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Comparative Literary Studies and Area Studies: Advantages and Obstacles1 

Аннотация: Автор статьи рассматривает связь между сравнительным литера-
туроведением и ареальными исследованиями с их преимуществами, недостатка-
ми и трудностями. Прежде всего он обращается к анализу различных концепций 
пространства и времени в литературном произведении, а также пространства как 
строительного элемента, используемого при конструировании литературного 
артефакта. В статье указано на опасность применения ареальных исследований 
к литературной компаративистике, так как это может привести к расфокусиро-
ванию и затуманиванию филологического, текстуального ядра литературы в ее 
сравнительном аспекте.

Ключевые слова: Связь сравнительного литературоведения и ареальных иссле-
дований, методологическая дисперсия, рассеивание, препятствия и затруднения 
в процессе взаимодействия литературной компаративистики и ареальных иссле-
дований, ареальные исследования как мусорный ящик, поиски методологической 
целостности

Abstract: The author of the present article deals with the connection of comparative 
literary studies and area studies, their advantages and obstacles or pitfalls. The article 
begins with the analysis of various concepts of space and time in the literary artefact. He 
regards space as a constitutive element of the formation of the artefact. The danger of the 
application of area studies in general to comparative studies consists in the defocusing 
and obscuring of the philological textual kernel of literature in its comparative aspect.

Key words: connection of comparative literary studies and area studies, methodological 
dispersion, obstacles and pitfalls of the permeation of comparative literary and area stu-
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The problem of the relation between comparative literary studies and area studies 
consists in their methodological dispersion and a relatively wide fi eld of their inter-
section. The latest tendences in comparative literary studies that appeared some 60–70 
years ago, stand very close to the spatial aspect of literary studies in general (POSPÍŠIL 
2009, 1983, 1986, 1/2005, 2/2005, 3/2005, 2006).

1 The present study is a modified version of the paper delivered at the 21st congress of the International 
Comparative Literature Association (ICLA) in Vienna in 2016.
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The fi rst cluster of problems is connected with the intrinsic structure of both com-
parative and area studies (POSPÍŠIL 2002). They both went through several stages of 
development. The former went through the stage of positivist thematology (Stoffges-
chichte), morphological or structuralist stage to a sort of cultural comparative studies 
enriched by relevant methodological approaches of recent decades, such as feminist 
criticism, gender studies, post-colonial literature, modern hermeneutics, deconstruc-
tive criticism etc. (BASSLER 2001). The latter belonged to a big cluster of spatial 
approaches in which we were supposed to differentiate intrinsic and extrinsic kernels.  
The intrinsic one concerns the space as a constitutive element of the structure of a 
literary artefact, the extrinsic one seems to express its outer relations, the semantic 
fi elds the whole process of literary communication is being realised in. The intrinsic is 
usually associated with Gaston Bachelard’s and Mikhail Bakhtin’s (BACHTIN 1975, 
1979, BACHELARD 1957, HODROVÁ 1989) concepts and those of their epigons. On 
the other hand, the extrinsic concept is based on some philosophical presuppositions of 
French economists of the 17th–18th centuries, mercantilists and physiocrats continued 
by those who wanted to form supranational complexes, such as  the concept of united 
Europe – Fortress Europe (German “Festung Europa”), Central European visions and 
the study of the enemy as part of the former iron curtain policy during the cold war.

In the sphere of linguistics area studies expressed the necessity to study the changes 
in the language as a result of spatial, zonal or area relations. The concept of area stud-
ies is based on the complex approach, complex investigation, and, therefore, it has to 
be linked to several scholarly disciplines. We can also compare it, for example, with 
aesthetics which represents a generalized version of a complex of disciplines based 
prevalently on one of them as a starting point; for example, the aesthetician started his 
career in the sphere of philology, history and theory of visual arts, musicology, study of 
architecture, urbanism etc. So each aesthetician studied, fi rst of all, one of the arts, e. g. 
music, literature, painting, architecture, etc., and later generalized this experience in a 
wider concept of aesthetics. The area studies are more or less heterogeneous structures 
with the prevalent majority of history, political science, philosophy, philology, psychol-
ogy, etc. The best chance how to connect comparative and area studies is therefore the 
concept based on the material of the studied subject, i. e. language and literature (PO-
SPÍŠIL 2013, 1/2014, 2/2014, 2015) Such a concept was both theoretically and practi-
cally launched by the Institute of Slavic studies at Masaryk University in Brno, Czech 
Republic, in the mid-1990s and was symptomatically called philological-area studies 
in which philology as such became a natural starting point constructing a hypothetical 
bridge between the outer and the inner spatial concepts both in area and comparative 
literary studies.

