive list of cur ricu lum items,
teach ers of ten feel forced to teach par ticu lar in for ma tion in a par ticu -
lar amount by tra di tional meth ods, re gard less the school cur ric ula be -
ing in no vated.

Af ter 130 years of po lemi cal dis cus sions about the form of teach -
ing lit er ary edu ca tion, there is al most no docu mented shift of the fo cus 
in teach ing prac tice from the dogma tism, and fron tal pres en ta tion to -
wards in ter pre ta tion, and real work with tests. There is also no docu -
mented turn from lit er ary his tory, al most ex clu sively fron tally pre -
sented. The research about ac tual school prac tice de scribes situa tions
in which a lit er ary text is treated dif fer ently than as il lus tra tive ma te -
rial only spo radi cally. This is evi dent not only in the sec ond stage of
pri mary school, but es pe cially in sec on dary schools, where think ing
about lit era ture is all too of ten lost in tra di tional and re peat edly pre -
sented sche ma tisms and phrases, the only pur pose of which is (some -
times un dis guised) utili tar ian train ing for the school- leaving ex ami na -
tion, ex pected on en trance ex ams for high school.

This enu mera tion of the cur rent un happy state of lit er ary edu ca tion 
is not a cri tique of teach ers. We con sider our selves a teacher. How -
ever, the bearer of the re form can not be an over bur dened and de mo ti -
vated teacher who does not en joy the author ity of ei ther pu pils or par -
ents and who, in stead of pro fes sional self- development, has to deal
with im mense elec tronic “pa per work” and ad min is tra tive prob lems.

Nev er the less, we be lieve that it can sig nifi cantly help teach ers to
break the curse of fron tally pre sented lit er ary his tory by:

1) the knowl edge that the les son is done by the teacher and no one else
(di rec tor, dep uty, head of the sub ject com mis sion, in spec tor, par ent),

2) the knowl edge that lit er ary edu ca tion is not sci ence. Aware ness that 
lit er ary edu ca tion can be ap proached by the teacher as a real art edu -

ca tion, i.e. a sub ject at the same con tent level as art and mu sic
edu ca tion,

3) the knowl edge that an over sized poor qual ity cata log of names and
facts re quired for the Matura exam is not a stan dard for a real cur -
ricu lum. Ac cord ing to the law, this docu ment is based on the frame -
work edu ca tional pro grams and with their fu ture change (within the
2030+ strat egy) it will also have to change, ac cord ing to the valid
leg is la tion.

     If the pro posed changes can be put into prac tice, the voice that
has been heard in dis cus sions of lit er ary edu ca tion 130 years ago (and
per haps even ear lier) will fi nally be heard.
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