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In matters of taste, there can be no disputes.
Elements of Camp in Fráňa Šrámek’s play Léto

One must have a heart of stone to read 
the death of Little Nell without laughing1.
                      Oscar Wilde
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In this sketch I am going to focus on the presence of elements of Camp ae st he ticsin the Fráňa Šrámek’s drama Léto, written and staged in 1915. Dandyism becamepopular at the turn of the 19th and 20th century in Czech culture and it would be themost crucial reference point to the Campy attitude.  As a „local text”  of the Czech de -ca den tism, it took a place of bohemianism. In this sketch I un de r stand Camp as a typeof aesthetic avan t - gar de sensu largo, based on de mo c ra tic tendency and on a fightagainst the given taste, analogues in many regards to the phe no me non it is against.

On the co ver of 1994 is sue of “Li te ra tu ra na Świe cie” dedi ca ted to
lit t le then known in Po land Camp ae st he tics the re is the Czech ar tist
Jan Saudek’s pho to. A wo man in a la ced shawl and pe arls kis ses
a man’s hand aga inst the fa mo us shab by wall.

By cho o sing this ve ry co ver the edi tor en ga ged in a sub tle (ma y be
un con s cio us) po le mic with Miss Camp that is Su san Son tag who in
her No tes on “Camp” of 19642  wri tes: 

The relation between boredom and Camp taste cannot be ove re sti ma ted. Camp
taste is by its nature possible only in affluent societies, in societies or circles capable
of ex pe rien cing the psy cho pat holo gy of affluence (Sontag 2013, note 49). 

Jan Sa u dek to ok his pho to in 19913 in Cze chos lo va kia – in this
con text it is ra t her dif fi cult to talk abo ut a psy cho pat holo gy of pro spe -
ri ty and bo re dom of we alth. It me ans that ei t her the Czech artist’s pho -
to is not Ca m py, or Su san Son tag was wrong (or both). It is si mi lar
with post mo de r nism which ac cor ding to so me the o re ti cians li ke Fre -
dric Ja me son and Do uwe Fok ke ma co uld not ap pe ar in com mu nist co -
un tries in the si x ties and the se ven ties be ca u se they we re clo se ly tied
to ca pi ta lism and a mass cu l tu re. In spi te of all men tal or eco no mi cal
odds it ap pe a red then and the re. To re ma in on the Czech gro und: it is
eno ugh to re mind works of Jiří Kra to ch vil, Eva Kantůrková or – mo re
ra re ly bro ught out in this con text – 1978 Jiří Gruša’s ex pe ri men tal no -
vel Dotazník aneb Mo d li t ba za jed no město a jed no ho přítele (Gruša
1978) whe re his jug gling with sym bols of cu l tu re, in ter tex tu al co m bi -
na tions and as so cia tions re minds of pa li m p sest4. 
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3 A photo comes from Jan Saudek’s book Love, life, death and other such trifles
(Saudek 1991).

4 A thesis about connection between postmodernism and capitalism found many
opponents between the Middle European literary theoretics. Some essays referring to
this question were published in the postconference book Post mode rni s mus... 2002.
Polish, Czech, Slovak and Russian researchers date appearing of postmodernism
influence in the literatures of their countries from the sixties of the 20th century. They
agree though that in the eighties postmodernism changed due to changes in the
European geopolitical situation. In such formulation, the names of ‘the first phase’
postmodernists on the Polish ground were among others: Wilhelm Mach (H. Jana-
szek-Ivaničková), Witold Gombrowicz, Witkacy, Sławomir Mrożek, Teodor Parnic-
ki, Kazimierz Brandys and Jerzy Andrzejewski (B. Bakuła); in Czechoslovakia:
J. Kratochvil (D. Vlašínová), Bohumil Hrabal, Eduard Bass (L. Štěpán), Eva Kantůr-
ková (J. Urbanec); Dominik Tatarka, Vincent Šikula, Martin Šimečka and Dušan
Dušek (the last four writers are from Slovakia); in Russia: V. Nekrasov, D. Prigov,
V. Sorokin and J. Brodsky (I. Pospíšil and I. Skoropanova). 

1 O. Wilde, In con ve r sa tion, quote from: Sontag 2013, note 53.
2 Notes on “Camp” were written in 1964 and firstly published in The Partisan

Review XXXI, p. 515–530. Two years later the essay was published in New York as a
part of the collection Agaist Interpretation and Other Essays. The text can also be
found here: http://www9.georgetown.edu/faculty/irvinem/theory/sonta g-no te son camp
-1964.html.
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The exi sten ce of both post mo de r nism ele ments and Camp ae st he-
tics in li te ra tu re of Cen tral and Ea stern Eu ro pe con firms the fact that
dif fe rent cu l tu ral ba c k gro und can pro du ce si mi lar phe no me na. 

