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SLOVO UVODEM
K levicovému disentu

Ustfedni politické pojmy levicového myslen{ jako socialismus ¢i marxismus se po padu
statniho socialismu jevily ve spojeni s adjektivem ,,demokraticky“ doslova jako contra-
dictio in adjecto. Demokratické rezimy se po roce 1989 naopak identifikovaly s liberal-
nimi hodnotami, které byly ¢asto chdpany ve smyslu neomezeného individualismu
a nediveéte vici kolektivistickym politickym modeliim, v€etné moznych nesovétskych
alternativ k liberdlnimu kapitalismu. Z této perspektivy byla rémovana také historicka
tloha vychodoevropského disentu, jehoz dominantou byla obhajoba lidskych prév a po-
litickych svobod, tedy predev§im hodnot spojenych s politickym liberalismem. Spojeni
disidentského vyjednavani demokratického prostoru jako prostoru socialistického, ¢i
dokonce marxistického bylo ve vefejném prostoru v zemich stfedni a vychodni Evropy
po roce 1989 prakticky nediskutovatelné. Povale¢nd zku$enost tohoto regionu vrhla na
cely socialisticky politicky projekt stin a v o¢ich ¢ésti obyvatel tak postavila vyznam
pojmu socialismus do protikladu k politické praxi demokracie.

Tento moment ovsem vyvolava tdzani, pfedevsim proto, Ze historie moderni demo-
kracie je od devatendctého stoleti nerozlu¢né spjata se socialistickym hnutim a jeho
politickymi projekty. To pochopitelné neznamena, Ze by déjiny levice nemély i své temné
stranky, které popiraly (Casto radikdlné) demokratické principy. Na druhou stranu se
politickd levice historicky podilela na rozsifovani prostoru demokracie v celém svété.
Ve své témét dvousetleté historii bojovala moderni levice za utvaieni demokratického
konstitucionalismu, roz$itovani ob¢anskych, hospodétskych, socidlnich a kulturnich
prav, za rovnost a za respektovani rozdilu ¢i za socidlni inkluzi. Historik Geoff Eley v knize
Forging Democracy. The History of the Left in Europe, 1850-2000 oznacuje dokonce kazdé
vyjednavani demokracie za levicové.' Jakkoli se mize toto tvrzeni zdat kontroverzni,
aktivistické ¢i jednostranné, spojent levice, resp. socialismu a demokracie je historicky
neoddiskutovatelné, stejné jako je z¢asti pochopitelnd diskreditace levicovych pojmi
po padu statné socialistickych diktatur v Evropé.

Eley se divd na dlouhodoby vyvoj evropské levice a v§im4 si, ze v zdpadni Evropé his-
torickd dominance socialismu nad jinymi levicovymi koncepty upada od Sedesatych let

! Geoff Eley, Forging Democracy: The History of the Left in Europe, 1850-2000 (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2002).
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s nastupem tzv. novych socidlnich hnuti (feminismus, pacifismus, enviromentalismus).
Ta prebiraji politickou agendu nové levicové rétoriky a klasické politické kategorie urcu-
jici identitu ,staré” levice, jako délnicka t¥ida ¢i zajmy pracujicich, jsou v emancipacni
rétorice nové levice Caste¢né upozadény. Plivodni diiraz na tfidni analyzu nova levice
kombinovala nebo jej nahradila kulturalistickou kritikou rtiznych forem znevyhodnént.

V komunistické Evropé byla situace pochopitelné jind. Rozdilnou situaci roku 1968 a let
nasledujicich mapuje sbornik Revolutions for the Future: May ‘68 and the Prague Spring,
ktery recenzujeme v obou ¢islech tohoto svazku Kontradikci (slovensky Michal Liptak,
anglicky Sezgin Boynik). Je samoziejmé problematické automaticky prenéset politické
kategorie zapadniho mysleni do vychodoevropského kontextu, nebot politické identity
a politické §tépeni zde vznikala v jinych podminkdch. Tradice demokratického mys$leni
je ve sttedovychodni Evropé po roce 1968 spojena piredevsim s disentem, ktery byl diky
své kritice oficidlni socialistické politiky povazovan dlouho za hnut{ , neideologické”. To
bylo dédno i dominantnim vykladovym rdmcem, ve kterém byl disent historicky spojovan
predevsim s tzv. nepolitickou politikou, tedy snahou o hledani konsensu a budovani
spole¢nych ,predpolitickych“ hodnot. Domnivame se, Ze chceme-li pochopit myslenkovy
svét vychodoevropského disentu, nemélo by nase zkoumani u tohoto tvrzeni skondit.
Snaha o sjednoceni riznych disidentskych proudt proti spole¢nému nepftiteli vramci
lidskopravni agendy neznamenala, Ze by se ¢ast aktér déle politicky neprofilovala.
Pravé otdzka toho, zda lidska prava, potazmo lidské svobody chépat pouze jako nega-
tivni svobody (svobody od néceho), coz by v zdsadé implikovalo liberalni pojeti, nebo
pozitivné (tedy svobody k né¢emu), jak je chédpe socialistické pojeti, tvorila zdsadni
diference uvnitf politického disentu. Tento konflikt ptiblizuje v kontextu sovétského
disentu rozhovor s Iljou Budrajtskisem v anglickém cisle.

Nas vyklad situujeme do vyzkumného paradigmatu, které v poslednich letech zpo-
chybnuje dominantni vyklad disentu jako ideologicky liberdlniho projektu. V akade-
mickych diskuzich 1ze ztetelné vidét naléhavou potiebu po ,pfehodnocovani“ a ,,znovu-
promysleni“ historie disentu, coz také vede k novému zkoumadni politického myslent,
které se objevilo ve vychodni a stiedni Evropé pfed radikalnimi zménami v roce 1989.
Ukazuje se, Ze i uvniti disentu vznikala fada socialistickych politickych koncepci a ze
marxisticky disent neni pojem, ktery by piedstavoval contradictio in adjecto.

Jde ndm zejména o politické mySleni, o obsahy kritik, program a vizi, o jejich filo-
sofickou relevanci. Levicovy disent, jehoz vyznam liberdlni narativ upozaduje, chdpeme
jako zpusob mysleni, ktery se takovému vypravéni castecné vzpird. To ovSem nezna-
mend, ze bychom si mohli ulehcit préci a vymezit levicovost disentu pouze privlastkem
»heliberalni“. Takové pojeti by bylo podobné zjednodusujici jako ptivodni zobecnujici
liberdlni ¢teni. Pfi ohled4dvani terénu jsme se proto neomezovali na jednu zuzujici defi-
nici, oproti tomu jsme se spise snazili levicovy disent pojednat z riznych perspektiv, jez
dohromady pfibliZuji tento na prvni pohled jasné rozpoznatelny, pfi bliz§im ohledani
ov§em vcelku nepolapitelny, protoze mnohovrstevnaty, objekt vyzkumu. Proto jsme
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se levicovy disent pokusili vymezit prostfednictvim nékolika navzdjem propojenych
charakteristik.

Piedev$im je tieba zdlraznit, Ze levicovy disent sice bojoval proti stdvajicimu mode-
lu socialismu a v mnohych piipadech se jeho pfedstavitelé ztotoznovali s liberdlnimi
hodnotami (napiiklad v otdzce potteby dodrzovani lidskych prav), v zadném ptipadé
se ovSem neztotoznovali s kapitalismem jako ekonomicko-spolecenskym usporaddnim.
Vzhledem k dobovym okolnostem, mezi néz patfila hrozba riazné miry perzekuce, sice
nepriitelem ¢islo jedna ztistaval oficidlni - at jiz sovétsky, jugoslavsky ¢i albdnsky - rezim,
neznamena to v8ak, Ze by spolu s modelem redlného socialismu tehdejsi autorky a autofi
opustili ideu socialismu jako takového. Albédnsky piipad disentnich snah mapuje ve
studii vénované reakcim ¢asti taméjsich stranickych a intelektudlnich elit na XX. sjezd
KSSS Inxhi Brisku. Dobové svédectvi vymezovani vici oficidlnimu modelu socialismu
ukazuje na ¢eskoslovenském piipadu preklad textu Miroslava Kusého ,To Be a Marxist
in Czechoslovkia“ (edi¢né ptipraven Dirkem Dalbergem). To je rovnéz patrné napiiklad
v analyze Josefa Guttmanna ,Sovétsky svaz - nova tiidni spolec¢nost” z roku 1944 a v tex-
tu Egona Bondyho ,Diktatura proletariatu“ z roku 1949/1950, které edi¢né pro ceské
¢islo pripravili Pavel Siostrzonek a Petr Kuzel. Oba tyto texty pfinédseji drtivou kritiku
Sovétského svazu a spole¢nosti sovétského typu, aniz by v nejmensim rezignovaly na
marxistickd vychodiska a idedaly socialismu. Zaroven ukazuji, Ze pojem levicovy disent
neni nutné rezervovat pouze pro obdobi sedmdesétych a osmdesétych let, a Ze o ném
miizeme hovofitivletech diivéjSich. Podrobné se ostatné etymologii pojmu ,levicovy
disent”, jeho proménédm a historii ve svém pfispévku vénuje Peter Bugge.

Pfedstavy levicovych disidentti o socialistickém spole¢enském uspofddani nebyly
homogenni. Spole¢né mély tyto disidentské piistupy vétsinou pouze to, Ze se vymezovaly
jak vici stavajici realizaci socialismu, tak vii¢i kapitalismu. Tuto nesourodost mél pti-
rozené na svédomi odklon od dobového ideologického kdnonu. Opusténi jednotného
a zdvazného jazyka oficidlnfho marxismu-leninismu vedlo ke zna¢né rtiznorodosti.
Ta byla posilena riznymi ideovymi vlivy, jez se sice navzdjem mohly pfekryvat, avSak
nikdy nevytvoftily pro disentni levicové intelektudaly jednotny teoreticky ani politicky
jazyk. Ve stredovychodni Evropé tehdy bylo mozné sledovat nejriiznéjsi recepce mao-
ismu, jak je v tomto svazku prezentuji Krist6f Nagy s Marténem Szarvasem na piikladu
radikdlnich madarskych uméleckych skupin ¢i jak jej rozvijel Cesky nezéavisly a vumé-
leckém undergroundu se pohybujici marxista Egon Bondy.

Vlivy nové levice ve spojeni s trockistickymi inspiracemi mtizeme vidét u ceské
skupiny radikédlnich studentti - Hnut{ revolu¢ni mlédeze, které ptiblizuje text Ondie-
je Slacalka, Michaela Poldka a Matyase Ktizkovského. V disentu skoncila také rada
marxistickych intelektudlt, ktef{ ptivodné fungovali v rdmci oficidlnich instituci, jako
napiiklad jugosléavsti filosofové sdruzeni kolem ¢asopisu Praxis, zde prezentovani au-
torskou trojici Gazela Pudar Drasko, Milivoj Beslin a Bal$a Delibasi¢, nebo naptiklad
némecti filosofové typu Wolfganga Haricha, Roberta Havemana a Rudolfa Bahra, jejichz
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programy spolecenské zmény analyzuje Alexander Amberger. Recenzi na ¢eské vydani
Bahrovy knihy Alternativa. Ke kritice redlného socialismu piinasi Ondfej Holub. Stu-
dii téhoZ autora vénovanou marxistickému slovenskému filosofovi Rudolfovi Simovi
otiskujeme rovnéz v ceském cisle. Stejné tak nemtizeme nevidét nejrtiznéjsi nezavislé
socialistické skupiny, které v ceském piipadé tvorila naptiklad brnénska skupina ne-
zavislych socialist (k té mél blizko ¢esky historik Jan Tesaf, jehoz knihu dobovych eseji
recenzuje v Ceském c¢isle Vaclav Skofepa) nebo byvali reformn{ komunisté koketujici
s eurokomunismem, jejichz kritiku sovétského modelu socialismu analyzuje v ¢eském
c¢isle Kristina Andélova.

Spolu se stavajicim socialistickym uspofadédnim podrobovali disidenti velmi casto
piisné kritice i oficidlni jazyk (viz text M. Kusého v tomto svazku). Jazyk v§ak nenfi to
samé, co konceptudlni aparat, a tak nedochéazelo nutné k opusténi marxistickych pojm?.
Tento princip je patrny jiz v knize Novd tfida Milovana Djilase nebo v Otevieném dopise
strané Karola Modzelewského a Jacka Kurone a provazel texty levicovych disidentt do
konce statniho socialismu. Snahy o oc¢istovani marxistickych termint od ideologickych
nénost zkostnatélého oficidlniho jazyka, o ndvrat k ptivodni marxistické terminologii
jako néstroji teorie, boj o navraceni analytické nosnosti pojmii jako revoluce, tfida,
vykotistovéni, délba prace apod. patfily k zdkladnim charakteristikdm tehdejsich in-
telektualnich aktivit. Pokud teorie ztistdvala do velké miry u pojmového marxistického
arzendluy, at jiz riznych typt zdpadniho marxismu, nové levice, trockismu, maoismu,
¢i v ndvaznosti na nejrtiznéjsi lokalni tradice socialismu, ptredstavy o politické praxi
se lisily a navzédjem rozchézely praveé podle jednotlivych ideovych vlivii. Maoisté snili
o kulturni revoluci prostfednictvim odvrhnuti starého svéta, radikaIni studenti o novém
spolecenstvi zrozeném ve skutecné revolucni zméné, nezavisli socialisté typu zminéné
brnénské skupiny o symbidze levicovych a ob¢anskych principd, reformni komunisté
v exilu sdzeli na zdpadoevropské komunistické strany a ptipadné zmeény v Sovétském
svazu. Stejné jako byl na irovni teorie reformulovan marxismus, tak v nékterych usku-
penich dochdzelo i k ozivovani revolu¢niho marxismu jakozto sepéti revolu¢ni teorie
a revolucni praxe. Zatimco v oficidlni propagandé byla stabilita tohoto paru pry za-
jisténa komunistickou stranou, v disidentskych tvahdch $lo o vytvoreni nové, dyna-
mické a nepfetrzité revolu¢ni politické sily. Pro Egona Bondyho ¢i Petra Uhla tak bylo
ptirozené kritizovat spolecnosti sovétského typu a zéroven se povazovat za marxisty.
Tento moment mj. pfind$ime v rozhovoru s Annou Sabatovou.

Vratme se ovSem jesté k nasemu pocate¢nimu tdzani. Podobné jako dobovi kritici
statniho socialismu se domnivdme, Ze nékteré marxistické pojmy stale pfedstavuji
adekvatni nastroje k analyze dnesni spolecnosti a Ze taktka sisyfovské snazeni o vytva-
feni spravedlivé spole¢nosti byvalych levicovych disidentti ndm dnes pomadhd navazat
na jejich odkaz (viz zejména rozhovor s Annou Sabatovou v ¢eském ¢isle nebo kritika
spole¢nosti riistu Wolfganga Haricha diskutovand v pfispévku Alexandera Ambergera).
Pokud v$ak znovuozivujeme mysleni levicového disentu a snazime se jeho piibéhy
a myslenky znovu ¢ist, neznamena to, ze bychom jej chtéli heroizovat.