The boundaries of area and comparative studies are associated with their different 
objects of investigation in which area studies in general inspires comparative studies 
to be more open and wider, to leave the pure fi eld of literature for a more complex 
sphere of culture. This dispersion represents, however, its pitfalls or obstacles of its 
further productive development based on practical results (WELLEK, 1936, ĎURIŠIN 
1987–1993, 1992, GREENBLATT 2000).

The methodological starting point of the research of area studies which should en-
rich philologies and the teaching of languages and literatures was primarily the Brno 
project – mentioned above – going back to the mid-1990s of the integrational genre 
and comparative typology, the traditional Brno conception of poetology and the study 
of literary currents, streams and tendencies, and, of course, philological-area concep-
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tion in the form of case studies, a cluster of approaches going back not only to the area 
studies as part of Sovietology from the years of the cold war and iron curtain policy, 
but also to Josef Dobrovský and the autochthonous Slavonic studies of the 18th and 19th 
centuries not speaking about the already mentioned roots of French mercantilism and 
economic teachings studying the whole geopolitical area. The problem of area studies 
consists not only in the enrichment of philology from the point of view of information 
and contextual background, but also in the strengthening of the philological kernel and 
the neighbouring cluster of different disciplines overcoming the philological isolation 
and, moreover, in practical purposes (OŚMAKOV 1/1979, 2/1979, 1981). 

A traditional philologist rarely deals with economy, politics and international re-
lations. The old-fashioned concept of life and institutions seems to be unsatisfactory 
nowadays. The concept of area studies also strengthens the former philological uni-
ty motivating linguistics and literary criticism to a more intensive mutual coopera-
tion. The language represents the basic material for literature, which is a representative 
space for the development of language; each language is being realised through literary 
texts, it is its mode of existence. Unlike traditional philology, the area concept is based 
on the study of the cultural space which is heterogeneous covering all from the natural 
and social framework towards sexual life. Therefore philology has to be completed 
with sociology, political science, philosophy, psychology, gender studies, the concept 
of post-colonial culture etc. It is evident that both languages and literatures do not cover 
the cultural space/area completely; on the other hand the cultural area speaks various 
cultural languages and their products (texts).

Area studies are generally respected now – in spite of the traditionalists’ resistence – 
but very often are being realised through history and historians or political science and 
its representatives. It is high time we started to conceive area studies not as a new reli-
gion, but as a practical cognitive tool. The negative evaluation of area studies is usually 
connected with the fact that sometimes they function as a sort of a litter bin, i. e. a 
sphere of everything, a kind  of a mixture, a mess of all and nothing at the same time. 
This is nothing new as new scholarly disciplines have the same “biography”. They have 
to defi ne the object of their research and the discipline’s borders which concern infor-
mation science, newly conceived political science, international relations etc.

The accentuation of space/zonal relations is, of course, not new (Gaston Bachelard, 
Mircea Eliade, Mikhail Bakhtin, his concept of the chronotope). The boundaries of 
area studies are associated with their range and with the problem of disciplinarity and 
interdisciplinarity, i. e. with the search for a new object, a specifi c “craft” typical of 
a new discipline, the knowledge of “know-how” techniques which are well-known 
from natural and technological sciences, but also from some social sciences and huma-
nities. Sometimes it is asserted that new disciplines are a sort of a fake, false sciences 
which have no disctinctive limits; each discipline has to have a certain amount of basic 
knowledge and approaches, sometimes mythologized, i. e. in mathematics, medicine, 
philology, etc., connected with certain subjects the students are usually afraid of, say, 
anatomy in medicine or historical grammar or syntax in linguistics. This all has to be 
formulated in the course of the establishing of this new discipline called area studies or 
philological-area studies.

This is all closely connected with the relations between philology and social scienc-
es; if the kernel of area studies is represented by philology, we call them “philologi-
cal-area studies”; the discipline represents a specifi c form of a transcendence of philol-
ogy towards social sciences; at the same time the philological kernel of area studies has 
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to be preserved. The area character is not a mere mechanical synthesis or a solution of 
philology and social sciences, but a natural transcendence of philology.