Po le mi ci zing with Fokkema’s the sis Ha li na Janaszek-Ivaničková
sta tes post mo de r nism in co mu nist co un tries was ba sed on the ob jec-
tion aga inst to ta li ta rism (Post mode rni s mus... 2002, p. 76). A Rus sian
re se a r cher Ma ya Tu ro v ska ana ly sing Ca m py Ro man Viktiuk’s sta-
gings wri tes abo ut a “psy cho pat holo gy of po ve r ty”: ex pe rien cing it
cre a tes in the re alms of art ana lo gu es re sult as ex cess of we alth. “If the
sa me re a sons can pro du ce dif fe rent re sults so the sa me ou t co mes may
eme r ge from va rio us, even op po si te re a sons” – Tu ro v ska de cla res. –
„Yo ung pe o p le who in the fi f ties we re cal led he re »sti lags«, in the US
– »be a t nics«, in Ge r ma ny – »hal b ska r ten«, in Ita ly – „di s co li” etc.,
spre ad aro und the world de spi te dif fe ren ces not on ly in li ving stan -
dards but al so sy stems and even cu l tu res” (Tu ro wska 1994, s. 323;
tran sla tion – A.F.). 

They we re Czech ad mi rers of be at ge ne ra tion – Bo hu mil Hra bal,
Jiří Kolář – who in the fi f ties pre pa red gro und for a lo cal post mo de r -
nism (“lo cal” be ca u se that trend was not ho mo ge no us and had its lo cal 
va riants). 

A re fe ren ce to post mo de r nism is not ac ci den tal be ca u se in its bo -
unda ries so me scho lars pla ce Camp5 and by this they li mit its exi sten -
ce from the se cond half of the 20th cen tu ry un til now. The re are tho ugh
vo i ces among cu l tu re ex perts who qu e stion this li mit and mo ve the be -
gin ning of this phe no me non to the past – such te r mi no- lo gi cal di spu te 
en co m pas ses al so a post mo de r nism it self which is tre a ted be so me
phi lo so p hers (Ha be r mas, Stras ser, Ma r qu ard6) as a va ria tion or de fo r -
ma tion of sty le, which ha ve be en appea ring from ti me to ti me in the

hi sto ry of eu ro pe an cu l tu re sin ce a long ti me ago, even sin ce the an ti -
qu i ty (Ly o tard).

Scho lars re se a r ching Camp hi sto ry qu o te Su san Son tag who saw
be gin ning of this ae st he tics in the end of 18th and be gin ning of 19th
cen tu ries: 

There the origins of Camp taste are to be found (Gothic novels, Chi no i se rie, ca ri -
ca tu re, ar ti fi cial ruins, and so forth) (Sontag 2013, note 13). 

The pro of for the as su m p tion abo ut a “pa st ness” of this ae st he tics
wo uld be a re se arch of Wil liam Whi te who fo und the first do cu men ted 
use of the word Camp to be in 1909. He al so qu o tes Eric Pa r tri d ge, the
edi tor of Di c tio na ry of Slang and Un con ven tio nal En glish, and adds it
was used to de scri be be ha vior cha rac te ri zed by “an exag ge ra ted em p -
ha sis” (Whi te 1966), Su san Sontag who starts her No tes with a so lemn
de cla ra tion that Camp is a ta ste and at the sa me ti me she avo ids the ne -
ces si ty of re con stru c tion of an ae st he tic, so cial or cu l tu ral ba c k gro und
that bro ught it in to exi sten ce.

Her ex p la na tions are ta u to lo gy: 
[...] that period’s ex tra ordi na ry feeling for artifice, for surface, for symmetry; its taste
for the pic tu res que and the thrilling, its elegant con ven tions for re pre sen ting instant
feeling and the total presence of character — the epigram and the rhymed couplet (in
words), the flourish (in gesture and in music) (Sontag 2013, note 14). 

To ma ke long sto ry short: ac cor ding to Son tag Camp exi sted in la te 
18th and be gin ning of the 19th centu ry be ca u se it did exist then. Such
an ap pro ach is a con se qu en ce of se e ing Camp as a ty pe of sen sitivi ty,
a ta ste, which be gin ning can not be tra ced back (Son tag opens po ssi bi -
li ty to ob se r ve its signs in the ea r liest cu l tu ral epochs) and which must
be per ce i ved as a phe no me non in de pen dent of cur rents, trends and
epochs. Camp in not an idea and ma ny re se a r chers, Son tag in clu ded,
con nect it with a dan dy at ti tu de for exa m p le, it can not be proclaimed
at a spe ci fic ti me. As much as in the con text of this work the sense of
pon de ring on the con di tio ning of such ae st he tics can be qu e stio ned,
the ele ments that it con sists of sho uld not be ove r lo o ked. 
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5 Compare: Gołębiewska 2003, p. 155, 160. Some com p li ca tions connected to
the un de r stan ding and locating of Camp on the ba c k gro und of the cultural streams
reports also in Gawarecka 2012, p. 333 (footnote no. 147). 

6 The discussion around the term postmodernism reports among others Krystyna
Wilkoszewska 2008 (p. 7–19).



An idea of ta ste and its part in cre a ting of ca non of ma ste r pie ces is
ne gle c ted by cur rent re se a r chers who fo cus on un de r ly ing scien ti fic
(mo re “ra tio nal”) prere qu i si tes to hie ra r chi ze works.