10
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Ptiklon mnohych predstavitelti $koly Praxis k etnonacionalismu naptiklad otevird
témata, kam by méla sméfovat nase dalsi kritika tehdejsiho mysleni. Stejné tak by bylo
mozné se zabyvat otdzkou, proc¢ se v dobovych textech prakticky nevyskytuji reflexe
jinych forem oprese typu genderovych nerovnosti (vzacnym pfikladem budiz text Bla-
zenky Despot, ktery Zsofia Lorand edi¢né ptipravila pro minulé ¢islo ¢asopisu?). Dosud
madlo reflektované mysleni levicového disentu ov§em otevird fadu dalsich vyzkumnych
témat, napiiklad disidentské koncepce solidarity, otazky kritiky pracovnich prév ¢i

NaXs N

naopak pozdéjsi priklony k riznym formém autoritaistvi.

Ve chvili, kdy bylo toto ¢islo Kontradikcijiz vysdzené, zastihla nds smutnd zprava o dmrti
Petra Uhla, celozivotniho bojovnika proti bezpravi a netinavného zastance prav utlaco-
vanych. Neni jiZ bohuzel mozné pripojit do tohoto ¢isla souvislejsi vzpominku. Chceme
tedy alespon touto formou vyjéadfit za celou redakci tdctu ¢lovéku, ktery nikdy neslevil
ze svych zdsad a idedll a ktery i za nejobtiznéj$ich podminek byl vzdy schopen ziistat
sdm sebou. Pro nés, ktef{ jsme o generaci, dvé, ¢i dokonce tii mladsi, zistava v tomto
ohledu inspiraci. Rozhodli jsme se proto vénovat toto ¢islo Kontradikci praveé jemu,
a vzdat mu tak Cest a dik a za to, Ze mame na co navazovat.

Kristina Andélovd, Jan Mervart, Petr KuZel

2 Blazenka Despot, ,Women and Self-Management“, introduced by Z. Lérand, Contradictions:
A Journal for Critical Thought 4 (2020), ¢. 2, s. 141-151.
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,CESKA SOVETOLOGIE"?
SOCIALISTE V OPOZICI
A KRITIKA SYSTEMU
SOVETSKEHO TYPU®

Kristina Andélova

“Czech Sovietology”? Socialists in Opposition and the Critique of Soviet-Type Systems

Abstract

The study focuses on Marxist critique of Soviet systems in Czech oppositional thought
during the period of so-called normalization (1970s-1980s). This analytical discourse
was characterized by efforts to re-establish the critical debates that started as a part of
Czechoslovak social-scientific critique in the 1960s and intended to provide a detailed
analysis of the nature of the so-called Soviet-type systems (STS, i.e. the political systems
of the Warsaw Pact countries). Thus, the STS theory was geopolitically defined and did
not deal with analyzes of other communist regimes (for example, Yugoslavia or China).
On the example of selected Czechoslovak thinkers (e.g. Pelikdn, Mlyndr, Strmiska, Hdjek)
the first part of the study addresses attempts to evaluate Czechoslovak development in
the 1960s as a specific case of democratization of the Soviet-type system; in the second
part I focus on interpretations of these discussions from the perspective of East-European

* Studie vznikla v rdmci projektu Média kulturni opozice v Ceskoslovensku s identifika¢nim kédem
LTC18040, na feseni projektu byla poskytnuta podpora v ramci programu INTER-EXCELLENCE
Ministerstva §kolstvi, mlddeZe a télovychovy CR.
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totalitarian paradigm. Finally, the third part describes how these analyzes contributed
to the formulation of possible political changes in the Eastern Bloc.

Keywords

Soviet-type systems, Czechoslovak opposition, normalization in Czechoslovakia, Sovie-
tology, totalitarianism, Zdenék Mlyndr, Zdenék Strmiska

Uvod

Nésledujici studie se zabyvéa fenoménem marxistické kritiky sovétskych systémi v ceském
opozi¢nim mysleni béhem normalizace. Tato kritika se vyznacovala dsilim o znovue-
tablovani kritickych socidlnévédnich debat, které byly zapocaty v Sedesatych letech,
a o poskytnuti podrobné analyzy fungovani a povahy tzv. systému sovétského typu
(SST). Za ty byly povazovany socialné politické systémy v tehdej$ich zemich Varsavské
smlouvy. Teorie SST tedy byla mimo jiné politicko-geograficky vymezena a nezabyvala
se analyzami jinych komunistickych rezimt (napiiklad Jugoslavie nebo Ciny). Prvni ¢4st
studie se vénuje pokustim o zhodnoceni ¢eskoslovenského vyvoje v Sedesatych letech
jako specifického ptipadu cesty k demokratizaci systému sovétského typu, ve druhé
Césti se zaméruji na totalitdrni interpretace téchto diskuzi a nakonec tieti ¢ast popisuje,
jak tyto analyzy ptispély k formulacim moznych politickych zmén ve vychodnim bloku.

Sousttedim se zde pfedev$im na bédddni, které probihalo v rdmci dvou vyzkumnych
projektd pod vedenim Zdernka Mlynate: ,Zkusenosti prazského jara 1968 a , Krize
v sovétskych systémech®. Intenci téchto projekta bylo ¢aste¢né navazat na metody
ceskoslovenského politologického a sociologického vyzkumu v Sedesatych letech, jak
byl praktikovédn v rdmci tzv. interdisciplinarnich tymu, které kriticky hodnotily sou-
doby spolecensky a politicky vyvoj. Ze stejné potteby (ov§em jiZ ve zcela odli$nych
podminkéch) se béhem sedmdesatych let zformovalo mezi reformné-komunistickymi
intelektudly odvétvi , ceské sovétologie”, ktera poskytovala kritiku stdvajictho sovétského
politického modelu, kterd se opirala o koncept totalitarismu. Pojem , ¢eskd sovétologie”
zde pouzivam pro oznaceni vyzkumu tzv. spolecnosti sovétského typu v podobé, ve
které se ustavil mezi Ceskymi exilovymi intelektudly v sedmdesatych a osmdesatych
letech. Tento pojem zamérné pouzivam v uvozovkach, nebot ozna¢eni mize byt mirné
zavadéjici, predevs$im proto, Ze pro tyto autory neni oblasti zajml samotny Sovétsky
svaz a jeho vyvoj, nybrz nesovétské politické systémy, které implementovaly podstatné
prvky sovétského modelu. Jednalo se tedy ptedevsim o politické systémy zemi stiedni
a vychodni Evropy.

Teoreticky ptinos stfedo- a vychodoevropského disentu byl pfedevsim v anglosaskych
diskuzich v devadesatych letech i pozdéji ptehlizen. Na to poukazoval vroce 1995 Jeffery
Isaac v textu , The Strange Silence of Political Theory*, ktery se tykal vyznamu politického
mysleni vychodoevropského disentu.' Isaac upozornil na to, Ze zdpadni politi¢ti védci

1 Jeffery Isaac, , The Strange Silence of Political Theory*, Political Theory 12 (1995), €. 4, s. 636-652.
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nebrali v potaz potencidlni pfinos vychodoevropskych politickych reflexi pro politickou
védu a popis fungovani nedemokratickych systémi a jsou vnimani pfedevsim jako
obcansti aktivisté a hrdinové boje proti totalitarismu. Poukazoval na to, Ze ,struktury
profesionalniho akademického badéani jsou zahlceny zaujetim ,velkymi dily‘“.?

V tomto duchu si nésledujici studie klade za cil seznamit ¢tenédre s nékterymi dosud
madlo reflektovanymi ¢i nezvefejnénymi kritickymi analyzami, které probihaly vdomaci
i exilové opozici v sedmdesatych a osmdesatych letech. Diskuze, které se pokousely
vsadit ¢eskoslovensky reformni pokus do $ir$ich analyz tzv. systému sovétského typu,
ukazuji formovéani specifické ,eské sovétologie®, ktera je pfi hodnoceni opozi¢niho
mysleni ¢eskou historiografii do zna¢né miry piehlizena. K tomu ptispélo i to, ze ¢ast
zde citovanych studif ztistala v ¢eskych mutacich ¢asto pouze v rukopisech a kolovala
jen mezi velmi uzkou skupinou opozi¢nich intelektuald. Tyto studie jsou dnes sice
piistupné predev$im v osobnim fondu Zdenka Mlynéfe v Narodnim archivu, ov§em
1ze se domnivat, ze uvnitt ceského disentu vyraznéji diskutovany nebyly.

Prazské jaro a jeho vyznam pfi reformé systémi sovétského typu

Reflexe porazky prazského jara se stala integralni soucasti posrpnového mysleni re-
formniho komunismu a predstavovala dilezitou komponentu jak v jeho kritice normali-
zacniho rezimu, tak i ve snahdch o budovani mezinarodni komunistické a socialistické
solidarity. Prvni studie pochdzely hlavné z exilu, kde ¢4st reformné-komunistického
establishmentu zac¢ala budovat nové politické a akademické kariéry. Zpocatku byli na
tomto poli nejaktivnéjsi predevsim Jiti Pelikdn, Ota Sik ¢i Zdenék Hejzlar. Politické tivahy
o pordzce prazského jara se odehravaly ve dvou zdkladnich rovinéch: jednak v roviné
historizujici, kde bylo hlavnim kritériem hodnoceni tspéchi i limiti ceskoslovenského
reformniho komunismu o demokratizaci spole¢nosti, a jednak aktudlné-politické, v niz
$lo pfedevsim o ,definovani moznosti a podminek dalsi politiky, jez potlaceni reform-
niho pokusu pfineslo®.?® Prvni reflexe pochopitelné reagovaly pfedev$im na aktualni
politickou situaci v Ceskoslovensku, kterd zcela zdsadné ovlivnila spole¢ensky obraz
jara 1968. Michal Kopecek poukdzal na charakteristicky rys reformné-komunistickych
historicko-politickych rozprav v tomto obdobf: prakticky vS§echny prace se vymezovaly
vici ,protivnikéim na dvou frontach“* Jednak to byla obrana proti interpretacnimu
ramci Pouceni z krizového vyvoje, ptedevsim proti oznaceni celého procesu jako kon-
trarevoluéniho, nesocialistického (¢i nemarxistického) a potlacujiciho tfidni a stranic-
ké hledisko. Druhou rovinou byla obrana reformniho procesu proti nekomunistické
¢i antikomunistické kritice, kterd postupné ziskdvala dominantnéjsi pozici i v rdmci

2 Ibid., s. 642.

# Michal Kopecek, ,Bod obratu: politicko-historické reflexe roku 1968 v Ceskoslovensku a stiedovy-
chodni Evropé, in Old¥ich Tima a Markéta Devéta (eds.), Prazské jaro 1968: obéanskd spolecnost,
média, prenos politickych a kulturnich procesii (Praha: Ustav pro soudobé déjiny AV CR, 2011), s. 38.

4 Ibid.
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disidentskych spolecensko-historickych reflexi. Pfestoze si reformné-komunisticti in-
telektudlové jasné uvédomovali limity demokratizace leninského politického systému,
v prvnich reflexich se objevuje zietelna snaha obhdjit autoritativni postup strany v roce
1968 jako jedinou moznou strategii k postupnému a stranou fizenému zapojovani ob-
¢ant do procesu spolecenského rozhodovani.

Jednim z prvnich pokusti o systematizaci diskuze o povaze a moznosti zmén politické-
ho systému v Ceskoslovensku byl ¢eskoslovensko-britsky seminéft ,, The Czechoslovak
Reform Movement”“ potddany 12. az 17. ¢ervence 1971 univerzitou v Readingu. Seminaf
nemél pouze védecky charakter, ale i explicitni politickou rovinu, k ¢emuz se hlésila
sama redakce Listii. Pozdéji se v Listech objevilo hodnoceni mezindrodniho seminate
jako dtlezitého pomocnika ,,v naSem usili informovat ty, ktefi maji vliv prostfednic-
tvim svych univerzitnich funkci na tisice zapadnich studentti a svého pera na miliény
¢tendid, vysvétlovat pravdiveé, co je ¢lovéku v zdpadnim svété na vyvoji vychodné od
Labe jen tézko nebo nedostate¢né pochopitelné, a tak nachézet, soustiedovat a mobi-
lizovat stdle vétsi pocCet skuteénych ptatel a spojenct, kterych bylo nasemu statu v boji
za samostatny a svobodny vyvoj vzdy zapotiebi“.®

Diskuse se soustiedovala pfedev$im na vztahy mezi politickymi a ekonomickymi
faktory reformniho hnuti v Ceskoslovensku, na budoucnost ¢eskoslovenské ekonomické
reformy, moZznosti transformace KSC, zmén v politické struktuie a na otdzku, jaké jsou
perspektivy reforem v systému diktatury jedné strany a obecné. Vysledkem seminéie
byla jedna z prvnich publikaci exilovych nakladatelstvi Index - sbornik Systémové zmény,
ktery vysSel v roce 1972.° Byly zde publikovany ptispévky Celnich reformné-komunis-
tickych teoretikti (ekonomi ¢i sociologti) ¢i jinych pfedné postavenych funkcionaid,
kteti v Sedesatych letech aktivné promysleli moznosti komunistické demokratizace
(konkrétné Ivan Bystfina, Zdenék Hejzlar, Jifi Kosta, Alexej Kusdk, Antonin J. Liehm,
Adolf Miiller, Jiti Pelikén, Jit{ Sldma, Ota Sik).

Vsechny prispévky se vztahovaly rliznym zptisobem k dosavadnim pokustim ,zménit
byrokraticko-politicky systém v Ceskoslovensku”. Cilem diskuze byla snaha o postizeni
vyvoje tzv. systému sovétského typu v rtiznych stadiich krizi a pochopit moznosti jejich
zmeén, predevsim na prikladu ceskoslovenské politické krize v Sedesatych letech. Mimo
explicitni vymezeni viic¢i narativu Pouceni je zde ov§em patrnd i snaha o kritiku nastupu-
jictho paradigmatu o nemoznosti demokratické politické reformy komunistickych stran ve
vychodni Evropé, jez se po roce 1968 zacalo mezi zdpadoevropskymi i vychodoevropskymi
intelektualy vyraznéji prosazovat. To pochopitelné neznamenalo vylou¢eni moznosti
jakékoli politické dynamiky. Spise se mezi opozi¢nimi intelektudly jednalo o redefinici
pojmu ,reforma“ kterd znamenala zménu, jez bude probihat predevs$im ,tlakem zdola“.
S takovym pojetim se ¢ast autort Systémovych zmén shodovala, ov§em mnozi z nich se

% Seminai v Readingu®, Listy 1 (1971), ¢. 6, s. 44-45.
6 Jiti Pelikan (ed.), Systémové zmény (Kolin: Index, 1972).
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domnivali, Ze proto, aby ke zméné doslo, nelze apelovat pouze na ob¢anskou nespoko-
jenost a jeji vefejné projevy, ale je tieba podrobné analyzovat spole¢enskou strukturu
a pochopit role jednotlivych socidlnich skupin ve vztahu k moci. Pravni teoretik Ivan
Bysttina napsal, Ze je nutné ,,pochopit specifickou tlohu jednotlivych spolecenskych
vrstev, tfid a skupin ve vyvoji, v rozkladu a v piipravé paddu daného systému*“’

Bystfina i ostatni autofi se vyrovndavali s typem nekomunistické ¢i antikomunis-
tické kritiky prazského jara, jak ji formulovali predev§im Pavel Tigrid, Rio Presiner ¢i
Ivan Svitdk. Tyto kritiky zaznivaly vic¢i reformné-komunistickému projektu jiz v sa-
motném roce 1968 a pozdéji argumentovaly, Ze Ceskoslovensky komunisticky systém
byl nereformovatelny (hojné se pouzivala metafora pokusu o ,kulaty ¢tverec) a Ze
byl ,,odsouzeny k netispéchu” jiz od samého pocatku, Ze tento nedspéch predurcily
vnitfni antagonismy a kontradikce a zZe i bez intervence by nakonec stejné byl ,podan
konecny ditkaz o jeho vlastnich smrtelnych ptedpokladech”.® Reformné-komunisticka
,»odpoveéd“ na obdobnou kritiku spocivala ptedev§im na dvou pilitich. Jednak se ¢ast
autord jiz zacala stavét k tzv. systémiim sovétského typu jako k systémiim, které nelze
nazyvat socialismem. Legitimitu pro své prohlaseni hledali ptimo v dile Karla Marxe.
Z detailni analyzy socialni stratifikace vyvodil Ivan Bystfina, Ze neslo o degeneraci ¢i
stalinskou deformaci ztizeni, jeZ bylo ptivodné socialistické, nybrz od samého pocéatku
o diktaturu ,jménem proletariadtu®, jez se v priibéhu doby stéle ztetelnéji projevovala
jako diktatura uzké oligarchické skupiny nad proletaridtem a proti nému.’ V souvislosti
s takovymto pojetim vyvoje po roce 1948 se také reformné-komunisticti intelektudlo-
vé, kteif v Sedesatych letech revidovali postulaty marxismu-leninismu, zacali ideové
otevirat kritickym analyzdm vychodoevropskych komunistickych spole¢nosti, jako
byly napiiklad teze o ,degeneraci proletafského statu“, koncepce statniho kapitalismu,
novo-levicového pojeti ,autoritaiské socidlni struktury” a techno-byrokracie ¢i nové
konceptualizace tzv. spole¢nosti sovétského typu.