It is inevitable to ignore a fashion of area studies, i. e. a non-critical accentuation of 
everything which is closely connected with area or space  conceptions at any cost; on 
the contrary, it is extremely useful to stress their connections  with other disciplines or 
notions; area or philological-area studies should be associated with the following terms, 
such as visualization (ROTT 2002, TOKARZ 2002), history of ideas (Ideengeschichte), 
the theory of literary history, the dialogue of cultures (POSPÍŠIL 2002, 2004, 2007), 
culture/cultural studies.

The concept of the net of world cultural areas depends on how detailed and elaborate 
it should be. The typology of world cultural areas could be identifi ed with that of con-
tinents, e. g. North, Central or North America, Asia subdivided into Western, Southern, 
Eastern or South-Eastern, Australia and Oceania, Africa subdivided due to natural con-
tiditions, ethnicity or religion into different regions, such as Sub-Saharan Africa, North 
Africa, Muslim Africa etc.

The kernel of European areas is closely associated with their complicated history 
and cultural development with its language heterogeneity and old and new contrasts 
and contradictions. Traditionally speaking, there are Western Europe, Northern Europe 
or Scandinavia, Southern Europe, the Balkan, Central Europe, East and South-Eastern 
Europe; it is usual to speak of the Mediterranean area.

The Central European area represents the most complicated cultural complex, the 
region with colourful historical and religious developments, the cradle of revolutions 
and world wars. It reminds a little of the Balkan area though its intrinsic structure – 
both diachronous and synchronous is quite different (NEUBAUER – CORNIS-POPE 
2004–2010, NEUPOKOJEVA 1976, POSPÍŠIL-MOSER 2004).

There is nothing stable in the typology of areas in general and European areas in par-
ticular; though the formation of cultural areas is a long-time process, there are some im-
portant shifts and modifi cations; one possible example might be represented by Italy: a 
centre of Renaissance and humanism naturally belonged to the West European area in the 
Middle Ages;  its Renaissance concept was then realised in France and England; later when 
the kernel of Italian  culture – the North of Italy with Milan and Venice –  became part of 
Habsburg monarchy, Italy was regarded as part of Central Europe. We can even conclude 
that very important parts of the Central European area have a transitive character: besides 
Italy, for example, Slovenia (Central Europe – Balkan), former Galicia, now partly Poland, 
partly Ukraine (Central Europe – Eastern Europe), Transylvania (Siebenbürgen, Erdély, 
Ardeal – Central Europe – Balkan), Croatia (Central Europe – Balkan) etc.

The transitiveness may function as a distinctive feature of the whole of Central Eu-
rope which gives it a more fl exible, rich, complex and synthetic character leading to 
its really “central” position, and the rest of European areas which, of course, tended 
to transcend to other countries and determine their characters (former African colo-
nies – Britain, France, up to 1918 Germany, then also Portugal, Spain, colonies in Asia, 
America). It is also often stressed in recent individual or team publications dealing with 
the problem of aesthetic values, with the rather controversial subject of “East-Cen-
tral Europe” (Ostmitteleuropa) or the comparative aspect of area studies in general 
and Central European studies in particular (POSPÍŠIL 2006, 1/2007, 2/2007, 3/2007, 
4/2007, 1/2009, 2/2009, MATHAUSER 2005, POSPÍŠIL, ZOUHAR 2008, WRITING 
LITERARY HISTORY 2006).
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From this point of view it is very important to accentuate the signifi cance of the axi-
ological character of literary artefacts, to integrate the area studies also into the concept 
of comparative philological studies. The contemporary literary history must also cover 
the theory of aesthetic values though it is not acceptable to apply here a concept of the 
so-called positive discrimination. No literary cannon can be determined by the repre-
sentatives of single national literatures only, literature is a supranational phenomenon 
as a part of the communicative process predetermined by the category of the recipient 
(reader); the product of the process – a literary text – is being mediated through the re-
ceptional environment, e. g. translations etc.). In some of the studies dealing with area 
studies in general and Central European area in particular you can fi nd the term “be-
latedness” which is a little pejorative, negatively axiological. Each national literature 
has its own developmental paradigm, its trajectory of evolution independent of other 
litreratures, so there is no need to gain on  or overcome something, it is autonomous, 
prepared to be integrated with other literary entities, to transform their impulses, but 
otherwise it has its own evolutinary rhythm and pattern, it is axiologically autoch-
thonous. In some articles of mine I called it “pre-post effect” or “pre-post paradox”. 
The term “literary culture” brings us a little back to the 19th-century cultural-historical 
school denying the specifi city of literature as a kind of art stressing the importance of 
cultural studies, semiotics and spatial character of the knots of intersection of various 
cultural streams and tendencies. 