From ti me to ti me the ve ry cu l tu re ma kers qu e stion the ma xim de
gu sti bus non est di spu tan dum. The idea of a good ta ste is clo se ly con -
ne c ted to ari sto c ra cy and it is ty pi cal for tho se epochs or ci r c les for
which ex c lu si vism is espe cial ly im po r tant. A ta ste is a kind of a ba d ge
of iden ti ty, a pass to the so cie ty of ini tia ted ones, to whom the sen se of
dan ger from the mas ses is not un k nown. Such so cie ty, pro ud of the ir
go od ta ste – li te ra ry, mu si cal, arts – is ge ne ral ly con ser va ti ve and fe e -
ling af fe c tion for tra di tion, un wil ling to mo di fy the canon in he ri ted
from the pre de ces sors. Re fer ring to well esta b li s hed in cu l tu ral stu dies 
ap po r tion ment it can be sa id it re pre sents the Apo llo nian trend espe -
cial ly that pre ten ce to go od ta ste we re clo se ly re la ted to a so cial pri vi -
le ge.

Cu ius re gio, eius gu stus. Ari stocrats of spi rit from ti me to ti me ha -
ve to sur ren der to Dio ny sians: de mo c ra tic ten den cies in the field of
cu l tu re sha ke the fo un da tions of the so cie ty of go od ta ste. Ex c lu ding
fa c tors li ke be lon ging to a spe ci fic so cial stra tum, ty pe of edu ca tion,
tra di tion, ca non, or ap pro pria te view of a go od ta ste – they are chal len- 
ged and qu e stio ned by “bar ba rians”7. Re je c tion of ca non, osten ta tion,
de nial of any de te r mi nants of a go od ta ste be ca me a me t hod of fight.
Ar ti stic kitsch, mannerism, Camp are all ma ni fe sta tions of a „bad” ta -
ste, at tempts to bre ak a tra di tio nal ex c lu si vism of cu l tu re pa r ti ci-
pants/con tri bu tors. What disc ri mi na te Camp from kitsch8 or Art No u -

ve au is a ce r ta in su per io ri ty of this sen si ti vi ty over ea r lier men tio ned
ones and its am bi va lent con ne c tion with ari sto c ra tic de me a nors (dan -
dy ism in clu ded).

I un de r stand Camp as a ty pe of avan t - gar de sen su la r go ba sed on
de mo c ra tic ten den cy and on a fight aga inst the gi ven ta ste ana lo gu es
in ma ny re gards to the phe no me non it is aga inst (which is ty pi cal of
any re vo lu tion). Camp in the sphe re of ta ste is si mi lar to li be r ti nism in
the sphe re of mora li ty.

In this sketch I am go ing to fo cus on the pre sen ce of ele ments of
Camp ae st he tics in the fo r mer Czech cu l tu re – in cen ti ve to pon de ring
is gi ven in one of the dra mas by Fráňa Šrámek of the be gin ning of the
20th cen tu ry. The sub ject of Camp in the Czech Re pu b lic has be en al -
most unap pro a ched but it do es not me an so me signs of it had not be en
ob se r ved. Su san Sontag’s No tes were trans la ted by Ma r tin Pokorný in
2000, that is ne a r ly 40 ye ars af ter the Po lish trans la tion and ha ve not
cre a ted much re a c tion. As for now the re has not be en pu b li s hed any
work de vo ted to the ea r lier men tio ned ae st he tics9. So me re marks al lu -
ding in mo re or less di rect way to Camp can be fo und in Michal Shon -
berg’s (Schon berg 1988) and Petr Král’s (Král 1993) ske t ches. It is
men tio ned al so in An na Gawarecka’s bo ok de di ca ted to the pre sen ce
of po pu lar cu l tu re forms in the Czech li te ra tu re (Ga wa re cka 2012, p.
333) of the twen ties and Jo an na Kró lak wri tes abo ut it in her es say on
the Czech osta l gy (Kró lak 2000, p. 63). 

In the me an ti me in was in the Czech Re pu b lic and not in Po land
whe re dan dy ism be ca me po pu lar at the turn of the 19th and 20th cen -
tu ry. In the pe riod we are in te re sted in it wo uld be the most cru cial re -
fe ren ce po int to the Ca m py at ti tu de. As a “lo cal text”10 of the Czech
de ca den tism it to ok a pla ce of bo he mia – which was a fo r ma tion ty pi -
cal of the Po lish va rie ty of this trend (“The re was no bo he mia in Pra -
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9 A com pre hen si ve col le c tion of the essays devoted to the matter were published 
in Poland in 2008: CAMPania... 2008.

10 Translation of Terasa Walas’ term, used also by Anna Gawarecka in her
description of dandyism. Compare: Walas 1986 and Gawarecka 2007.

7 That’s why the Camp is also connected to the ho mo se xu al society (Susan
Sontag also concerns it few times in her Notes), which, as ‘excluded’, started
campaigne against the do mi na ting discourse. 