“Ivan Bysttina, ,Socidlni stratifikace, tloha inteligence a pozice radikalnich intelektudlt v pti-
pravé a provedeni Prazského jara“, in Systémové zmény (Kolin: Index, 1972), s. 8.

® Pavel Tigrid, ,Revansisté k moci!“, Svédectvi 10 (1970), ¢. 38, s. 207-230; Ivan Svitak, ,Extremismus
pravdy*, Svédectvi, 10 (1969), ¢. 37, s. 29-32; Rio Preisner, ,Blouznivci nasich dhora, Svédectvi 11,
(1971), ¢. 42, s. 249-254; Ivan Svitdk, ,0d vyprodeje iluzi k socialistické demokracii®, Svédectvi
11, (1971), ¢. 42, s. 239-248. Ve vychodoevropskych opozi¢nich diskuzich narativ o nereformova-
telnosti komunistickych rezimi po roce 1968, nejvice ,zpopularizoval” Leszek Kotakowski ve
svém textu ,Teze o nadé&ji a bezvychodnosti” (Svédectvi 11 [1971], €. 42, s. 255-268), kde rozebiral
»zvlastnosti sovétského modelu socialismu“ a redefinoval pojem ,reformy komunistického rezi-
mu“, kterd jiz nemtiZe probihat skrze stranu, ovSem ma potencial se uskutec¢nit ,tlakem zdola“.
Ivan Bystfina se snazil ve svych analyzach dokazovat pravy opak. Tvrdil, Ze ,,v pribéhu roku 1968
nabyval vrchu vramci KSC reformni proud, jehoZ kone¢nym cilem byla transformace politického
systému stalinského typu v otevieny pluralisticky systém demokratického socialismu” (Bystfina,
»Sociélni stratifikace, tloha inteligence a pozice radikdlnich intelektual® s. 8.)

9 Bysttina, ,Socidlni stratifikace, tiloha inteligence a pozice radikalnich intelektudld® s. 14.
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Druhym spole¢nym pilifem ptedstavenych studii byl fakt, Ze se autofi nezamérovali
tolik na ,prazské jaro“ jako celospolecensky fenomén, ale $lo jim o vysvétleni toho, pro¢
reforma selhala ,uvnitt“ strany a pro¢ doslo k takové politické krizi, kterd vyprovokova-
la nasilnou vojenskou intervenci. Progndza ,ex post“ o predestinaci nevyhnutelného
zéniku reformniho pokusu byla vétS§inou vyvracend, pfedevsim s ohledem na to, Ze
nestihla byt historicky ,prozkou$ena” kvtili sovétské invazi. Cast intelektudlné aktivni
socialistické opozice se v tomto obdobi shodla na tom, Ze ,,v danych strukturdch“ mohla
byt postupnd demokratizace uplatnéna jen umirnénymi reformnimi komunisty, tedy
predevsim témi, ktei'f by nedali prostor zcela spontdnnimu vznikdni nezavislych ob-
¢anskych iniciativ a iplnému zruseni cenzury.”

Dal$im vyznamnym faktorem, ktery mél potencidlné branit demokratizaci, byly
limity v oblasti vztahu ekonomiky a politiky. Ota Sik zde zd{ivodnil nutnost socialis-
tické syntézy planu a trhu, tedy model, ktery chépal jako podminku pro demokracii
jak hospodatskou, tak i politickou, a tim i jako prostfedek humanizace spole¢nosti
v zemich ,byrokraticko-centralistické diktatury*.

Decentralizované pldnované hospodéistvi v socialismu podle néj nemohlo fungovat
demokraticky bez zavedeni principt politické demokracie.!! Podobnym smérem se
ubiraly i ivahy ekonomi Jitiho Kosty a Jitiho Slamy, ktef{ potvrzovali Sikovu koncepci
nerozlu¢nosti ekonomické a politické demokratizace, jez jako jediné ,mutze vyfesit
staitem nevyiesené problémy rozvoje ¢eskoslovenského hospodaistvi“.!?

To, co zde bylo charakteristické pro vSechny prvni analyzy ¢eskoslovenského reformni-
ho procesu, byla pfedevsim vira, Ze systémy sovétského typu Ize ménit a demokratizovat
a ze ¢eskoslovensky reformni pokus pfedstavuje inspiraci pro dal$i demokraticka hnuti
ve vychodnim bloku. Vysledkem analyz pokusu o reformu bylo pfedev$im poznéni, ze
»jakdkoli obroda komunistického hnuti a revolu¢niho hnuti neni mozné bez rozcho-
du, jasného a radikédlniho, se [...] sovétskym vedenim“.!* Na druhou stranu tato prvn{
mezinarodn{ konference odhalila i trvajici interpretacni rozdily viici celé fadé funda-
mentdalnich otdzek. Napfiklad pro Zdenka Hejzlara byla ,,pfedlednova“ spole¢nost ,pfes
vsechny deformace socialistickou spole¢nosti pfechodného obdobi“* coz bylo tvrzeni,
se kterym zde ¢ast autorti polemizovala. Podobné nejednotné hodnoceni podavali autori
napiiklad v pfipadé hodnoceni tlohy radikalni inteligence ¢i v otdzce obnoveni socidlni
demokracie a pochopitelné i v postojich k nekomunistické ¢ésti spole¢nosti a jejim na

19 1bid., s. 56.
1 Ota Sik, ,Demokratické a socialistické trznf hospodéa¥stvi®, in Systémové zmény, s. 271.

127it{ Kosta a Jiff Sldma, ,Ekonomicka reforma a ¢eskoslovenské hospodaftstvi®, in Systémové
zmeény, s. 129.

3 Jifi Pelikdn, , Prazské jaro a mezinarodni komunistické a revolu¢ni hnuti“ in Systémové zmény,
s. 251.

1" Zdenék Hejzlar, ,K politice a vnitinimu vyvoji KS4 po roce 1948 in Systémové zmény, s. 87.
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strané nezdvislym aktivitdm. Na druhou stranu v§echny ptispévky ukézaly, Ze mezi
reformné-komunistickou inteligenci panovalo védomi limitd, které byly dany jak his-
toricky, tak i geopoliticky, a Ze jednim z probléma reformné-komunistické politiky bylo
ytradiéni ¢eské precenovani eticko-politickych postulétii co by faktoru mezindrodnich
vztah“’® a nemyslitelnosti radikalni pfemény struktur ¢isté v ndrodnim ramci a bez
mezinarodniho spojeni s ,pokrokovymi silami“.® Ptes v§echny odli$nosti se tak autoti
shodli na tom, Ze v roce 1968 nebyl docenény mezindrodni aspekt ceskoslovenského
vyvoje, coz byla zkuSenost, kterd vedla socialistickou opozici v exilu k intenzivni sna-
ze budovat mezinarodni politické svazky v rdmci zapadoevropského socialistického
a komunistického hnuti.

Ceskoslovensky pokus o reformu

Jeden z nejvyznamnéjsich pfispévkili do teoretické diskuze o charakteru reformné
-komunistické teorie a praxe se objevil o tfi roky pozdéji a stala se jim obsahl4 studie
Zdentika Mlynafte z roku 1975 Ceskoslovensky pokus o reformu. Mlynaf se timto po¢inem
prakticky ,vratil“ na opozi¢ni politickou scénu. Po jeho odstoupeni ze v§ech stranickych
funkci se stahl do dstrani a ptisobil jako entomolog v Narodnim muzeu a néjaky cas
do politiky nezasahoval a vyckéval, prestoze se s vyloucenymi komunisty stykal a mél
podrobné informace o pldnech socialistické opozice. Sdm k tomu pozdéji napsal, Ze na
pocatku sedmdesatych let vétil v moZnost ,jakési kadarizace” v Ceskoslovensku, a proto
cekal, jak se situace bude vyvijet, a nezapojoval se do opozi¢nich aktivit."” Az po vice
nez pétiletech od vojenské invaze, kdy zac¢inalo byt jasné, ze k zmirnéni represi nebude
dochézet, se Mlynéf postupné zacal zapojovat do oteviené kritiky normaliza¢niho rezi-
mu, zacal podepisovat i samostatné psat rizné protestni petice a také aktivnéji ptisobit
v ramci mezindrodniho socialistického hnuti. V zdpadni Evropé v té dobé rezonovaly
myslenky reformniho komunismu pfedevs$im v rdmci eurokomunistického mysleni,
jehoz Celni predstavitelé se k nékterym aspektiim prazského jara ptimo hlasili.’® So-
cialistickd opozice v exilu se dlouhodobé snazila dostat ,,Ceskoslovenskou otdzku“ na
porad jednéani konference evropskych komunistickych stran v Berliné, kterd se méla

15 Adolf Miiller, , K mezindrodnim ptedpokladim systémovych zmén*, in Systémové zmény, s. 191.
16 Pelikan ,Prazské jaro a mezinarodni komunistické a revolu¢ni hnuti*, s. 248.

" Michail Gorbacov a Zdenék Mlynét, Reformdtori nebyvaji stastni (Praha: Victoria Publishing,
1995), s. 35.

"Po smrti Josefa Smrkovského [...] jsem spolu s nékolika dal$imi ¢leny reformniho stranického
vedeni pfevzal od néj §tafetu. Smrkovsky si pfed smrti tak sdm ptél, abych spolu s Jitim Héjkem
a Vaclavem Slavikem pokracoval v jeho politicko-opozi¢ni aktivité.” Vice: Zdenék Mlynar, Soci-
alistou na volné noze, s. 9.

'8 Vice Kristina Andélov4, ,Labuti pisen prazského jara. Politické perspektivy opozi¢ni skupiny
kolem ¢asopisu Listy po roce 1971 in Jif{ Suk a kol., Sest kapitol o disentu (Praha: Ustav pro
soudobé déjiny AV CR, 2017), s. 49-78.
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konat v roce 1975, nakonec se ov§em uskutecnila az v roce 1976. Praveé to byl pro Mly-
nare impuls pro vypracovani obsdhlé analyzy teoretickych vychodisek a praktického
prabéhu ceskoslovenského reformniho pokusu v sedesatych letech.

Pfestoze prace neziskala na konferenci kyzenou odezvu, stala se jednou z prvnich
zésadnich analyz reformné-komunistické snahy o demokratizaci politického systému
v Ceskoslovensku a ¢eskoslovensk socialistickd opozice dostala Mlynafovou studif
jeden z vyznamnych programovych podnétti. Zdenék Hejzlar v pfedmluvé k Mlynatroveé
studii napsal, Ze ,,dtislednéjsi obrana reformniho komunismu nebyla pfed Mlynéfem
vyslovena a napsand“. I zde zaujimal Mlynéf postoj vymezujici se proti , protivnikiim
na dvou frontdch, ptedevsim $lo ovSem o kritiku normaliza¢niho vykladu prazského
jara. Prace se védomeé hlasila ,k marxistickému a komunistickému postoji“ a vduchu
reformné-komunistické interpretace chépala politickou krizi Sedesatych let jako vysle-
dek sporu dvou odli$nych tendenci uvnitt komunistické ideologie. Mlynatova analyza
byla koncipovana jako polemika s pravnikem Jaroslavem Matéjickem, ktery mu zde
slouzil jako typicky predstavitel nového normaliza¢niho zptisobu vykladu roku 1968.
Matéjicek se ve svych textech zabyval predevs$im kritikou ,Mlynafova“ vyzkumného
tymu a jeho pracemi z konce $edesétych let, které oznacoval jako ,pravicovy revisio-
nismus* v oblasti teoretickych vyzkumi nového modelu politického systému v CSSR.2°
Mlynat apeloval na to, aby reformy Sedesatych let ptestaly byt oznacovany za dtisledek
yrevizionismu a oportunismu“ a aby pomoci disledného rozboru , ¢eskoslovenské poli-
tické krize“ bylo uznano, ze neslo o spor ,pravovérnych marxistti leninistd s renegaty*,
nybrz o dvé rozdilné hlediska na to, co je socialismus a demokracie a jak maji ptisobit
v z&jmu Ceskoslovenské spole¢nosti.

Mlynéf se svoji analyzou pokusil dolozit, Ze stranicky vyvoj po lednu 1968 neztratil
charakter ,socialistické obrody*“, Ze z pozice reformné-komunistickych tendenci ne-
existovalo zadné ohrozeni socialistického systému, a zcela odmitl tvrzeni, Ze by $lo
vroce 1968 o to ,restaurovat kapitalismus“. Mlynar si ov§em velmi dobfe uvédomoval,
ze jednou z piicin sovétské invaze do Ceskoslovenska byl i fakt spontdnni ,,erupce”
obcanského aktivismu, ktery dalece pfesahoval intence reformné-komunistické kon-
cepce véetné Akéniho programu. Proto ve své analyze definoval , tfi chyby politického
vedeni®, které zpusobily pozdéjsi politickou krizi. Jednalo se o opozdénou publikaci
Akéniho programu, pfed¢asné a bezmezné uvolnéni svobody tisku a kone¢né prodlu-
zovani ,stavu provizoria“ odkladem stranického sjezdu a v§eobecnych voleb.* Tyto
faktory reformni politiky podle Mlynéte ,zkomplikovaly pribéh reformy a napomohly
k tomu, aby eruptivni povaha politického vyvoje byla udrzovana piili§ dlouho a aby
naopak misty vzriistala, zatimco pro reformu samotnou bylo naopak zddouci, aby co

19 7denék Hejzlar, ,Pfedmluva, in Ceskoslovensky pokus o reformu (Kolin: Index, 1975), s. 7.

 Jaroslav Maté&ji¢ek, Politicky systém socialismu a kritika pravicového revizionismu v CSSR (Praha:
Academia, 1976).

21 Mlynat, Ceskoslovensky pokus o reformu, s. 135-136.
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nejrychleji skoncila a cely proces aby vstoupil do faze stabilizace systému s postupnym
uplatnovanim vSech téchto novych - Akénim programem stanovenych - prvka“.?