The key relations of area studies including Central European  studies covering the 
cardinal problem of area comparative studies, cultural studies, dialogue of cultures, and 
genre studies is very close to the yet unsolved problem of the extrinsic and the intrinsic 
mentioned in the Theory of Literature by Warren and mainly by Wellek (WELLEK – 
WARREN 1948, 1968), the interconnection of which is a dominant task of literary 
criticism including its area aspect.

The weak aspects of contemporary comparative studies are connected – as men-
tioned above – with their methodological dispersion and non-existent methodological 
memory; new comparativists are often forced to discover again and again the methods 
and come to the results already revealed. 

The contemporary status of comparative literary studies is, therefore, rather complicat-
ed; on the one hand, traditional comparative studies are newly revealed as inspiring from 
some aspects, sometimes they are regarded as predecessors of more modern approaches 
(area studies), on the other, there is a strong quest for further innovations. And, last but 
not least, comparative studies appeared in the focus of application as a methodological 
tool when conceiving a new model of literary history or a history of any national literature 
which cannot be understood outside its comparative framework. 

Comparative literary studies may function as a loose net of historically tested ap-
proaches, single methods and visions or as a link of a chain of more complex approaches 
connected with new subjects and problems of world literature, with the prevalence of 
certain genre clusters and with the dominant impact of mass literature in general. 

1) Genesis of area studies and its relation to comparative literary studies.
2) Spatial aspect. 
3) Boundaries of area and comparative literary studies.
4) Area studies and social sciences.
5) Area and visualisation (Polish concept of iconosphere). 
6) Area and history/theory of literary history. 
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7) Area and dialogue of cultures.
8) Area and culture studies.

There are two ways to reform comparative studies:
– minimalisation, deepening, concentration on the text;
– maximalization: a widening, a wider concept, new relations (postcolonial litera-

ture, gender studies, dialogue of cultures, area studies, territorial studies).
The reformed comparative studies permeated by area studies transcends the sphere 

of literature towards society, culture, other humanities and social sciences which gives 
birth to a more complex use of comparative methods.

Obstacles, pitfalls:
1) Vague boundaries of this concept of comparative literary studies;
2) Weakening of the pure craft of literary criticism;
3) Dispersion of subjects and methods;
4) Methodological, didactic and practical consequences – character of a graduate of a wider 
concept of comparative studies.

Some researchers call area studies a waste basket or litter bin, because it really rep-
resents a mixture of various approaches and disciplines which is not methodologically 
pure and which still seeks for its methodological integrity.

The process of the integration of area studies, or more exactly philological-area 
studies, and comparative literary studies, though it is intensifying and is more profound 
now than in the past, is a complicated long-distance run.

ЛИТЕРАТУРА

Бахтин М. Вопросы литературы и эстетики. М.: Художественная литература, 1975. 
504 с.
Бахтин М. Эстетика словесного творчества. М.: Искусство, 1979. 423 с.
Литературные произведения в движении эпох / Ред. Н.В. Осьмаков; Институт мировой 

литературы им. А.М. Горького. АН СССР. Москва: Наука, 1979. 288 с.
Неупокоева И.Г. История всемирной литературы. Проблемы системного и сравнитель-

ного анализа. М.: Наука, 1976. 357, [2] с.
Осьмаков Н.В. Психологическое направление в русском литературоведении: Д.Н. Овcя-

нико-Куликовский. Москва: Просвещение, 1981. 160 с.
Русская литература в историко-функциональном освещении / Редкол.: Н.В. Осьмаков 

(отв. ред.) [и др.]; Ин-т мировой лит. АН СССР. Москва: Наука, 1979. 303 с.