8 A difference between Camp and kitsch was accurately described by Andrzej
Sefarin in his essay dedicated to a history of this phenomenon: „Some wrongly make
Camp and kitsch equal. [...] Although both names are often used do describe the same
things, they should not be equated. Kitsch is not aware of its kitschiness, Camp is fully 
self-aware of itself. The key to understand Camp is irony and crafty detachment from
itself and the world” (Serafin 2008, p. 15). 



gue” – Zdzisław Nie dzie la sta ted in the ar ti c le on the ar tists ci r c le
“Mo derní re vue”). Fo un ded ac cor ding to Cha r les Bau de la i re on the
es ca pe from bo re dom – let’s re mind the bo re dom11 is ac cor ding to Su -
san Son tag al so a mo ti va tion for Camp – it had its the o re ti cian Ar t hur
Bre i ski among the Czech de ca dents. 

Cha rac te ri zing a dan dy at ti tu de, the essayist un de r li ned such fe -
atures li ke: de ta ch ment, sel f - con trol and tre a ting of emo tions as mal -
le a b le ma te rial; idea of primacy of art abo ve li fe, culture abo ve na tu re; 
ten den cy to mysti fi ca tion and to ma ni pu la tion of sur ro un- dings; indi -
vi du a lism and ari sto c ra cy of spi rit, ele gan ce and ta ste. Dan dies, Bre i -
sky wri tes (Bre i sky 1992, p. 117–118), “ne j sou schopní vášně a lásky.
Vášeň ka ri ku je a láska je prostitucí” (the qu o te from: Ga wa re cka
2007, p. 154).

Cha rac te ri stic of a dan dy in ma ny aspects re al ly re minds of
Sontag’s com ments on Camp sty le: “Being -as-P laying -a-Ro le”(no te
10), mar ked with “spi rit of ex tra va gan ce” (no te 25), for which cha rac -
te ri stic are “a co mic vi sion of the world”, “de ta ch ment” (no te 44), im -
mo ra lism and ae st he tism (no te 37).

The re se a r cher he r self po ints to a fun da men tal dif fe ren ce: The
dan dy was over bred. His po stu re was dis da in, or el se en nui. He so ught 
ra re sen sa tions, un de fi led by mass ap pre cia tion. (Mo dels: Des Es se in -
tes in Huysmans’ À Re bo urs, Ma rius the Epi cu re an, Valéry’s Mon sie -
ur Te ste.) He was de di ca ted to “go od ta ste” (Son tag 2013, no te 46).

The con no is se ur of Camp has fo und mo re in ge nio us ple a su res. Not 
in La tin po etry and ra re wi nes and ve l vet ja c kets, but in the co a r sest,
com mo nest ple a su res, in the arts of the mas ses. Me re use do es not de -
fi le the ob jects of his ple a su re, sin ce he le arns to po ssess them in a ra re
way.

It sho uld be no ted that in the de scri bed ap pro ach - con no is se ur of
Camp as a “post -dan dy” who le a ves his Ivo ry To wer and jo ins, in an
in ter na li zed ex territo rial man ner, mas ses – ele ment of per ce p tion ap -
pe ars as the most im po r tant. The key is sue be co mes the way of in ter -

pre ta tion of re a li ty. The bor der li ne be twe en an awa re Camp con no is -
se ur and an or di na ry re pre sen tati ve of kitsch ta ste runs on ly in the
mind; it is ba sed on a di stance and non cha lan ce in the sphe re of ta ste.
A re pre sen tati ve of Camp, no lens vo lens, is an ari sto c rat even tho ugh
he se ems to be as far as po ssi b le from that de me a nor. An at ti tu de of
Camp to wards dandyism is de scri bed the most pre cisely by ca te go ry
of am bi va len ce. 

Su san Sontag’s disa mbi gu a tion is use ful in the con text of de li be-
ra tions on the at ti tu de of so me ana rchists from „Nový kult” ci r c le,
espe cial ly Fráňa Šrámek. Fla vo red with dan dy tra its bo he mia of de -
stro y ers led them to wards Camp ae st he tics which ele ments can be se -
en in li te ra ry works. 

Both fo r ma tions – de ca dent and ana rchi stic cal led in the Czech Re -
pu b lic anarchističtí buříči (what can be trans la ted as “ana rchi stic de -
stro y ers”) – at first (at the end of the 19th cen tu ry) we re con ne c ted.
“Moderní re vue” pre sen ted Antonín Pra vo s lav Kalina‘s Ma ni fest
anarchistů českých in 1896.

Fo un der of ana rchi stic “Nový kult” Sta ni s lav Ko stka Ne u mann
was a de ca dent and, un til the con flict with Arnošt Procházka, who was 
the edi tor of “Moderní re vue”, clo se ly collabo ra ted with this pa per.
Ot her ana rchists (for exa m p le Vi ktor Dyk, Ka rel To man and Fráňa
Šrámek hi m self as the au t hor of Rozbolestněný ena mi12) al so had de -
ca dent ex pe rien ce or at le ast such in spi ra tions can be se en in the ir ou t -
put. First of all both fo r ma tions13  had a com mon phi loso p hi cal de me -
a nor. Nie tzsche a nism (al t ho ugh its sli g h t ly dif fe rent aspects), re je c -
tion of a midd le - c lass mo ra li ty, con tempt of con ve nan ces and indi vi -
du a lism we re com mon ide as that we re on ly di sp la y ed in a dif fe rent
form. As it was sa id decadents’ dan dy ism re p la ced a li fe sty le of ana -
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12 This volume remained as the only one from the author’s juveniles (the writer
destroyed most of his early works) and was published in 1964. 