Mlynér zde také velmi podrobné ptedstavil teoretické koncepce, které vzesly z ty-
movych diskuzi do poc¢atku roku 1968. Tyto koncepce mély slouzit jako pfipravné ma-
terialy pro dalsi debatu na nasledujicich pét let, kdy se postupné reforma méla zavadét.
Podle Mlynafte neslo ve védeckém ani politickém smyslu ,,0 nic vic nez o podklad prvni
diskusni prace“.?® Zde se Mlynaf vymezoval pfedev$im viici zptisobu, jakym norma-
liza¢ni stdtopravni véda hodnotila vysledky interdisciplindrniho tymu v oblasti politické
teorie, nebot tyto vysledky mély byt pouhym startovacim torzem budouci druhé faze
vyzkumné prace, kterd ovsem v diisledku politickych udélosti v Ceskoslovensku od
jara 1968 nikdy nebyla zapocata. V celé studii je zietelné, ze Mlynatovi zélezelo na tom
pfipominat rozvaznost a dlouhodobost politické reformy, ktera méla byt zavddéna po-
stupné po jednotlivych fazich. Prestoze studie byla kritickd vii¢i moznostem stranickych
postupti v demokratizaci spole¢nosti, obhajovala zavadéni a kontrolu reforem skrze
komunisticky establishment kontrolované instituciondlni postupy, nebot jediné tak
se podle Mlynéfe $lo vyhnout ,politicky destrukénim tendencim®.?*

Ceskoslovensky pokus o reformu rezonoval pfedevsim v exilovych diskuzich a nevy-
hnul se ani kritice, pfedevsim od nekomunisticky orientovanych autort, ktef{ chapali
Mlynartv vyklad jako obhajobu autoritativniho postupu strany viic¢i nekomunistické
Césti spolecnosti v roce 1968. Nejkritictéjsi stanovisko zaujimal Pavel Tigrid ve Svédec-
tvi, kde byla v roce 1976 otisténa reflexe Mlynéfovy studie.* Tigrid povazoval obdob-
né interpretace za zcela zkreslujici realitu, pfedevsim pokud se jednalo o moznosti
politické plurality, nebot se Mlyna¥ vyslovné odvolaval k Akénfmu programu KSC,
ktery v o¢ich mnohych nekomunisti nepiedstavoval dokument, ktery by oteviral cestu
k demokratizaci spole¢nosti, nybrz dokument, ktery ,vedouci tilohu KSC potvrdil jako
klicovou zasadu kontrolovaného demokratiza¢niho procesu a formovani skupin mimo
komunisty ovlddanou Narodni frontu oznacil za zcela nepftijatelné“.?* V tomto ohledu
nebyla pro nekomunistickou opozici Mlynéfova analyza ni¢im vic nez potvrzenim,
ze jakkoli ,revidovany nebo vylepseny stalinsky model komunismu nese v sobé dal
zarodek (ba zaruku) onoho skluzu k samovladé a totalité“.?

2 Ibid., s. 137.

2 Ibid.

24 Ibid.

25 pavel Tigrid, ,Aby se vlk nazral...“, Svédectvi 13 (1976), &. 51,

% Jbid., s. 422. Kritiku Mlynatovy koncepce reformniho komunismu rozvinul Tigrid také vrecenzi
na publikaci Mrdz prichdzi z Kremlu. Pavel Tigrid, ,Zdenék Mlynai: Nachtfrost. Erfahrungen auf
dem Weg vom Realen zum menschlichen Sozialismus. Europdische Verlagsanstalt, Kolin nad
Rynem/Frankfurt nad Mohanem, 1978. Mréz pfichdzi z Kremlu, Index, Kolin nad Rynem, 1978
(recenze na knihu)“, Svédectvi, 15, (1979), ¢. 58, s. 337-341.

27 Ibid., s. 425.
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V kruzich socialistické opozice byla Mlynafova prace naopak velmi vyzdvihovdna
jako dilezity podklad pro budouci strategii opozi¢ni ¢innosti. Redakce Listii napsala,
Ze se jedna o ,pfisné marxisticky a kriticky vyklad spolecenské a politické situace”.?®
Zaroven si od textu slibovala, ze se stane ,pfedmeétem plodné diskuse jak v fadach
socialistické opozice, tak i mimo né a zfejmé i mezi t¢mi funkcionati KSC, kterym neni
osud socialismu a nasi zemé jesté zcela lhostejny“.?® Pfedevsim ov$em §lo o to, Ze text
mél podle Listii potencial oteviit Sirokou a teoreticky podlozenou debatu o piispévku
¢eskoslovenského reformniho komunismu uvnitf mezindrodniho komunistického
hnuti. Konkrétné zde stdlo, Ze ,zejména ty jeho strany, které vdzné hledaji vychodiska
z dogmatické sterility, nemiizou pfejit Mlynaiovu marxistickou analyzu Ceskoslovenské
skute¢nosti ml¢enim a jisté k ni zaujmou stanovisko“.>

Pfestoze Mlyndar ve své praci dovozoval, Ze pfedstava opakovani roku 1968 by byla
nerealistickd, véfil, ze ,celkovy cil ztstava s rokem 1968 shodny, nebot shodné jsou
i hlavni dosud nete$ené spolecenské problémy a rozpory, které si novou reformni po-
litiku diive ¢i pozdéji nevyhnutelné vymini“.?' I proto se protagonisté socialistické
opozice nadale intenzivné snazili integrovat teoretické poznatky o postupu reformy
v $edesatych letech do aktivismu mezindrodniho komunistického hnuti. V rdmci téchto
snah ziskal Mlynéf postupné viid¢i tlohu. Po jeho emigraci z Ceskoslovenska v roce
1977 zapocal novou fazi exilové akademické kariéry, kterd nakonec vyvrcholila jeho
zaméstndnim v Rakouském tstavu pro mezindrodni politiku (Osterreichisches Institut
fiir Internationale Politik) v Laxenburgu u Vidné.*? Mlynar se od poéétku svého exilového
ptisobeni snazil o systematizaci bAdani o mechanismech ¢eskoslovenského reformniho
pokusu, k ¢emuz vyuzival rozséhlé kontakty z obdobi své akademické kariéry v Se-
desatych letech. V tomto smyslu se vyvijelo i jeho vyjednavani na mezindrodni trovni,
jak v rdmci politologické publicistiky, tak i v rdmci jeho ptisobeni na mezindrodnich

7N

politickych férech. Na zasedani Byra Socialistické internaciondly v zaii 1977 pronesl

X

piispévek, v némz apeloval na ,spolecné zajmy socialistickych sil v Evropé”, kterym

28 Vyznamna prace Z. Mlynaie“, Listy 5 (1975), ¢. 6, s. 6.
%9 Ibid.

30 Tigrid, ,Aby se vlk nazral...” s. 424.

31 Mlynat, Ceskoslovensky pokus o reformu, s. 7.

32 Na slozité etablovani v ramci exilové akademické komunity upozoriiuje Alessandro Catalano.
Popisuje cestu riznymi akademickymi institucemi od pfirodovédeckého muzea az po zminény
institut v Laxenbergu: ,Nejprve spolupracoval s rliznymi institucemi, od zati 1977 do prosince
1978 jako entomolog v Muzeu déjin ptirody (Naturhistorisches Museum) ve Vidni, od biezna 1979
tti roky jako konzultant Ustavu dr. K. Rennera) a vysttidal nékolik kratkodobych univerzitnich
zameéstndni. Vroce 1979 byl naptiklad dva mésice v Oxfordu a predndsel v Salzburku, v akade-
mickém roce 1980/1981 ptisobil dva semestry jako hostujici profesor v Brémdch, v akademickém
roce 1981/1982 zase v Innsbrucku.” Od roku 1982 byl zaméstnén v Laxenbergu. Vice Alessandro
Catalano, ,Zdenék Mlyndr a hleddni socialistické opozice. Od aktivni politiky pfes disent k edi¢n{
¢innosti v exilu“, Soudobé déjiny 20 (2013) €. 3, s. 316-317.
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by prospélo, ,kdyby bylo napfiklad pti védeckém institutu nékteré socialistické strany
vytvoieno podobné informac¢né vyzkumné stiedisko“.** Diskuze o potiebé ustanovit
typ vychodoevropské teorie politickych systémi sovétského typu, respektive vyuzit
systematicky potencidlu védcti-aktért roku 1968 a rozproudit diskuzi o charakteru
a moznosti zmén v politickych systémech vychodniho bloku rezonovala mezi sociali-
stickou opozici v exilu v této dobé z riznych stran.**

Za podpory ruznych politickych, kulturnich i univerzitnich instituci nakonec z téchto
snah, pfedevs§im diky aktivitdm Zderika Mlynéfte, vznikly dva velké vyzkumné projekty
»Zku$enosti prazského jara 1968 (1979) a , Krize v sovétskych systémech” (1981). Oba
projekty do jisté miry navazovaly na zptisob mezioborové spolupréce z druhé polovi-
ny Sedesatych let. Také si ¢aste¢né osvojily urcity typ samizdatové distribuce, nebot
vzniklé strojopisy byly neformalné $ifeny uvniti exilové i doméaci opozice.* Organizacni
vedeni se ptivodné vyjednévalo mezi Pelikdnem a Mlynafem, ovSem po zvoleni Jifiho
Pelikdna do Evropského parlamentu pievzal vedeni vyzkumného tymu prakticky jen
Mlynéf. V roce 1979 se pak ustanovila védeckd rada, jejimiz ¢leny byli mimo Mlynéte
Jiti Pelikan, Eduard Goldstiicker, Karel Kaplan, Jif{ Kosta, Vladimir Klokocka a Radoslav
Selucky.*® Stejny rok v lednu byl rozeslan potencidlnim autorim dokument ,Vyzkum
problematiky ,prazského jara‘ z hlediska potfeb zdpadoevropské levice®, ktery definoval
zékladni politické priority projektu a rdmec, v némz by se vyzkum meél odehrévat.
Projekt si kladl za cil ,zprosttedkovat zdpadoevropské levici (eurokomunismtim, so-
cialist@im a jinym marxistickym proudim) zkugenosti z Ceskoslovenska, které maji
bezprosttednéjsi vyznam pro feseni teoretickych a politickych problémi souvisejicich
s koncepcemi demokratického socialismu v zdpadni Evropé“.*”

Projekt ,Zkusenosti prazského jara 1968 cital 25 obsdhlych studii ¢eskych a slo-
venskych autorti a jednalo se o jednu z nejkomplexnéjsich analyz kofenti, pribéhu
i netispéchu komunistického reformniho pokusu v Ceskoslovensku.*® Vét$ina text(i
nebyla nikdy oficidlné publikovana a kolovala pouze mezi urcitou ¢asti mezindrodni

33 NA, fond Zdenék Mlynét, ¢. 3, k. 4, rukopis predndsky: ,Byro SI - Paris, 28.-29. 9. 78“ [neu-
spofadany fond].

34 podrobnéji k organizovani diskuzi o sovétskych déjindch Michal Reiman, Rusko jako téma
a realita doma a v exilu. Vzpominky na léta 1968-1990 (Praha: USD AVCR, 2008), s. 175-193 (k or-
ganizaci projektu Krize v sovétskych systémech s. 186).

3 K diskuzi o organizaénim, personalnim a finanénim zajisténi projektti vice Catalano, ,Zdenék
Mlynat a hledéni socialistické opozice. Od aktivni politiky pfes disent k edi¢ni ¢innosti v exilu®,
s. 317 n.

36 NA, f. Zdenék Mlynat, k. ¢&. 4: Strojopis pfedmluvy pro knihu Zderka Strmisky [neuspoiddany
fond].

%7 Cit. dle Catalano, ,Zdenék Mlynai a hledani socialistické opozice. Od aktivni politiky pies
disent k edi¢ni ¢innosti v exilu®, s. 321.

38 Kompletni seznam v$ech autort uvadi Mlynéi ve své pfedmluvé k publikaci Zderika Strmisky:
Zdend&k Mlynéf, ,Uvodem*, in Zdenék Strmiska, Socidln{ systém a strukturdlni rozpory sovétského
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socialisticky orientované inteligence a Ceskoslovenské socialistické opozice v exilu.
Nékteré prace zustaly pouze jako nevydané rukopisy (¢dst z nich se dnes nachdzi v Mly-
narové fondu v Narodnim archivu), které nemély zadny dopad na kritickou vetejnost
Cijejich Ceské verze zustaly prakticky neznamé. Projekt jako celek nabizi cenny vhled
do uvazovéni reformné-komunistické inteligence deset let po vojenské invazi do Ces-
koslovenska. V tomto ohledu projekt navazoval na pfedchozi snahy zprostfedkovat
zépadoevropské levici podrobnou analyzu mechanismt uvniti komunistické strany
a vytvorit interpretacni rdmec pro pochopeni , pfechodu od systému sovétského totalit-
niho typu k demokratickému socialismu*“.*® Hlavni devizou ¢eskoslovenskych experti
méla byt jejich vlastni historickd zkusenost a detailni znalost mocenskych mechanisma
reformy ,,mono-stranického systému na systém pluralitni“, na které se sami teoreticky
i prakticky podileli.

Zaroven projekt hdjil stanoviska, kterd nebyla v rdmci zdpadni sovétologie zcela bézn4,
kdyz stéle zohlednoval ,stranické hledisko®, tedy snahu poskytnout ¢tenafi pochopeni
historického jednani stranickych funkcionaid, at uz se jednalo o postup spolec¢enské
pluralizace, demokratizace ekonomického a politického systému ¢i reforem v oblasti
médif (ruseni cenzury). Pochopeni intenci reformné-komunistického establishmentu
zde mélo fungovat i jako obhajoba nékdejsi obeztetnosti komunistické elity viici na-
hlému vzepéti nezéavislého obcanského aktivismu. Stfedem pozornosti téchto analyz
tak nebyly pouze obecné teoretické a ideologické problémy, nybrz politické podminky
a politické faktory, které vymezovaly specifické a omezené pojeti politického pluralismu
a ,limitované demokratizace” v roce 1968.

Viid¢i osobnost celého projektu Zdenék Mlyndaf navazoval na svou préci z roku 1975
a pfipominal, Ze vychozim faktorem reformy nebylo ,,rozmetat lidovou revoluci existujici
instituciondlni systém* a nahradit ho systémem jinym. Pravdépodobné i v kontextu sbli-
zovani s nekomunistickou opozici Mlynéi zdirazioval, Ze §lo o feSeni , kompromisni,
podiizené tcelu konkrétni reformni politiky“. Vyznanym posunem bylo i hodnoceni
role komunistické strany a jeji ilohy v celém projektu demokratizace, o které napsal, ze

bude vzdy sama zdrojem vaznych pfekazek ve vyvoji k politickému pluralismu,
at uzje jejilinie naklonéna sebevic demokratickym reformam. Proto kazd4 zmé-
na ,totalitniho systému‘ zalozena na koncepci reformy bude vzdy rodit i snahu
omezit politicky pluralismus tam, kde to je pro systém spojeno s nebezpecim
nahromadéni pozadavkt a ,tlakt zdola‘ nad titnosnou miru.*

typu (Kolin nad Rynem: Index, 1983), s. 111; Zdenék Mlynaf, Krize v sovétskych systémech 1953-1981
(Kolin nad Rynem: Index, 1983), s. 5-6.

39 NA, f. Zdenék Mlynat, k. &. 26: Strojopis studie ,, Pfedstavy o politickém pluralismu v politice
KSC roku 1968“. Pracovni studie ¢. 3, 1979, s. 4 [neuspotadany fond].