REFERENCES

BACHELARD, Gaston (1957): Poétique de l‘espace. Paris. 214 p.
BAKHTIN, Mikhail: (1979): The Aesthetics of Verbal Art. Moscow: Iskusstvo Publ. 423 p.
BAKHTIN, Mikhail (1975): Questions of Literature and Aesthetics: Studies of Different 

Years. Moscow: Khudozhestvennaya Literatura Publ. 504 p.
BASSLER, Moritz (2001): New Historicism: Literaturgeschichte als Poetik der Kultur. 

Tűbingen. 275 p.
ĎURIŠIN, Dionýz (1992): Čo je svetová literatúra? Bratislava.
ĎURIŠIN, Dionýz (ed.) (1987–1993): Osobitné medziliterárne spoločenstvá I–VI. Bratislava. 

80



GREENBLATT, Stephen (2000): Practising the New Historicism. Chicago University Press.  
249 p.

HODROVÁ, Daniela: (1989): Hledání románu. Kapitoly z historie a typologie žánru. Praha: 
Čs. spisovatel. 275 p.

MATHAUSER, Zdeněk (2005): Báseň na dosah eidosu. Ke stopám fenomenologie v ruské 
literatuře a literární vědě. Praha: Univerzita Karlova. 375 p.

NEBAUER, John, CORNIS-POPE, Marcel (eds, 2004–2010): History of the Literary Cul-
tures of East-Central Europe: Junctures and Disjunctures in the 19th and 20th Centuries. I–IV. 
Amsterdam and Philadelphia: John Benjamins. 714 p.

NEUPOKOEVA, Irina (1976):  History of World Literature. Problems of the Systemic and 
Comparative Analysis. Moscow: Nauka. 357, [2] p.

OSMAKOV, Nikolaj V. (Ed. 1/1979): Literary Works in Motion of Epochs / Gorky Institute 
of World Literature. Academy of Sciences USSR. Moscow: Nauka. 288 p.

OSMAKOV, Nikolaj V. (Ed., 1981): Psychological Direction in Russian Literary Criticism: 
D.N. Ovsyaniko-Kulikovsky. Moscow: Prosveshchenie. 160 p.

OSMAKOV, Nikolaj V. (Ch. ed., 2/1979): Russian Literature in its Historical-functional As-
pect / Gorky Institute of World Literature. Academy of Sciences USSR. Moscow: Nauka. 303 p.

POSPÍŠIL, Ivo (2013): Areál a fi lologická studia. Brno: Masarykova univerzita. 154 p.
POSPÍŠIL, Ivo (1, 2009): Areál a jeho vztahy. Novaja Rusistika. No. 2, s. 70–78. 
POSPÍŠIL, Ivo (2002): Areál – sociální vědy – fi lologie Brno: Kabinet integrované žánrové 

typologie, Ústav slavistiky, Filozofi cká fakulta Masarykovy univerzity. 94 p.
POSPÍŠIL, Ivo (2015): Central Europe: Substance and Concepts. Nitra: Constantine the 

Philosopher University in Nitra, Faculty of Central European Studies. 169 p.
POSPÍŠIL, Ivo (ed., 1999): Integrovaná žánrová typologie (Komparativní genologie) Pro-

jekt – metodologie – terminologie – struktura oboru – studie. Hlavní autoři: Ivo Pospíšil – Jiří 
Gazda – Jan Holzer. Brno: Masarykova univerzita. 182 p.

POSPÍŠIL, Ivo (1/2005): Kulturní dialog a areálová studia (několik poznámek o spojito-
sti pojmů). Dialog kultur III. Sborník příspěvků z vědecké konference s mezinárodní účastí 
pořadáné ve spolupráci se Společností Franka Wollmana při FF MU v Brně a Českou asociací 
rusistů. Hradec Králové 26. 10. 2004. Ústí nad Orlicí: OFTIS, s. 17–24. 

POSPÍŠIL, Ivo (1986): Labyrint kroniky. Pokus o teoretické vymezení žánru. Brno: Blok. 
193 p.