13 Apart from S. K. Neumann and F. Šrámek, the anarchist were also among others
František Gellner, Viktor Dyk, Jiří Mahen, Karel Toman, Josef Mach and Marie
Majerová.11 A. Gawarecka writes more about it in Gawarecka 2007, s. 150–151.



rchists that had be en clo se to bo he mia nism, tho ugh with dan dy hint
what finds its re fle xion in the ir ou t put mar king it with Ca m py ac cent.
Ana rchists we re ke en on spen ding ti me in bars, night clubs and ca ba -
rets, in du l ging in “co a r sest, com mo nest ple a su res” as Son tag de scri -
bes them. The ir per ma nent he a d quarter (a kind of squ at) was a vil la in
Olšany in Pra gue in he ri ted by Ne u mann. Fráňa Šrámek as a stu dent al -
so li ved the re and to ok part in anti -mi li ta ry pro tests for which he had
to pay with im pri son ment and pro lon ga tion of a mi li ta ry se r vi ce. Af ter 
re tu r ning from World War I he was al most ne ver le a ving his apa r t ment 
the on ly ex ce p tion we re sum mer trips to co untrysi de. In his re c lu si ve
li fe Mi l ka Hrdličková was the on ly co m pa nion who spent a who le li fe
and whom he ne ver got mar ried to – fa i t h ful his ana rchi stic ide as of
free lo ve and fe mi nism. The writer’s con tacts with au t hors ci r c le (af ter 
bre a king apart of ana rchist gro up clo ser to Ča- pek’s ci r c le and vi ta -
lism) we re ve ry li mi ted then. In 1937 Čapek wrote abo ut it with so me
amu se ment: 

Je velmi mnoho lidí, kteří nikdy nepotkali básníka Fráňu Šrámka, ačkoli by o to
tuze stáli. Je to částečně jeho vina, nebot’ se lidem vyhýbá plaše a tvrdohlavě. […].
Není lehko se k němu dostat; ne se otevřou dveře, vyhlédne špehýrkou nedůveřivé
modré oko: co tu chceš, člověče? jdi spánembohem svou cestou, nikdo tu není, nikdo
tu nikdy nebydlel (Čapek 1972, p. 309–310). 

Du ring the World War II he ne ver left his apa r t ment – it was “re si -
stan ce mo ve ment”14 ty pi cal of him. Re marks abo ut li ves of de ca dents
and de stro y ers are ne ces sa ry be ca u se both dan dy ism and Camp are
cha rac te ri zed by si mi lar ae st he tic “to ta li ta rism” – ac cor ding to Os car
Wilde’s ide as li fe must emu la te art, be the sub ject of ar ti stic cre a tion.
Fráňa Šrámek’s os cil la tion be twe en ana rchi stic bo he mian squ at and
dandy’s Ivo ry To wer finds re fle xion in his dra ma: a ta ste (and a ge stu -
re) of Camp are best pre sen ted in a the a tre. Léto15 was cre a ted in 1915

at the be gin ning of World War I which was a bre ak thro ugh not on ly in
the hi sto ry of world cu l tu re, in the writer’s li fe16 but in the the a tre hi -
sto ry as well.

Sin ce the end of the 19th cen tu ry ma ny Wes tern sty le ini tia ti ves ha -
ve be en be ing un de r ta ken in the Czech lan gu a ge the a ters, espe cial ly in 
le a ding Na tio nal The a tre in Pra gue. One of the re fo r mers was Ja ro s lav 
Kva pil (au t hor of play Obláky which was of ten co m pa red with a work
of Šrámek) a pro moter and di re c tor of Léto. Kvapil’s the a ter (comp.:
Císař 2006, p. 175–178) har ked back to Eu ro pe an ten den cies: it ac -
cen ted play’s con tent sta tus, mo di fied director’s ro le, pro vo ked chan -
ges in actors’ play – an ac tor was, as thea te ro lo gist František Černý
sum ma ri zed, “ana ly tik člověka z rozhraní století” (Černý 1983, p. 73).
It pla ced it self be twe en a tra di tio nal midd le - c lass the a tre with its cu l -
tu ral and pa trio tic ro le and a mo dern E. G. Craig’s and A. Appia’s pro -
jects17. Kva pil was cho o sing pla ys for his sta ge ve ry cau tio u s ly. He
wan ted them to ex press his con ce p tions as much as po ssi b le. Sta ging
Léto al most right af ter it was writ ten (in a war ti me 1915) and ef forts to 
re lay the work to He r mann Bahr (comp.: He r mann Bahr... 2007, p. 34)
in Sa l z burg tell of the fact it had to fit to his mo dern vi sion. Re se a r cher 
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15 In this work I used Czech edition of 1972 included in Podivný nepokoj
(Šrámek 1972).