49 Ibid., s. 5.
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Vysvétleni limiti a moznosti ,zkusenosti prazského jara“ mélo predstavovat cestu
k moznym budoucim zméndm v komunistickych rezimech vychodniho bloku. Rok
1968 sice ukazal, jak obtizné se buduji prvky politického pluralismu pfi vychozi poli-
tické zakladné, kterd je ,,dani totalitnim politickym systémem sovétského typu”, ovsem
zéaroven tyto zkusenosti ukazuji, ze néco podobného je mozné.* Druhou vyznamnou
praci dotykajici se politického systému byla prace pravnika a historika Josefa Pokstefla
Renaissance teorie délby a kontroly moci v dobé Prazského jara. Pokstefl zde mimo jiné
poukazoval na pomérné bohatou teoretickou zdkladnu, kterd se zabyvala vztahem mezi
soudni moci (zejména nezavislého soudnictvi) k ostatnim slozkdam spolec¢nosti, ovsem
také ukazoval, jak malé cast podnéti této teorie byla nakonec uplatnéna v praxi.*? To
byl argument, ktery plos$né zaznival i v ostatnich studiich celého projektu, které upo-
zornovaly na fenomén ,nedopracovanosti“ ¢i nejasnosti teoretickych koncepci, které
v tomto obdobi vznikaly. Velké ¢4st ekonomickych i politickych premis nové reformy
se totiz méla teprve ,prozkouset” bud v Case, nebo skrze vefejnou diskuzi. Mnoho
z nametl tak ,nestihlo” prekrocit rimec odborné diskuze, nebot nékolik mésicti byla
,prili$ kratkd doba pro vypracovani piislusnych organizacnich pravidel®,* coz byl dalsi
z argumentd proti kritikim ceskoslovenské reformy.

Jako vysledek projektu , Zkusenosti prazského jara 1968 se v f{jnu 1981 konal v Pafizi
mezindrodni semindi pod ndzvem ,Zku$enosti prazského jara a dnesni perspektivy
demokratického socialismu®, jehoz cilem bylo shrnout vysledky vyzkumu a diskutovat
specifika ceskoslovenského vyvoje v roce 1968, které se staly aktudlnéjsi v souvislosti
s vyvojem v Polsku v letech 1980-1981. To, co odlisovalo nové studie od ranych ana-
Iyz z pocatku sedmdesétych let, bylo predevs$im vélenéni ¢eskoslovenského pokusu
o demokratickou reformu do $irstho radmce vyvojovych fazi krize systému sovétského
typu ve stiedni a vychodni Evropé. PiestoZe autofi (a zaroven protagonisté) povazo-
vali ,Ceskoslovensky priklad“ za ,specificky, historicky podminény a neopakovatelny
jev“, v dlouhodobéjsi historické perspektivé byla ceskoslovenskd politickd krize ne-
prekvapivou ,systémovou reakci“, srovnatelnou s Madarskem v roce 1956 ¢i Polskem
v roce 1980. Ve vsech tfech piipadech se rozrusily ,nékteré systémové podminéné
vazby socidlné-politického systému pfedevsim masovym tlakem ,zdola’, vytvorenim
novych nezévislych instituci masového lidového hnuti“.** Rozdil, ktery byl akcentovan

41 Ibid., s. 6.

42 NA, f. Zdenék Mlynéf, k. ¢. 26: Studie Josefa Pokstefla ,Renaissance teorie délby a kontroly moci
v dobé Prazského jara“. Strojopis pracovni studie ¢. 13 [neuspoiadany fond].

#371it{ Kosta, , K historii a koncepci ¢eskoslovenské ekonomické reformy vletech 1965-1969 Acta
Oeconomica Pragensia 13 (2005), ¢. 3, s. 38. V roce 1979 byl text publikovédn pouze francouzsky
a anglicky.

44 NA, f. Zdenék Mlynéi, sign. 119, k. ¢. 4: Edi¢ni pozndmka ZM ke sborniku Ceskoslovensko
1968 - Polsko 1981, s. 3 [neuspotddany fond].
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v piipadé Ceskoslovenska ve srovnani s Madarskem a Polskem spod¢ival predev$im
v $iti reformnich sil uvnitf oficidlnich politickych (stranickych) struktur.

Polsky ptiklad slouzil Gé¢astnikiim seminaie jako pfiklad krachu reformné-komu-
nistické ideové a politické tendence a potvrzeni toho, co uz Cesti intelektualové deba-
tovali od vzniku Charty 77, tedy nutnost opusténi predstavy o moznosti demokratizace
stranickych a politickych struktur a nutnost budovéni ,,nezavislého“ masového hnuti.
Jednou z prognéz budouciho vyvoje byla ptedstava, ze monopolné vlddnouci komunis-
tické strany, aby predesly krizim, budou muset ptistoupit na takovy systém vlady, ktery
umozni nezdvislym organizacim alespon ¢éste¢ny podil na kontrole moci.** Z hlediska
vyvoje mezindrodniho komunistického hnuti, ale i novych mezindrodnich vztaht, tak
bylo praZské jaro vidéno jako ,historické epizoda“. U¢astnici seminaie dosli k zavéru,
Ze analyzy Ceskoslovenského reformniho projektu a jeho revize jiz nemtizou byt samy
o sobé podkladem pro budovéni §ir§i mezindrodni i doméci socialistické solidarity.
I proto se zdjem socialistickych intelektudl( zacal obracet k aktudlnim otdzkdm cha-

rakteru systému sovétského typu a tzv. redlné existujiciho socialismu.

Kritika systémi sovétského typu a redefinice pojmu totalitarismus

Druhy projekt, ktery si kladl za cil systematicky analyzovat ,,vychodoevropskou zkusenost”
fungovani komunistickych rezimt, byl nazvéan ,Krize v systémech sovétského typu*.
Byl formulovan jiz s ohledem na politickou krizi v Polsku v roce 1981 a jeho ambici bylo
oslovit jesté Sirsi pole zdjemcti, nez jak tomu bylo u projektu ,Zkusenosti prazského jara“,
u kterého se pocitalo predevs$im se zdjmem ze strany eurokomunisticky orientovanych
mysliteld.*® Druhy projekt mél také vétsi védecké ambice a zcela pirekracoval konkrétni
ceskoslovenskou zkusenost. Mlynai se domnival, Ze ,vnaset do debaty se zapadni levici
jenom ceskoslovenskou problematiku je mélo“.”” To bylo zfetelné i ve volbé jazyka, ve
kterych tyto prace vychazely. Prioritou byla némecka, anglickd a francouzské vydani,
coz mélo pfispét k uchovani vazeb s komunitou, na niz tyto projekty mély ptisobit.
Ani v tomto projektu nebyly az na vyjimky studie ptekladény do CeStiny a sdm Mlynar
priznaval, Ze jsou to préce, ,které nebyly napsany pro ¢eského Ctenate“.*® Proto bylo
narokem projektu teoreticky a koncep¢né postihnout nejenom piinos ¢eskoslovenské
reformy, ale obecnéji vysvétlit fenomén krize a stability (stabilizace) v tzv. systémech
sovétského typu. Pocitalo se s novou mezindrodni védeckou radou, kterd bude slozena
z vychodoevropskych (vétsinou exilovych) intelektudald, ptipadné jinych evropskych
sovétologti. Cinnosti védecké rady se nakonec zuéastnili mimo Mlynaie Wiodzimierz

45 Ibid., s. 4.

46 Dle Catalano, ,Zdenék Mlynat a hledani socialistické opozice. Od aktivni politiky pies disent
k edi¢ni ¢innosti v exilu“, s. 330.

Y7 NA, f. Zdenék Mlynat, sign. 119, k. ¢ 4: Edi¢ni pozndmka ZM ke sborniku Ceskoslovensko
1968 - Polsko 1981, s. 7 [neusporddany fond].

48 Ibid., s. 5.
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Brus, Ferenc Fehér, Agnes Hellerova, Pierre Kende, Jifi Kosta, Jiti Pelikdn, Aleksander
Smolar, Lubomir Sochor a Zdenék Strmiska. Spole¢nym smyslem vyzkumnych studif
v ramci tohoto projektu bylo podat analyzu krizovych jevii a forem jejich ptekonavani
v zemich sovétského bloku a ukdzat systémoveé podminéné pticiny, které krize opako-
vané vyvoldvaji, a tak i odiivodnit perspektivni ,nutnost systémovych zmén (nutnost

prekonéni totalitnich ryst téchto systémii)“.*

Vychodoevropsti intelektudlové a diskuze o totalitarismu

Uchopenti systémt sovétského typu jako systému totalitdrnich, a tedy i ¢dste¢na in-
tegrace slovniku teorie totalitarismu do vlastnich analytickych pfistupti, bylo novym
fenoménem disidentského marxismu. Historicky lze nahlizet diskuze o totalitarismu
z mnoha rtiznych Ghld a skrze riznd interpretacni schémata, ktera ukazuji riizné formy
politického i analytického uziti pojmu a ndsledného ptisobeni. OZiveni teoretického
i politického uzit{ totalitarismu v sedmdeséatych letech je popsano odbornou literaturou
- pojem se ve vychodoevropskych diskuzich pouzival predevsim ke kritice existujicich
rezimd. V kontextu tohoto totalitdrniho obrozeni upozornuji nékteti autofi, jako na-
piiklad Jacques Rupnik ¢i Robert Brier, na jisty paradox v uzivani pojmu totalitarismus
v sedmdesétych letech. Ve chvili, kdy se pojem totalitarismus vytraci z akademickych
diskuzi zdpadni sovétologie jako ,nevédecky produkt” studené valky, jeho uzivani
dramaticky vzriistd mezi nezdvislymi politickymi intelektuély ve stfedni a vychod-
ni Evropé, pro néz se totalitarismus stava dilezitym néstrojem nové politické réto-
riky.*

V kontextu spole¢enskych zmén po roce 1968 poukazuje Rupnik ve svém textu To-
talitarianism Revisited na t¥i zékladni roviny uzivani pojmu totalitarismus (v ¢eském
pripadé ,totalita“) mezi disidenty stiedni a vychodni Evropy. Jednak se pojem objevil
jako soucdst (nejen) opozi¢niho ,vefejného” minéni, kdy se toto slovo stalo jakymsi
spole¢né sdilenym ,zargonem” pro odsouzeni normaliza¢ni skute¢nosti. Neposkytovalo
zadnou zcela jasnou definici mimo nékolik zdkladnich (a pomérné vagnich) premis,
jako byl nedostatek demokracie, nemoznost kontroly ob¢anti nad spole¢nosti a totalitni
formy vlady. Druh4, specifi¢téjsi rovina uzivdni pojmu totalitarismus se objevila jako
»spole¢ny jmenovatel“ disidentskych politickych textti, kde uzivani slovniku teorii
totalitarismu pfedstavovalo mimo jiné politicky apel vii¢i zdpadoevropskym intelek-
tudlnim komunitdm. Nakonec tfetf rovina podle Rupnika predstavovala novy pokus
vychodoevropskych intelektudlti o redefinici pojmu totalitarismus a o poskytnuti no-

49 Catalano, ,Zdenék Mlynét a hledan{ socialistické opozice. Od aktivni politiky ptes disent
k edi¢ni ¢innosti v exilu®, s. 330.

50 Jacques Rupnik, ,Totalitarianism revisited”, in John Keane (ed), Civil Society and the State: New
European Perspectives? (Londyn: Verso, 1988), s. 263-289; Robert Brier, ,Adam Michnik’s Under-
standing of Totalitarianism and the West European Left: A Historical and Transnational Approach
to Dissident Political Thought“, East European Politics and Societies 25 (2011), ¢. 2, s. 198-218.
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vych analyz mechanismu fungovéni pozdné socialistické moci.>' Pojem totalitarismus
ov§em znacné ¢ast nezavislych intelektudl na vychodé nepfejimala v jeho rigidni
»studenovéle¢nické” podobé, ale pouzivali jej vice flexibilné ¢i intuitivné.* Rupnik také
upozornuje na to, Ze vice nez ,klasické” akademické teorie totalitarismu z padesatych
let (Arendtové ¢i Brzezinski) rezonovaly mezi vychodoevropskymi disidenty literarni
imaginace totalitdrnich spole¢nosti (Orwell, SolZenicyn, Milosz aj.), které umoznovaly
artikulovat (post)totalitarismus jako zcela novy fenomén, jez odrazel zkusenost s evoluci
rezimu a novymi mechanismy spolec¢enské kontroly.>

Naopak socidlnévédni ptistup predstavoval v debaté o totalitarismu mezi disidenty
spiSe minoritni pozici. Pfesto vzniklo mnozstv{ studif, které jiz reflektovaly probiha-
jici diskuze o totalitarismu a tento pojem revidovaly na zdkladé novych historickych
zku$enosti. Tento proces lze interpretovat i jako soucdst urcitého ,intelektualniho
détente”, které probihalo jiz od Sedesatych let a ve védecké produkci se projevuje na
obou stranach ,zelezné opony“ ustupovanim od uzivani politicky silné motivovanych
analytickych pojmt. V zédpado- i vychodoevropské socidlnévédni metodologii dochéazi
jednak k (re)integraci diferenciovanéjsich analytickych nastrojt, ovsem i k vétsi citlivosti
vici perspektivaim byvalych interpretacnich protivnikti. Tak je tieba chépat i osvojeni
pojmu totalitarismus vychodoevropskymi opozi¢nimi intelektuély (neziidka vychéze-
jici z marxistické tradice), z nichz se ta c¢ast, kterou bychom mohli fadit dle Rupniko-
vy typologie do treti roviny, pokousela odiivodnit a vysvétlit ptedpoklady k systémo-
vym zméndm v tzv. systémech sovétského typu, respektive spole¢nostech sovétského
typu.

Systémy sovétského typu nebyly podle téchto pfistupti ani socialistické, ani kapita-
listické, ovSem ani tranzitivni mezi témito dvéma verzemi. Podle britského politologa
Hugo Radice tak vznikla teorie novych typti spole¢nosti ,sui generis, jejiz podstata
spocivala v opusténi pro marxismus-leninismus klasické posloupnosti vyvoje, kde
spolecnosti pfechézeji z kapitalismu do socialismu. Vychodoevropska sovétologie

51 Rupnik, ,Totalitarianism revisited”, s. 265-266.

52y ¢eském prostedi se pojem objevoval v riiznych podobéch jako totalita, totalitarismus, to-
talitni rezim, totalitni diktatura ¢i post-totalitarismus a mimo reformné-komunisticky soci-
4lnévédny proud je spojeny piedev$im se jmény, jako je Milan Simecka, Vaclav Havel ¢i Rio
Preisner. Kazdy z téchto autort vychazel z jiné myslenkové tradice, pracoval jinymi prostiedky
vykladu, a nabizel tak odli§né zptsoby kritiky tehdejsich rezimt. Havel, ktery konceptualné
vychdazel z fenomenologické tradice uvazovani o spole¢nosti, povazoval (post)totalitarismus
predevsim za ,institucionalizovanou lez“, ktera mtze byt pfekondna pouze autentickym gestem
odporu proti této 1zi. V konzervativni kritice Rio Preisnera byl totalitarismus bytostné moderni
fenomén, ,néhrada za popfenou a poplivanou trojjedinost Boha“. Milan Simec¢ka psal o vzniku
»spolehlivé spolecenské smlouvy totalitniho rezimu*, kterd vyuziva adaptovaného poslusného
obéana. Vice: Jiti Kohoutek a Jan Slavi¢ek, ,Ceska stopa v diskurzu totalitarismu®, in, Jif{ Petr4s,
Libor Svoboda (eds.), ,Bezcasi“. Ceskoslovensko v letech 1972-1977 (Praha - Ceské Budéjovice:
USTR - Jiho¢eské muzeum v Ceskych Budéjovicich, 2018), s. 223-233.