POSPÍŠIL, Ivo (1/2014): Literární genologie. Brno: Masarykova univerzita. 118 p.
POSPÍŠIL, Ivo (1/2009): Literární komparatistika, areálová/kulturní studia, teorie literárních 

dějin a problém hodnoty v současné literárněvědné praxi. Opera Slavica, č. 1, s. 20–33.  
POSPÍŠIL, Ivo (2/2014): Literární věda a teritoriální studia. Nitra: Fakulta stredoeurópskych 

štúdií, Univerzita Konštantína Filozofa v Nitre. 
POSPÍŠIL, Ivo (2/2005): Problema slavizmov i njegov kontekst. Ljubljana: Primerjalna 

književnost, december, št. 2, s. 17–32. 
POSPÍŠIL, Ivo (1/ 2007): Próza virtuální autenticity a existenciálního znejistění. SPFFBU, 

X 10, Slavica Litteraria, s. 5–20.
POSPÍŠIL, Ivo (1983): Ruská románová kronika (Příspěvek k historii a teorii žánru). Brno: 

UJEP. 219 p.
POSPÍŠIL, Ivo (3/2005): Ruský román znovu navštívený. Historie, uzlové body vývoje, 

teorie a mezinárodní souvislosti: Od počátků k výhledu do současnosti. Ed.: Jaroslav Malina, 
obálka, grafi cká a typografi cká úprava Josef Zeman – Tomáš Mořkovský, Martin Čuta, ilustrace 

81



Boris Jirků. Brno: Nadace Universitas, Edice Scientia, Akademické nakladatelství CERM, Na-
kladatelství a vydavatelství NAUMA. 209 p.

POSPÍŠIL, Ivo (2006): Teoretická konstrukce a naplněnost kontextu (In margine “nové 
západní literárněvědné rusistiky”). Opera Slavica, č. 3, s. 31–36.

POSPÍŠIL, Ivo (2/2009): Teorie literárních dějin, literární komparatistika a identita národ-
ních literatur (problém východoslovanského areálu). In: Ukrajinistika: minulost, přítomnost, 
budoucnost. Sborník vědeckých prací. Masarykova univerzita, Filozofi cká fakulta, Ústav 
slavistiky. Eds: Halyna Myronova, Oxana Gazdošová, Petr Kalina, Olga Lytvynyuk, Jitka 
Micháliková, Libor Pavlíček. Brno: Masarykova univerzita. s. 463–474. 

POSPÍŠIL, Ivo (2/ 2007): The Problem of Value and Equality in Comparative Literary Stud-
ies: the Past and the Present (Some Comments on the Conception of “Area Value”). In: The 
Horizons of Comtemporary Slavic Comparative Literature Studies / Ed. by Halina Janaszek-
Ivaničková. Warszawa: Dom Wydawniczy Elipsa, pp. 39–49.

POSPÍŠIL, Ivo (3/ 2007): Trivialita a hledání virtuální autenticity jako nového dialogu. In:  
Dialog kultur IV. Sborník příspěvků z mezinárodní vědecké konference pořádané ve spoluprá-
ci se Slavistickou společností FrankaWollmana při FF MU v Brně a Českou asociací rusistů. 
Hradec Králové 23.–24. 1. 2007. Uspořádal Oldřich Richterek. Ústí nad Orlicí: Oftis, s. 21–27.

POSPÍŠIL, Ivo, MOSER, Michael (2004): Comparative Cultural Studies in Central Europe. 
Brno: Ústav slavistiky Filozofi cké fakulty Masarykovy univerzity. 203 p.

POSPÍŠIL, Ivo, ZOUHAR, Jan (eds, 2008): Literatura a fi lozofi e (Zdeněk Mathauser). Brno:  
Katedra fi losofi e, Ústav slavistiky FF MU. 206 p.

ROTT, Dariusz (2002): Bracia Czescy w dawnej Polsce. Katovice: Wydawnictwo Uniwer-
sytetu Śląskiego. 210 p.

TOKARZ, B. (2002): Dwudziestowieczna ikonosfera w literaturach europejskich: Wizual-
izacja w literaturze. Katovice: “Śląsk”. 472 p.

WELLEK, R. (1936): The Theory of Literary History. Praha: Travaux de Cercle Linguis-
tique du Prague 6.

Writing Literary History. Selected Perspectives from Central Europe (2006). Frankfurt am 
Main – Berlin – Bern – Bruxelles – New York – Oxford – Wien: Peter Lang Verlag. 306 p.

Сведения об авторе:
Иво Поспишил,

докт. филол. наук,
профессор

Институт славистики
Университет им. Т.Г. Масарика

Брно (Чехия)

Ivo Pospíšil
PhDr., DrSc

Professor
Institute of Slavonic Studies

University of TG Masaryk
Brno (Czech Republic)

82