16 Šrámek recalled he had started work twice: the war was an obstacle. At the same
time writing became a kind of escape from wartime reality: “zajel jsem si s roze-
psaným Létem k rodičům do Německého Brodu, trochu dále od válečného mlýna [...]
Volil jsem si to závětří dobře: Léto se mi tu rozjelo jak s kopečka a války jako by
nebylo. Podnes ohlíím se vděčně zpět na ty dva únorové týdny jako na blaený
ostrůvek upostřed válečné sloty. Kdy jsem tehdy končil třetí akt, bylo mi a nějak
líto, e to šlo tak rychle a e u je konec” (Habent sua fata libelli; Šrámek 1972,
p. 241).

17 Jan Císař writes about the ‘frontier’ Kvapil’s theatre this way: “Tak je moné
vidět, chápat a vykládat Kvapilovo usilování o jazyk inscenačního divadla jako
průsečík různých vlivů, postojů i principů, které tento Reiss navzájem smiřuje, aby z
nich nakonec vytvářel jedinečný celek s novými kazbami komponentů scénického
Hvaru a jejich funkcemi. Na jedné straně tkví tyto komponenty v některých
konvencích minulosti, je v podobě pravidel ‘dobře udělané hry’ i hereckých oborů

14 Similar ‘stay-at-home’ poet was Vladimír Holan. His vo lun ta ri ly re stra i ning in 
the flat on Kampa in Prague from 1968 to 1980, when he died, was also in ter pre ted
as a political gesture (re si stan ce against the invasion of the Warsaw Pact armies and 
so called ‘normalisation’). 



who ha ve be en de scri bing Šrámek’s play usu al ly pay at ten tion to its
ly ri cism and a spe ci fic mo od that brings back as so cia tion with la ter
Vla di s lav Vančura’s pro se ti t led ali ke: Rozmarné léto (1926).

The so u r ces of that mo od are usu al ly se en in vi ta lism and pra gma-
tism, trends which sta r ted to at tract the wri ter af ter the col la p se of the
ana rchi stic gro up (abo ut 1910) and in the wa r ti me re a li ty from which
the wri ter es ca ped in the me mo ries of a ru ral, a lit t le bit bo ring idyll. 

Epo nymous sum mer is a pro ta go nist of the dra ma. It de scri bes and
pro vo kes all characters’ be ha vior, stirs up the ir he ads, en co u ra ges in -
sa nity, brings up the se c ret ye a r nings. A mar ried co u p le of wri ters go -
ing thro ugh the ma ri tal cri sis co me in a vil la ge for va ca tion. The pla ce
is not cho sen by change – it is Perout’s “a chi l d ho od co un try” which
bo res his spo u se qu i te qu i c kly : 

Mohla jsem tušit, e tu kadý pátý člověk jmenuje se Perout…? e jeden po
druhém poleze za námi (zahraje hlasem): 
   „Já jsem taky, paničko, Perout, já prosím pamatuju…” (Léto; Šrámek 1972, p. 248).

So on Mrs. Pe ro ut, lon ging for ro man ce, a po or no ve list, is go ing to
fe el a shi ver of an emo tion: her husband’s co u sin, a yo ung and om ni
ta len ted ar tist, Jan Skalník, who calls her “aun tie” falls he ads over
heels in lo ve with her. To com p li ca te things fu r t her her lo ver, po et
Chvo j ka, ar ri ves in the vil la ge too. Among the three men a hid den ave -
r sion is sim me ring not al wa ys suc ces s ful ly mo de ra ted by a priest
Hora, a ho ly man with wi s dom of Solo mon. Even tu al ly Mrs. Pe ro ut
runs away to Pra gue with her lo ver, Skalník finds con so la tion in the
arms of Stáza, a vil la ge girl who has fal len in lo ve with him and a be -
tra y ed hu s band se eks so la ce in an idyl lic na tu re of his “ho me land” and 
in con ve r sa tions on phi lo so p hy with a wi se priest.

Un li ke with Vančura, sud den chan ge in li ves of per so na ges is not
left wi t ho ut a con se qu en ce. Whi le in Rozmarné léto eve ry t hing go es
back to the pre vio us sta te as if a su r fa ce of wa ter clo sed af ter a sto ne
that had be en thrown into it (chan ges are de eper, in ter nal), in Šrámek’s 
play the mad ness of sum mer ma kes se c ret lon gings to su r fa ce and de -
mands to ma ke de ci sion. Eve ry t hing that hap pens to cha ra c ters was
ob vio us from the ve ry be gin ning: Mrs. Pe ro ut from the ve ry be gin ning 
tries to tell her hu s band she has be en che a ting on him; Mr. Pe ro ut avo -
ids his wi fe not wan ting to fa ce what is una voi da b le and se eks ob li -
vion in lo ve li ness of na tu re and ple a sant sur ro un dings; Jan strug gles
be twe en ar ti stic exu l ta tion and pre di le c tions of his ru ral and yo u t h ful
na tu re Šrámek is in te re sted in per so na li ties not in the co u r se of ac -
tion18. The fi nal so lu tion se ems to be in de fi ni te, te m po ra ry, qu en ching
on ly the in ter nal shi ve ring of the cha ra c ters. 