53 Rupnik, ,Totalitarianism revisited, s. 267.
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sedmdesétych a osmdesatych let se lisila od dtlezitych proudd socidlnévédni kritiky
predchozi dekddy. Reformné komunistické (ov§em i trockistické ¢i maoistické) analyzy
s touto déjinnou posloupnosti implicitné i explicitné pocitaly.>* Autofi, ktefi v sedm-
desatych letech vychdézeli z kritické tradice marxistického revisionismu, se snazili
pochopit podstatu a stabilitu ,normalizovanych” spole¢nosti a vysvétleni jiz nehledali
vzdy v intelektudlnich déjindch marxismu, ovéem ani pouze v externim tlaku, kterému
vychodni blok podléhal. Jejich cilem bylo vysvétlit fungovani sovétskych politickych
systémi skrze pochopeni empirického fungovani tzv. ,redlné existujictho socialismu®.

Na rozdil od mnohych intelektudlnich marxistickych konverzi, které jsou charak-
teristické pro toto obdobi, nelze tento typ kritiky oznacit ani za doktrindlni opusténi
marxismu, ani za ,jazykovy obrat” v kritice komunistické moci (reprezentovany disident-
skymi analyzami rozdilu rétoriky a praxe komunistickych rezimu). Jako nejvhodnéjsi
oznaceni pro tyto metodologické pfistupy povazuje Radice termin ,historickd sociologie
sovétskych systémui“.>® Zietelnym trendem, ktery doprovazel neutralizaci politickych
analytickych pojmi, byla také aplikace v osmdesatych letech populadrni sociologizujici
,Systémové teorie“ do ostatnich pristupti socidlnich véd. Velka ¢ast empirické prace se
zameéfovala na normativni komponenty ,socidlnich systémut“ a ,systémovych struktur®.
V tomto ohledu jiz nelze hovotit ¢isté o reformné-komunistické politické teorii, prestoze
jeji dédictvi je v téchto piistupech mnohdy klicové. Analyzy systémi sovétského typu
totiz ¢asto vychézely primdrné z politologickych a sociologickych poznatki provedenych
mezi lety 1956-1968. Jednalo se tak o specificky typ vychodoevropského antistalinského
marxismu. Mezi autory, ktei{ rozvijeli tyto teorie, patfili napfiklad Jacek Kuron, Karol
Modzelewski, Rudolf Bahro, Ivdn Szelényi, Gyorgy Bence, Janos Kis a mezi ¢eskymi
intelektudly byly obdobné analyzy reprezentovdny pfedevsim Zdenkem Mlynafem,
Jitim Héjkem ¢i Zdetikem Strmiskou.

V Ceském prostiedi se koncept totalitarismu rozvijel piedev$im u exilovych autorti
ovlivnénych diskuzemi na Zépadé v padesatych a pocéatku Sedesatych let dvacatého
stoleti. Vdomécim prostiedi se ovsem prakticky po dvé desetileti tento koncept kritic-
ky nediskutoval. Intelektualové ve vychodni a stiedni Evropé se nepokusili o zadnou
vyznamnéj$i teoretickou reflexi, nebot v obdobi destalinizace (1956-1968) se zdélo, ze
koncept totalitdrni spole¢nosti neni pro reflexi vlastnich spole¢nosti analyticky nosny.*®
Pojmy jako totalitarismus, totalita ¢i totalitni diktatura se tak pozdéji objevovaly u mnoha
disidentskych koment4it bez teoretického zdzemi. To ov§em neplatilo pro vyzkumné
»pole” zminénych projektti, kde se zacal postupné tvorit novy typ ,Ceské sovétologie”.
Ta zacala objevovat soudobé ptistupy, které kriticky hodnotily sovétské systémy skrze

%% Hugo Radice, ,Marxism in Eastern Europe. From Socialist Dissidence to Capitalist Restoration®,
Socialist Register, (2012), €. 42, s. 44.

55 Ibid.

56 Noél O’Sullivan, , The Concept of Totalitarianism in East-Central European Political Thought,
with some Reflections on its Post-Cold War Relevance”, Politeja, (2012), ¢. 21, s. 51.
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totalitarni paradigma.’” Zde jsou dileziti hlavné zminéni dva autofi, kteif se snazili
dét celému projektu teoretické ukotveni: Zdenék Mlynar a sociolog Zdenék Strmiska.
Prestoze pojem fotalitarismus Ci totalitni diktatura akceptovali jako dulezité analytické
nécini, ke ,klasické” teorii totalitarismu, tak jak byla formulovdna Hannah Arendtovou
a pozdéji Zbygniewem Brzezinskim a Carlem Friedrichem ¢i Raymondem Aronem, se
oba stavéli spise odmitavé jako k nedostate¢né diferencujicimu ptistupu.®® Podobné
jako v zdpadoevropské diskuzi i v té, ktera probihala mezi vychodoevropskymi inte-
lektuély, bylo cilem revidovat teorie totalitarismu pfedevsim ve dvou aspektech, které
byly fundamentalni pro klasické teorie totalitarismu. Jednak §lo o oslabeni pozadavku
na vnitini ,ideologickou oddanost” rezimtim, za druhé slo o zjevné oslabeni fyzického
teroru, ktery byl nahrazen méné ndsilnymi prostiedky kontroly.>

Jak pro Mlynéfre, tak i pro Strmisku bylo klicové postihnout nikoli pouze povahu
novych typt poststalinskych systémt, ovSem i jejich historickou genezi, a tim také
odiivodnit pfedpoklad, Ze k zasadnim systémovym zméndm v SSSR a v zemich sovét-
ského bloku dojde a dojit musi. Mlynéafova prace Krize v sovétskych systémech 1953-1981
z roku 1983 predstavovala na poli , Ceské sovétologie” nejucelenéjsi pokus o postihnuti
fenoménu krize sovétskych politickych systémi. Mlynat operoval s pojmem totalitni
diktatury, ktery se mu zdal adekvatni k popisu systémti sovétského typu. Jeho uziti zde
meélo jisté i politicky rozmeér, ov§em zaroven je evidentni, Ze autofi vyzkumného projektu
hledali v zdpadni teoretické diskuzi adekvatni pojmy pro popis stévajici reality. Mlynar
charakterizoval totalitni systém sovétského typu nékolika hlavnimi rysy, které podle
néj mély zadsadni vyznam jak pro kvalitu a funkénost politického systému sovétského
typu, tak také pro vznik jeho krizi. Tyto rysy definoval v nésledujicich osmi bodech: 1)
Uplné splynuti politické a ekonomické moci; 2) Podstatné zavislost socidlniho postaven{
spolecenskych skupin a jednotlivci na politické moci; 3) Koncepce moci v rukou apara-
tu komunistické strany a centralizace rozhodovacich procest; 4) Institucionalizovany
politicky systém nezajistuje dtilezité zpétné vazby mezi spolecnosti a politickou moci;
5) Masovy politicko-policejni teror; 6) Informacni izolace spoleénosti; 7) Politicka moc
predepisuje urcity povinny zptisob mysleni a potlacuje v$e, co mu odporuje; 8) Sovétsky

57 Mlynaf jisté musel byt dobfe obezndmen s pracemi, které nabizely alternativni konceptudlni
uchopeni, napfiklad s analyzami politického pluralismu a zajmovych skupin, které inicioval H. G.
Skilling, ale ve svych studiich je nereflektuje. Je otdzkou, proc¢ se vrdmci vyzkumnych tymi vice
nerozvijely poznatky zdpadoevropské skoly , komparativniho komunismu* ¢i tzv. pluralistické
skoly, které ve vyzkumu systémi sovétskych politickych systémti ustupovaly od pojmu totalita-
rismus (moZznym vysvétlenim muze byt jazykova bariéra). Vice Martin Stefek, Kddry rozhoduji,
ovsem. Predjari, prazské jaro a pocdtky normalizace v proméndch systému (Praha: Filozoficka
fakulta Univerzity Karlovy, 2019), s. 9-19; Martin Stefek, ,Pluralismus: kritika totalitarismu®, in
Za Fasddou jednoty. KSC a SED po roce 1985 (Cerveny Kostelec: Pavel Mervart, 2014), s. 28-47.

58 Strmiska, Socidlni systém a strukturdlni rozpory sovétského typu, s. 111, Mlynat, Krize v sovét-
skych systémech 1953-1981, s.18.

59 0’Sullivan, ,The Concept of Totlitarianism in East-Central European Political Thought, with
Some Reflections on Its Post-Cold War Relevance® s. 51.

32



.Ceské sovétologie”? Socialisté v opozici a kritika systémi sovétského typu

socidlné politicky systém sdm sebe povazuje za nadfazeny jinym systémim.*® Cilem
Mlynéafovy analyzy bylo srovnani historickych pokust o piekonavéni totalitdrnich
rystl ve spole¢nostech stiedni a vychodni Evropy. V tomto ohledu byl Mlynaiv narok
politicky a vychézel implicitné z marxistické kritiky: zddouci spolecenska dynamika
spocivala v pochopeni historického procesu a jeho pravidelnosti.

Mlynaéf znal klasiky teorie totalitarismu a ve své osmibodové charakteristice z nich
castecné kriticky vychézel. Tuto koncepci ovsem povazoval za piili§ jednostrannou pro
jeji spekulativni a politické nézory a byl pfesvédcen, Ze ,znemoziovala analyzu vnitiné
rozpornych vyvojovych tendenci sovétskych systémi po roce 1956“°' Sdm se zde hlasil
k piistuptim kritickym k prvni generaci teorie totalitarismu, které ovéem povazoval stéle
za analyticky nosné.®* Uzndval ménici se povahu sovétského totalitarismu od tficatych
let, pfesto se domnival, Ze charakter politické moci sovétského typu nejlépe vystihuje
pojem moci totalitni. ,Pojem totalitni moci,“ psal Mlynaf, ,jak byl doposud vypracovan
v politologické literatufe, mé jen malou pozndvaci hodnotu a je nutno podrobit jej
kritice prave proto, Ze ulpivad na srovnavani nékterych prostiedki moci, a tim zastird
jak podstatné rozdily, tak i hlubsi shodu raznych historickych typt politické moci“.5

Druhym vyraznym teoretikem sovétskych systému se stal sociolog Zdenék Strmiska,
¢len Machoninova , Tymu pro vyzkum vertikdlni socidln{ diferenciace ¢eskoslovenské
spolec¢nosti“. Po roce 1968 Strmiska emigroval do Francie, kde pokracoval ve své so-
ciologické praci. V kontextu oziveného ,totalitdirniho paradigmatu” v sedmdesatych
letech kritizoval Strmiska pouhé , deklarativni“ odsouzeni sovétské politiky a hlasitou
antisovétskou rétoriku, tak jak ji praktikovaly nékteré zapadoevropské komunistické
strany, ale i velkd ¢4st autori ceskoslovenské socialistické opozice v exilu. Vyzdvihl sice
prinos nékterych teoretickych praci zapadoevropskych komunista (ptedevsim préace
Santiaga Carilly, ktery oteviené uznal, Ze ,velkd otdzka demokracie“ nenasla feSeni
v politické praxi Sovétského svazu a jinych vychodoevropskych rezimi, a soustavné
se pokousel rozpracovat ,model demokratického socialismu*), zdroven ov§em kriticky
poukazoval na teoretickou slabost sou¢asnych socialistickych politickych hnuti:

od zaujeti politického stanoviska vede je$té dlouha cesta k dostate¢nému teore-
tickému objasnéni sovétského systému a definovani predpokladt pro jinou usku-
teCnitelnou alternativu spolecenského vyvoje. Pokud tato cesta neni vykondna,
nebezpecdi represivnich tendenci v teorii a praxi neni je§té zazehnéno.**

60 Mlynat, Krize v sovétskych systémech 1953-1981, s.13-18.
®! Ibid., s.18.
%2 Mlynét zminuje napiiklad publikaci Sozialistische Systeme (Opladen, 1979).

83 Zden&k Mlynét, , Politickd moc sovétského typu a proces lidské emancipace®. Piivodné vyslo
némecky ve sborniku H. Kremendahl a T. Meyer, Menschliche Emanzipation (Frankfurt: EVE,
1981). Dostupné Cesky online: http://www.sds.cz/docs/prectete/epubl/zm_pmst.htm.

64 Strmiska, Socidlni systém a strukturdlni rozpory sovétského typu, s. 79.
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Proto se Strmiska snazil poskytnout co nepodrobnéjsi material pro rozvinut{ kritické
diskuze o povaze sovétské moci. Byl pravdépodobné jeden z mala ¢eskoslovenskych
autord, ktery nabidl systematicky piehled tehdejsich sociologickych a politologickych
pristupd v baddani o Sovétském svazu. Ve své préci se pokusil dokédzat, ze ,,v uplynu-
1ém Ctvrtstoleti se v praxi sice v mnoha smérech zménily metody ptlisobeni politické
moci v sovétskych systémech, ale nezménil se jeji ndrok na totdlni kontrolu kazdého
spolecenského pohybu“.%

Vyznamnou roli hral i politicky kontext, ve kterém tyto teorie vznikaly a k jakym poli-
tickym ciltim slouzily. Cisté politickd a ,,bojovna“ perspektiva totalitarismu byla v ramci
projektu odmitnuta, nebot, jak napsal Strmiska, ,,takové interpretace totalitarismu piestavaji
byt pouhou teorii a ztejmé piechazeji do sluzeb urcitych ideologii a politickych strategii“.®
Motivace autorti zminénych vyzkumnych projektt nebyla skrze totalitarni jazyk zcela
diskreditovat marxistickou politickou teorii, tak jak to bylo naptiklad u francouzskych
tzv. ,novych filosof“. Praveé proto, Ze iniciativa obou vyzkumnych projektti byla silné
spojena s rozvijenim moznych teoretickych vychodisek demokratického socialismu
v Evropé, tak cilem nebylo skrze totalitdrni teorie ,re-etablovat” liberdlni spolecenské
ziizeni. Pojem totalitarismus se formoval a vyvijel od poc¢atku v protikladu k liberalnim
modeltam politického systému. Jeho ,,0svojeni“ (byvalymi) marxisty tak znamenalo
také jeho reinterpretaci (a v tomto smyslu vlastneé i jeho vsazeni do novych , politickych
sluzeb”). V tomto kontextu Strmiska zdtraznil, Ze klasickd interpretace totalitarismu
nemuze pokryt celou varietu typi politickych systémti modernich spole¢nosti, a

proto také tradi¢ni analyzy totalitarismu zdtiraznuji obvykle ty jeho rysy, které
jsou protikladem klasického liberdlné demokratického systému, u nichz vSak neni
ztejmé, Ze ndalezeji vylucné totalitdrnim spolec¢nostem, Ze vytvéfeji skute¢nou
zékladnu totalitarismu a Ze nemohou nalezet jinym typtim spolec¢nosti.®’

Strmiska zde vyjadrtil pomoci jazyka strukturdlné-funkcionalistické teorie to, na ¢em
spocivala identita socialistické opozice - to, Ze sovétsky systém je totalitdrni a ze stejné
(nebo aspon podobné) totalitdrni byl naptiklad systém nacisticky, neznameng, Ze by
podobné rysy neméla i kapitalisticka, liberalné-demokratickd spole¢nost. Proto by podle
néj cilem kritiky sovétskych systémt nemél byt obrat k politicky liberdlnimu uspofa-
déani liberalismu, nybrz opétovné promysleni demokratického socialismu a hledani
nesoveétskych forem marxismu a socialismu, které jiz nutné nebudou stat na doktriné
marxismu-leninismu. Cilem analyz mélo byt mimo jiné vyvolat teoreticky a historicky

85 Ibid., s. 141.
% Ibid., s. 115.
57 Ibid.
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poucenou diskuzi o moznosti reformy v, systémech sovétského typu“. To byl také jeden
z hlavnich rozdilg, ktery odliSoval tyto pfistupy od nemarxistické disidentské kritiky.
Vychozi premisy marxistické metodologie témto myslitelim poskytovaly dva zdkladni
prvky charakteristické pro jejich kritické postoje. Jednak to byly znalosti teoreticky
diferenciovanych piistupti k analyze ,krizovych jevi“ u kapitalistickych spole¢nosti,
které pak byli schopni aplikovat na komunistické spole¢nosti (to se tykalo predevs§im
fenoménti spolecenskych krizi, rozporti a odcizeni). Za druhé v téchto piistupech bylo
implicitné ptitomné ,optimistické ocekavani, tedy vira v to, Ze historické a sociologické
pochopeni hlavnich strukturdlnich rozport spole¢nosti sovétského typu otevie cestu
k pfekonani jejich totalitdrnich rysa.®

Kritika ,redlného socialismu“ a perspektiva reforem v systémech sovétského typu

Na pozadi analyz spole¢nosti sovétského typu se formoval smér reformné-komunis-
tické kritiky normaliza¢ni spole¢nosti, ktery mimo lidskoprévni politicky jazyk uzival
i marxistickou terminologii. Autofi chédpali jako nutnost definovani spolecenského
rozporu, z jehoz rozpoznani by mohla vyriist nové opozice. Socidlnévédné ukotvend
kritika operovala v duchu novych védeckych piistupti kombinaci jazyka kvantitativni
sociologie strukturniho funkcionalismu a marxistické analyzy. Tento zptisob pozndni
se také vyznacoval zaméfenim na pojmy stabilizace a krize, ve kterych byla nové uvazo-
vana vyvojova stddia sovétskych spole¢nosti. Kazd4 krize v sovétskych systémech byla
v dosavadnim vyvoji piekondna docasnou ,relativni“ stabilizaci. Mlynéafovou intenci
bylo plosné zkoumat podminky téchto stabilizacnich faktor(i, ovéem také podminky,
ve kterych se vyCerpdvaji a odhaluji latentni spolecensky rozpor, ktery byl podle néj
vlastni ,totalitnim sovétskym diktaturdm®.

Prikladem odhaleni spolecenského rozporu vedouciho k politické krizi byl v této
dobé pro mnoho autorti piedevsim vyvoj v Polsku v roce 1981, ktery také podnitil nové
diskuze o moznostech reformy skrze masovy tlak zdola. Mlynat se analyze polskych
udélosti vénoval velmi podrobné a dosel k z&véru, za jakych podminek se konsolida¢ni
stabiliza¢ni strategie stdvd netc¢innou a vede ke krizi. Od druhé poloviny sedmdesa-
tych let bylo mozno pozorovat, ze pod tspéchy ,,normalizacnich” politik narastaly tzv.
krizové jevy, které ohrozovaly jejich stabilitu. Byl to pfedevs$im dtisledek vytésnéni
alternativnich tendenci mimo rdmec oficidlnich struktur. Mimo tyto struktury se tak
zacalo postupneé formovat disidentské a opozi¢ni hnuti, které postupem casu ziskavalo
¢im dal vétsi legitimitu. To, co bylo tedy zdrojem stabilizace - vytésnéni alternativ -, se
postupné stalo zdrojem zdsadni politické krize a odhalilo latentni politicky rozpor.*

%8 Thomas Oleszcuk, , Dissident Marxism in Eastern Europe*, World Politics 34 (1982), &. 4, s. 527-
547, zde 534.

Zv Nz vy

89 NA, f. Zden&k Mlynat, ¢4st 1, k. 4: Strojopis referdtu pro seminaft v PaiiZi (kvéten 1981) , Prazské
jaro“ a soucasna krize politickych systému sovétského typu, s. 23 [neuspotadany fond].
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Analyzy se soustiedily nejen na politické systémy, ale snazily se ukdzat, Ze obdobné
mechanismy plati i v systémech jinych, naptiklad informac¢nich (termin ,informacéni
systém“ se pouzival pro oblast médii a jejich moznosti prace a $ifen{ informaci). Rozpory,
které v sobé nesl sovétsky informacni systém, ktery ,neodpovidd ptirozené lidské touze
po diistojném zivoté” a nabizi obcanim pouze ,omezeny a bedlivé stfezeny prostor
pro manipulovanou kritiku a pseudodiskuzi“,® byly definovany jako jeden z trvalych
zdrojt cyklickych krizi v zemich redlného socialismu.

Zatimco pro zachyceni historického vyvoje a pravidelnosti spolecenskych fenoméni
se zdal pro tento typ kritiky nejvhodnéjsi pojem systémt sovétského typu, paralelné
se rozvijela kritika tzv. spole¢nosti ,redlného socialismu®. Ta pfedstavovala nové kon-
ceptudlni uchopeni sovétské reality od konce Sedesatych let a méla teoreticky vyjadrit
povahu poststalinského stadia sovétskych systémti. Kritici sovétské ideologie poukazovali
na to, ze v tomto stddiu oslabila tezi o tom, Ze sovétsky socialismus je nejlepsi ze vSech
teoreticky myslitelnych. Namisto toho se legitimovala tim, Ze je jediny , redlné existujici“
a ze véechny alternativy jsou jen iluzemi a utopiemi - jediny opravdovy socialismus je
sovétsky socialismus. Kritériem , spravnosti“ tak postupné piestala byt sama budouci
komunistickd ideologie, ale stala se jim vylu¢né existujici praxe sovétského politického
systému.” Termin ,redlné/aktudlné existujici socialismus” se dostaval do disidentskych
diskuzi pfedevsim diky knize Rudolfa Bahra z roku 1977 Alternativa. Ke kritice redlného
socialismu,™ kterou Bahro napsal v reakci na potla¢eni reformniho pokusu v Cesko-
slovensku v roce 1968.” Z marxistické perspektivy zde odmitl jak stalinskou minulost

"0 Dusan Havli¢ek, ,Vefejna informace v sovétskych systémech® in Radim Wollak a Barbara
Képplova (eds.), Ceskd média a éeskd spolecnost v 60. letech (Praha: Radioservis, 2008), s. 161.
Vroce 1983 vyslo pouze francouzsky: L'information publique dans les systemes politiques sovi-
étiques, in Projet de recherche « Les crises des systemes de type soviétiques », dirigé par Zdenek
Mlynar et le conseil scientifique, Etude no 9 (INDEX e. V. 1985). Vice také NA, f. Zdenék Mlynaf,
k. 26: Studie Duana Havli¢ka Masov4 komunikace v Ceskoslovensku 1956-1968. Pracovni studie
¢. 16 vyzkumného projektu Zkus$enosti prazského jara (1979) [neuspotddany fond].

! peter Kenez, ,Real, Existing Socialism®, in A History of the Soviet Union from the Beginning to
the End, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), s. 214-242; Zdenék Mlynét, , O stabilizaci
rezimu v zemich sovétského bloku, Listy 9 (1979), ¢. 4, s. 58: ,Totalitni moc uz neargumentuje
tim, ze jeji systém je nejlepsi z teoretického hlediska, nybrz tim, Ze je jediny redlné existujici, Ze
vSechny jiné alternativy socialismu jsou jen iluzemi a jediny socialismus je sovétsky, protoze je
jediny redlny. Pomoci ideologického pojmu ,redlného socialismu’, ktery se oficidlné v sovétském
bloku uziva v poslednich letech, pfestala tedy byt kritériem spravnosti politické praxe komunis-
tické teorie a stala se jim sama mocenské realita v sovétském bloku. Statné uznanou ideologii je
tak vlastné uz beze zbytku sama praxe statu. Tendence k tomuto stavu, silné uplatiiovana uz za
Stalina, nebyla tedy nejenom popftena, jak o to usilovali reformn{ komunisté, nybrz definitivné
anaplno zvitézila.“

2 Rudolf Bahro, Alternativa. Ke kritice redlného socialismu (Praha: Filosofia, 2020).

3 Tomas Vilimek, Solidarita nap¥i¢ hranicemi. Opozice v CSSR a NDR po roce 1968 (Praha: Vy-
$ehrad, 2010), s. 173.
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socialismu, tak liberdlni koncepci demokracie, uvazoval o podminkéch, za nichz by
byla mozna demokratizace socialismu, a volal po rehabilitaci komunismu jeho ,o0cisté-
nim od nemarxistického voluntarismu a zmén jeho praxe“.” Ohlas Bahrovy koncepce
v ¢eském disidentském prosttedi (studie vysla ¢esky v roce 1979 v samizdatu) byl spise
minimdlni, nebot, jak uvedl Jaroslav Sabata, kniha §la ,mimo ducha ¢eského pozi¢ni-
ho prostfedi, které se vzpiralo tzv. socialistickym alternativam stavajiciho rezimu"“.™

Na rozdil od doméciho lidskopravniho disentu rezonovaly Bahrovy koncepce jak
mezi protagonisty eurokomunistického hnuti, tak i mezi socialistickou opozici v exilu.
Kritickou reflexi napsal Jiti Pelikdn v roce 1979, ktery Bahrovu studii oznacil za jeden
z nejvyznamnéj$ich podnétt posledniho desetileti , k diskuzi o charakteru systému
v zemich Vychodni Evropy a o moznych perspektivach vyvoje tzv. redlného socialis-
mu“.® Pelikdn povazoval Bahrovu analyzu za tak vyznamnou, Ze ji oznacil za zdsadni
podklad k diskusi mezi marxistickou opozici vychodni Evropy a zdpadni levici a vycho-
disko ,k dal$im pracim tohoto druhu“.”” Vychazel zde z opozi¢nich premis, které sdilel
s ideovym rdmcem exilovych vyzkumnych projektd, totiz Ze opozice musi respektovat
zévéry védeckych analyz existujici skute¢nosti ve vychodni Evropé. Proto také napsal,
ze Bahrova kniha pfedstavuje novou etapu

boje za socialistickou alternativu a za zmény ve Vychodni Evropé; tato etapa je
charakterizovadna jednak objektivni a védeckou analyzou (nikoli emotivni pu-
blicistikou) tzv. sovétského modelu socialismu a z ni vychazejicich politickych
zavéru strategii a taktice v boji za zménu nynéjsiho stavu.”™

Na druhou stranu bylo evidentni, Ze pfes sdilena politicka stanoviska nebyla Bahrova
kritika pro exilové socialisty zcela ptijatelnd, pfedevsim v otdzce Bahrovy kritiky po-
litického pluralismu. Pro Bahra ztistavaly politické strany vyrazem riznych tfidnich

" Bahro, Alternativa. Ke kritice redlného socialismu, s. 416.
7 Cit. dle Vilimek, Solidarita napri¢ hranicemi. Opozice v CSSR a NDR po roce 1968, s. 178.

76 Jit{ Pelikan, ,MozZnosti a cesty zmén ,redlného socialismu’. Nad knihou Alternativa Rudolfa
Bahra“, Listy 9 (1979), €. 5, s. 21. Pivodné publikovéno jako pfispévek do sborniku ,,Antworten
auf Bahros Herausforderung“ des ,realen Sozialismus*, nakladatelstvi Olle u. Wolter, Z. Berlin.
Pelikan také vyjadril pochyby nad formovanim opozice kolem termin , komunismus®, ktery byl
podle néj v o¢ich narodi vychodni Evropy diskreditovédn, protoze je spojovan s predstavou vlady
jedné strany, tedy diktatury apardtu, opfené o hegemonii Ruska. Odpor proti komunismu nelze
ztotoznovat s odporem proti socialismu jako spole¢enskému systému, zalozenému na kolektivnim
vlastnictvi vyrobnich prosttedkd. I vétsina téch, kdo se ve vychodni Evropé povazuji za anti-
komunisty a nevéti v socialismus jako ideologii, povazuje sotva za mozné, aby se po odstranén{
diktatury komunistického aparatu velké tovarny a podniky vratily do rukou soukromnikt nebo
aby se zemédélska druzstva rozpustila v jednotliva hospodaistvi.“ Ibid.

7 Ibid.
8 Ibid.
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z4ajmu. Naopak pojeti socialistické politické plurality, které rezonovalo mezi exilovou
socialistickou opozici, vychézelo z ¢etnych ¢eskoslovenskych i jinych marxistickych
sociologickych a filosofickych koncepci, které dokézaly jiz pfed rokem 1968, ze i v so-
cialistické spole¢nosti existuji riizné tfidni a skupinové z4jmy, a Ze je tudiz zcela oprav-
néné, aby se mohly projevit prosttednictvim ustanoveni vlastnich politickych struktur.
Pelikdn se ovSem prihlésil k Bahrovu zjisténi, Ze boj o zménu a konflikty mezi silami
nového opozi¢niho hnuti a silami moci jizZ nelze pochopit v kategoriich ,tradi¢nich”
tfidnich rozport a Ze subjektem emancipa¢niho hnuti budou ,energické a tviir¢i zivly
uvnitf v§ech spolecenskych vrstev a oblasti“.” K témto tvofivym sildm pocital Bahro jak
intelektudly (védce, techniky, 1ékate, umélce atd.) a mladez, tak i délniky, které ovéem
nepovazoval za kli¢ovy segment spole¢nosti, kterd by byla schopné byt ,nositelkou
spolecenské zmény“. Pesimisticky pohled na roli ,délnické tiidy“ v procesu spolecenské
rezistence piedstavoval rys, ktery byl charakteristicky pro velkou ¢4st sttedoevropskych
marxistickych analyz redlné existujictho socialismu.®

Podobnym smérem se ubiraly i rozbory ,realného socialismu” v prostfedi ceskoslo-
venské socialistické opozice a na rozdil od nemarxistickych kritik se pokusily formulovat
vyznamnost analyzy marxisticky pojatého spolecenského rozporu pro formulaci dal§tho
opozi¢niho postupu. K takovym pokustim lze fadit pfedevsim studie Zderika Mlynéie
a Jitiho Hajka z pocéatku osmdesatych let (Mlynafovy prace samoziejmé vychazely
z jeho zkusenosti v projektu Krize v sovétskych systémech, u Hajka $lo pfedevs$im o ob-
sahlou reflexi Nékolik pozndmek k reformovatelnosti ,redlného socialismu®). Hajkova
studie reagovala na dlouho probihajici diskuzi o moznostech vnitini dynamiky ve spo-
le¢nostech ,redlného socialismu®. Pokusil se v ni podrobné shrnout povahu fungovani
»post-chruscovovského” systému a analyzovat mista moznych socialnich rozpord, které
mohou vést k spolecenskému pohybu. Konkrétnim impulsem byl kratky text Pavla
Tigrida ve Svédectvi ¢. 66, kde Tigrid vyjddtil zklaméni z vyvoje v Polsku po roce 1981:

Poucnd lekce, i kdyz nikoli prvni, i pro zdpadoevropskou levici. Ta uz by méla
konec¢né opustit mytus, zavrazdény tentokrat v Polsku: Ze totiz - snad a piece jen -
1ze poststalinské rezimy na trvalo reformovat, demokratizovat, ba i jen zlid$tovat.
Znovu se prokazalo, ze kdokoli opravdu usiluje - a pravé na levici - o spravedlivéjsi,
dtistojnéjsi, svobodnéjsi usporadéni spole¢nosti, nemuze, ba nesmi navazovat na

ideologii, a na vyplyvajici z ni hnutf, které se dopustilo nejtézsich zlo¢inti. Véetné
genocidy, k nimz v tomto stoleti v Evropé dosli. A které v nich pokracuje.®!