So the re is a si m p le sto ry: age ing wo man who wants to test if she
can ari se a pas sion and three men (in idyl lic sur ro un dings). The sto ry – 
in a Ca m py sty le – is ta ken not li teral ly but in the form of buf fo sty le.
Al most each of personages’ qu e stions – the on ly ex ce p tion be ing
a priest Ho ra and his hou se ke e per Růena – is a ba ro que cha ra c ter, in -
fu sed with hu mor and po etic exu l ta tion. Iro ny – un derstood as a dif fe -
ren ce be twe en in ten tion and what is spo ken – is a ba sic ca te go ry on
which Šrámek bu ilds his play and at the sa me ti me the most im po r tant
cha rac te ri stic of Camp which (dif fe rent from Su san Son tag wants19)
must be sel f -a wa re. Characters’ dia lo gu es are basi cal ly an ex chan ge of 
un spo ken qu e stions; con tact be twe en cha ra c ters ta kes pla ce pa rallel ly
on two su r fa ces: in ten tio nal and ex te r nal, mar ked with pre ten ce. 
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18 Exploring cha ra c ters and – in the same time – lack of interest in the action de -
ve lo p ment is one of the cha rac te ri stic element’s in the Camp style. In the note no.
33 S. Sontag writes: “What Camp taste responds to is ‘instant character‘ (this is, of
course, very 18th century); and, con ve r se ly, what it is not stirred by is the sense of
the de ve lo p ment of character. Character is un de r sto od as a state of continual in can -
des cen ce – a person being one, very intense thing”.

19 Controversial is the thesis of Sontag, who writes in the note 18: “Pure Camp is
always naive. Camp which knows itself to be Camp (‘camping’) is usually less

vytvořily velkou éru měštanského divadla 19. století. Jejich uspořádání v nový
celek by nebylo moné, kdyby se na druhé straně tyto konvence u nerozpadávaly,
stejně jako se rozpadával jednotný, všeobecně uznávaný řád hodnot i pohled na
svět, který […] umoňoval udrovat v české společnosti touhu po plném uplatnění
postojů, myšlenek a pocitů, ze kterých se ivilo české národní obrození” (Císař



The au t hor cre a ted Ca m py “con trast be twe en con tent and form”
(Sontag’s term) pla cing fo ur exalted ar tists in – over drawn – ru ral en-
viron ment with its si m p le ne eds, dif fe rent lan gu a ge and un ci vil man ners.
Do wnright ca ri ca tu re-li ke sop hi sti ca tion of the ma in cha ra c ters co un-
te r po ints (with co mi cal ef fects) equ al ly odd „na tu ralness”, ea se and
calm of vil la gers. When the fe e lings co me in to play tho ugh exa l ta tion
ta kes over the ru ral cha ra c ters: Stáza shat ters di s hes upon he a ring
Jan’s na me, Jan is re a dy to con front the hu s band of his lo ved “aun tie”.
PEROUT (ze zlostným humorem, opakuje po něm): Mu proti mui! Urazil jsem vaši

tetičku! (Směje se.) Situace je ovšem poněkud komplikována tím, e
vaše tetička je mou enou.

SKALNÍK: To není pravda!
PEROUT (stěűí se ji přemáhaje): Trochu silné, človíčku!
SKALNÍK (dýchá rychle, exaltován): Kdybyste byl jejím muem… šel byste

utrhnouti pro ni vodní růi, kterou utrhnout se nikdo neodváí, … (stále 
vzrušenější) kdybyste byl jejím muem… (Léto; Šrámek 1972, s. 263).

Skalník’s exa l ta tion, his “an dro gyne i ty”, lack of re stra int and pro -
pen si ty for hy ste ri cal ge stu res are in li ne with ty pi cal fe a tu res of a
Camp sty le. The vie wers who had se en a pre mie re view of Léto in Na -
tio nal The a tre held in me mo ry Jeník and Mařenka cha ra c ters of The
Ba r te red Bri de by Sme ta na or epo ny mo us Ru sa l ka from Dvořák’s
ope ra (no ta be ne li bret to was writ ten by Ja ro s lav Kva pil). Šrámek’s
Skalník un der ma ny re spects ho l ding to con ven tion had to ap pe ar to
them in a way “su spi cio us” be ca u se of his in sta bi li ty, sud den chan ges
of his mo od as if he was swi t ching co stu mes. His dia lo gu es with Stáza
or Růena are different from the ones with Mrs. Pe ro ut: they are wit ty,
dia le c tal ban ters. Léto re ad as a pa ro dy of ope ra is a man ne ri stic work
or – in a bro a der sen se – post mo dern one: thro ugh de fo r ma tion of con -
ven tion it si g nals its mo ral de cayIt must be men tio ned tho ugh the
Czech ope ra even if Jo sef Krasos lav Chmelenský and František
Škroup20, are to be na med, in ti mes of Šrámek was a new thing. It was

not a ti me of its de cli ne. The pla y w right ex p lo its a po ten tial of se con -
da rism and ca ri ca tu re of con ven tion. A per so na ge of Jan is for su re a
chal len ge for an ac tor and Šrámek wro te abo ut it in his let ter to Kva pil: 
“Vaším obavám o obsazení Skalníkovy ro le rozumím. Ne- bezpečí
leží právě v pubertní přemetnosti hrdinově, v náhlých, ostře
vyšrafovaných přechodech z pokorné, exaltované od da no sti k od bo ji,
z chlapecké pro sto mysl no sti k muűskosti, v zmateném mísení snu
a re a li ty – ten to hoch je v ustavičném vnitřním po hy bu ve směrech na -
ho ru ne bo dolů, jde to u něho stále všechno ráz na ráz, jsou tu vdy jen
nejzákladnější črty to ho to vnitřního dění” (Vzájemná... 1976– –1977,
p. 165). Jan’s in ter nal shi ve ring is ma de of his ar ti stic na tu re, pre di le c -
tion for hi g her so cial sphe res, ru ral men ta li ty and – last but not le ast –
pro blems in pu be r ty. Chan ging from low to high pitch, con stant emo -
tio nal ten sion, gi ves the cha ra c ter a Ca m py hint. In a si mi lar man ner a
cha ra c ter of Mrs. Pe ro ut is sha ped. Her co o l ness of a ma tu re and so -
me w hat ja ded wo man is mi xed with the fe e ling of di so rien ta tion and
up bursts of pas sion. Con fron ta tion of the two per spe c ti ves – Šrámek’s
uni ve r sal me t hod – al lows to lo ok at the cha ra c ter from a di stan ce; we
can see her as a ro man tic he ro in, who is fol lo wed by ena mo u red
Skalník and at the sa me ti me – from Prout’s po int of view – as an un -
suc ces s ful, a bit ove r ly omo tio nal wri ter who hen pecks her hu s band.
Then a po et and lo ver Chvo j ka is thrown off his pe de stal by Jan’s so -
ber ju d ge ment to whom (apart from je a lo u sy of his la d lo ve) a well ba -
lan ced, ru ral na tu re be ca mes pro mi nent. 
SKALNÍK (kývá hlavou, pak rychle, jako by to odříkával): Jiří Chvojka, Zbloudilé

hvězdy. (Prostomyslně.) To musí být takový velmi dlouhý člověk...
rovný... pomalý... 

PEROUTOVÁ (ohledne se, udivena): Jak to myslíte?
SKALNÍK: Nu tak... a kdy se má skloniti, jde to tak ztěžka... snad se i bojí, e mu

kalhoty prasknou...(Zarazí se a klade si rozpačitě ruku na ústa.) (Léto,
Šrámek 1972, s. 255).
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20 The group of artists connected to Chmelenský and Škroup created the fo un da -
tion of the Czech opera – showing the work Dráteník in 1826 in Stavovské divadlo
in Prague but they didn’t find any con ti nu a tors at the beginning.

sa ti s fy ing”. The re se a r cher opens the di stin c tion between the high (sel f -a wa re)
Camp and the lower (naďve) Camp. The second meaning seems to be un ne ces sa ry
because it doesn’t differ from kitsch.



All three of them – Mrs. Pe ro ut, Skalník and Chvo j ka – cre a te the ir
fe e ling in an ar ti stic way let ting so me ti mes art to spe ak for them.

Jan con fes ses lo ve to “aun tie” by scu l p ting and pla y ing the vio li ne. 
Chvo j ka spe aks po etry. When Mrs. Pe ro ut le a ves Skalník wants to
cre a te hi m self an ide a li sed pi c tu re of his lo ve, to bring to li fe a new
per son, bet ter than the re al one (as Oskar Wi l de used to say “In mat ters 
of gra ve im po r tan ce, sty le, not sin ce ri ty, is the vi tal thing.”) He ne eds
re a li ty on ly as a pre text, as a ma te rial of his own ar ti stic cre a tion: 
JAN ( striktně, rozhodně) Budete mi vy pra vo va ti o paní tetičce.
PEROUT (je udiven, mlčí, pak nejistě): Pochybuji.
JAN: Budeme. Budeme o ní hovořiti.
PEROUT: Nanejvýš o jejích novelách.
JAN: O čem?
PEROUT (usedá): O jejích novelách. Z literárních hledisek ovšem. Jsou špatné!
JAN: Budeme o nich hovořiti, jako by byly krásné. Bude-li třeba, vymyslíme si jiné,

krásnější (Léto, Šrámek 1972, s. 289).
If facts don’t me et ex pe c ta tions than down with facts – a dan dy and 

Camp re pre sen tati ve wo uld say ali ke. Pro ces sing of re a li ty, es ca pe
from an “ori na ry li fe” ru les we re com mon to both 

De ta ch ment, awa re ness of con ven tion are the key ide as for the as -
su m p tion of Léto be ing Ca m py. De ta ch ment writ ten in two fold way:
in the work it self (cha ra c ters qu e stions, the ir per fo r man ce, in ten tions,
sta ge di re c tions) and in the con text of the who le Fráňa Šrámek‘s. ana -
rchi stic- vitali stic ou to put. 

Wri ter died 60 ye ars ago in 1952. It is high ti me to no ti ce in his po -
sta nar chi stic works so me t hing mo re than usu al ly un de r li ned ly ri cism
and fa s ci na tion of na tu re. 
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