™ pelikan, ,MoZnosti a cesty zmén ,realného socialismu’. Nad knihou Alternativa Rudolfa Bahra®,
S. 24.

80 Mimo Bahra ptedev$im dilo George Konrada a Ivana Szelényiho (The Intellectuals on the Road
to Class Power: a Sociological Study of the Role of the Intelligentsia in Socialism) a Janose Kise
a Gyorgye Bence (Towards an East European Marxism).
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Héjek odmitl Tigridovo zcela negujici stanovisko k moznostem reformy komunistického
systému, zaroven nabidl analyzu, kterd pfesahovala moralni pobouteni z centralizace
moci a represe. Jeho analyza vychdazela z vy$e zminénych disidentskych marxistickych
diskuzi, které pozdné komunistické poststalinské systémy oznacovaly jako ,redlné-
socialistické”. Vychdazel zde z rozsahlého socidlnévédniho vyzkumu (zdpado- i vycho-
doevropského), ktery reflektoval novy typ nerovnosti v socialistickych spole¢nostech.
Prestoze Hajek se s jejich zévéry plné neztotoznoval, domnival se, Ze z nomenklatury KSC
se stala skupina lidi, kterd ptedstavuje novou mocenskou elitu, jez ve jménu lidu sleduje
predevsim své vlastni zajmy. V tomto ohledu se marxistické analyzy ¢eskoslovenskych
disidentti vyznacuji praveé akceptaci rdmce, ktery vinima socialistické spolecnosti jako
strukturné nerovné a jako reprodukujici existenci socidlniho rozporu. Ten miiZe (tak
jako v klasickych marxistickych analyzach o kapitalismu) vést k odporu proti mocenské
elité a jejf ideologii a ndsledné socidlni revoluci a zméné spolecenskych hierarchii.

Stejné jako u Mlynare, Hajkova analyza ptedstavovala typ kritiky ,,normalizovanych
systému“ vychdazejici z marxistickych vychodisek: na spole¢nost se divala predevsim
skrze kategorie spolecenského rozporu a odcizeni. U Mlynéfie se jeSté navic jednalo
o zminéné pojmy krize a stability, které vidél jako zakladni pro formulaci nové opozi¢ni
strategie. Jako hlavni zdroj stability normaliza¢niho systému popsal Mlynat skutec¢nost,
kterou se ,nové“ normalizované rezimy lis{ od stalinismu (reagoval mj. na ¢asté srov-
navéani breznévismu a stalinismu) - predevs$im zavedeni specifické formy konzumni
spolec¢nosti (bez soukromého kapitalu a se zestatnénym hospodatstvi), kterd ovsem
docasné uspokojuje materialni potieby a socidlni jistoty obyvatelstva.®?

Stabilizace v ,totalitnich systémech sovétského bloku“ od $edesatych let byla také
podle Mlynafe mozna proto, Ze se ,dovedly v nékterych smérech zménit, provést inovace,
prizptlisobit se stadiu vyvoje*, coz piedstavovalo relativné Gspésny posun ke konzumni
spole¢nosti.®* V tomto ohledu lze tvrdit, Ze ceskoslovensky normalizaéni rezim ziskal
pomeérné dlouhodobé obdobi stability kombinaci represivnich metod a schopnosti
uchovat a zarocit urcité postupy, které vychazely z reformné-komunistickych koncepci
zkvalitnovani zivotni rovné v socialistické spole¢nosti.?*

Praveé predpoklad, Ze jedna z opor alespon ¢astecné legitimity ,redlné existujictho
socialismu” tkvi v tom, Ze umoznoval masové ,relativné dobré uspokojeni hmotnych,

81 pavel Tigrid, ,Mytus Zavrazdény v Polsku*, Svédectvi 17 (1982), ¢. 66, s. 259, (napsano v roce 1981).
82 NA, fond Zdenék Mlynat, ¢. 1, k. 5, strojopis Mlynéatovy studie Perspektivy demokratického vyvoje
yredlného socialismu“ deset let po sovétské intervenci v Ceskoslovensku, Psano pro konferenéni
sbornik v Mildné, leden 1979 (neni jasné, zda vyslo), [neuspofadany fond].

85 NA, fond Zdenék Mlynat, &. 1, k. 4, strojopis Mlynatovy studie ,Opory sou¢asnych totalitnich
systému*, s. 2, [neusporddany fond].

84 vitézslav Sommer a kol., Ridit socialismus jako firmu. Technokratické viddnuti v Ceskoslovensku,
1956-1989, (Praha: NLN, 2019), s. 195.
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spottebitelskych potteb velké ¢asti spolecnosti®,® vedl Mlynéfe k tomu, Ze v této oblasti
také bude vznikat zédkladni rozpor, ktery povede k odporu proti mocenské elité. Mly-
nérf se domnival, ze diky tomu jednak jakdkoli hospodétska krize, ktera snizi zivotni
uroven obyvatelstva, bude znamenat také zasadni krizi pro systém sovétského typu,
jednak se zac¢ne vyjevovat frustrace obyvatelstva, kterym pouhé socialni jistota ne-
bude stacit k pocitu naplnéného zivota (ktery chédpal v pojmech: kvalita mezilidskych
vztaht, oteviena diskuze, smysluplnost lidského Zivota, volny ¢as pro svobodny rozvoj
individua, pocit realizace atp.).

Tento rozpor nazval Mlynéf rozporem , mezi dynamikou konzumné orientované
spolec¢nosti a mezi politickym systémem totalni kontroly spole¢nosti“.® V absenci po-
liticky liberdInéjsich piistupti vidél Mlynat zdroj budouci nestability a krize. ,Redlny
socialismus” oznacil za

socialisticky experiment, z néhoz je vyloucena politickda demokracie [...]. Ukazuje
se, Ze bez této zdkladni hodnoty degeneruji skute¢né humanitni vyznamy ostat-
nich tradi¢né socialistickych hodnot, zejména socidlni jistoty a zruseni soukro-
mokapitalistického vlastnictv{.®”

Tyto tvahy u Mlynéfe vychézely i z opozicni zkuSenosti politického vylouceni. Re-
formné-komunistickd teorie opozice plivodné nepromyslela takovou opozici, ktera
bude stat zcela vné politického systému. Mnozi reformné-komunisticti intelektualové
pocitili az teprve po roce 1968 na vlastni kizi, jakou hodnotu maji principy politické
demokracie. Mlynaf k tomu napsal:

Teprve po nastupu normalizace prochézeji levicovi intelektualové v Ceskosloven-
sku posledni fazi poznéani: Kone¢né si uvédomuiji, ze hlavni zakladni podminkou
jakychkoli politickych programi a také jakékoli tviirci, intelektualni prace samé
je mit viibec moznost svobodné formulovat a vyslovovat své ndzory. Politicka
demokracie a s ni spjata zakladni politické prava a politické svobody lidi se inte-
lektudlim objevuji jako zdkladni hodnoty politiky, jako nutny a zcela nezbytny
predpoklad jakychkoli programi.

85 NA fond Zdenék Mlynaf, ¢&. 1, k. 4, strojopis Mlynatovy studie ,Opory sou¢asnych totalitnich
systému*, s. 3, [neusporadany fond]; vice také Zdenék Mlynat, Konzumni orientace a politickd
demokracie v ,redlném socialismu*, psano pro Wiener Tagenbuch, 11/1979 (strojopis), ¢ast 3, k. 3.,
[neuspotadany fond].

86 Ibid., strojopis Mlynatovy studie Vyvojové moznosti politickych systému v sovétském bloku
(perspektiva pro osmdesdtd léta), s. 4. napsano v roce 1984.

8 Ibid., s. 4.

88 NA fond Zdenék Mlynat, ¢ast 1, k. 4, strojopis Mlynatovy studie O politickych zkusenostech
levicovych intelektudlii v Ceskoslovensku. Pi{spévek v diskuzi na téma ,Intelektualové a politika“
v Koliné, dne 17. 9. 1977, [neuspotddany fond].
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Jinym smérem pii analyze zdkladniho rozporu socialistické spolecnosti sel Hijek, ktery
se pokusil definovat pozici pracujicich (kategorii, se kterou obecné disent malo opero-
val) v systému redlného socialismu. Ti podle néj svoji praci neposkytuji mocenské elité
na zékladé trznich vztaht jako zbozi, nybrz na zakladé povinnosti pracovat (spojené
s pozitivné hodnocenym préavem na praci). Pravo na praci ovSem nezahrnuje narok
na zatazeni odpovidajici kvalifikaci a schopnostem a jejich optimalnimu vyuziti pro
spole¢nost, nybrz je spojeno s povinnosti pfijmout pracovni zafazeni podle potfeb ¢i
téz libovtle prislusného stupné mocenské elity. Je tedy mozné hovofit o socialistickém
odcizenti, protoZe o pouziti pracovni sily rozhoduje nékdo jiny nez ten, kdo ji poskytuje,
»a to tak absolutné, neomezené, jako malokde jinde v soucasném svété“.* V kontextu
pojmu odcizeni si pak Héjek kladl otdzku, ,zda opravdu je skoncovano s vykoftisto-
vanim, zda dispozice spolecenskym vyrobkem, zahrnujicim nadvyrobek vytvofeny
délnikovou, technikovou a védcovou praci, vraceji jeho hodnotu jeho tvirctim téz ve
formé socialnich vymozenosti a jistot“.*°

Stejné jako Mlynat, i Hajek tvrdil, Ze tento zédkladni spolecensky rozpor miize byt
impulsem pro novou spole¢enskou revoluci - opiral se pti tom o Marxovu Predmluvu
k politické ekonomii, kde Marx definoval spolecenskou situaci, kdy nastava ,epocha
socialni revoluce”. Piestoze Marx piemyslel v ramci kapitalistické ekonomiky, Ha-
jek vidél podobnost pravé v tom, Ze se ,materidlni vyrobni sily spole¢nosti dostavaji
do rozporu s existujicimi vyrobnimi vztahy“.” Podle Héjka si v ,realném socialismu”
podstatna ¢ast spolec¢nosti ,uvédomuje rozpor jejich vyrobnich a tvtrcich sil“ s mocen-
skymi strukturami a potiebu reforem, jimz se mocenska elita brani. Upozornil mimo
jiné, Ze slovo ,reforma“ je nepfipustné: na systému fizeni a strukturach moci neni co
meénit, opravovat. Nanejvys ,zdokonalovat, ,prohlubovat, ,upevnovat” jednotu atd.
Pozice v z4dsadé konzervativni - obranna.”> Redlné socialistickd KSC podle négj jiz ne-
byla schopna reformy shora, neznamenalo to pro néj ovSem zcela vzdat se reformovani
socialistického systému se zachovanim zakladnich struktur komunistického stéatu.
V tomto ohledu i Hajek vychézel ze zkusenosti prazského jara, kdy KSC vstupovala do
vetejného prostoru jako ,mluvéi potteb a tuzeb pokrokovych sil“.”® Jako nositele zmény
ovsem stdle vidél délnickou tfidu a také technické a védecké pracovniky, ktefi se stali
integralni soucasti vyroby:

Odkud miizeme ocekavat popudy a podnéty k reformé, jez by posunula spole¢nost
,redlného socialismu‘ na cestu opravdového, demokratického a samospravného
89 Ji§{ Hajek, ,Nékolik poznamek k reformovatelnosti ,readlného socialismu‘®
(1985), & 5's. 13.
9 Ibid.
91 Karl Marx, Ke kritice politické ekonomie (Praha: SNPL, 1953), s. 7.

, Ze zdsuvky i z bloku

92 Hajek, ,Nékolik pozndmek k reformovatelnosti ,redlného socialismu‘®, s. 16.
% Ibid., s. 20.
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socialismu: Zdsadné od téch tfid a vrstev, které predstavuji produktivn{ a tvirci
sily spole¢nosti. Je to samoziejmé délnicka tfida, pfedstavujici vétS§inu nasi spolec-
nosti a zahrnujici v disledku zasady, ze véda se stdva pfimou vyrobni silou - také
technické a védecké pracovniky v oborech bezprostiedné souvisejici s vyrobou.**

Héjek nevyloucil ani moznost zapojeni ob¢anskych iniciativ, jako je Charta 77, ovSem
zéaroven zcela nezpochybnil vedouci tlohu komunistické strany. Spise, nez aby ji zcela
odmitl, pozadoval znovu-promysleni ,ikolu, jejZz mé tato strana vici spole¢nosti jako
sluzbu, o pojeti terminu ,socialisticka demokracie’, vzyvaného moci, o funkci lidskych
a obcanskych prav pro fadné fungovani takové demokracie, o potiebé pravdivé a plné
informovanosti 1idi“.*> Oba autofi predpokladali, Ze opozi¢ni jedndni vyjde z objektivni
spolecenské nutnosti, kterou krize a ndsledny rozpor pfinese. V tomto ohledu se jejich
analyzy liSily od jinych disidentskych pfedstav politickych zmén, nebot v jejich jaddru
nestala jako politické vychodisko mordalni kritika, nybrz marxistické predpoklady spole-
cenského vyvoje, jehoz dynamika je urcena ,objektivnimi“ spolecenskymi rozpory.

Zavér

Snaha navdazat na kritickou marxistickou socidlnévédni diskuzi z Sedesatych let byla
mezi vylou¢enymi reformnimi komunisty zfetelnd jiz od pocatku let sedmdesatych.
Byla vedena snahou zhodnotit politickou krizi v roce 1968 a vyvodit z ni dtisledky pro
dals$i mozné reformni pokusy ve vychodnim bloku, a tim zpochybnit nastupujici para-
digma o nemoznosti demokratické politické reformy komunistickych stran ve vychodni
Evropé, které se zacalo etablovat mezi ¢é4sti zapadoevropskych i vychodoevropskych
intelektuali po roce 1968. Podrobné analyzy obdobi prazského jara slouzily pfevazné
k politickym tceltim, mély ukdzat, Ze vychozim faktorem komunistické reformy v 1968
nebylo zlikvidovat existujici politicky systém, nybrz zachovat marxisticky socialismus
jako vychozi predpoklad pro jeho demokratickou reformu. Vysvétleni limiti a moZznosti
»zkus$enosti prazského jara“, véetné kritického hodnoceni vedouci tlohy komunistické
strany mélo piedstavovat cestu k moznym budoucim zménédm v komunistickych re-
zimech vychodniho bloku.

Druhym podstatnym rozdilem oproti analyzam, které probihaly v Sedesatych letech,
bylo etablovani pojmu totalitarismus a ,totalitni rezim“ ve slovniku reformné-komuni-
stické inteligence. Ta zacala objevovat soudobé zdpadoevropské ptistupy, které kriticky
hodnotily sovétské systémy skrze totalitdrni paradigma. Podobné jako v zdpadoevropské
diskuzi i v té, kterd probihala mezi vychodoevropskymi intelektudly, bylo cilem revi-
dovat totalitdrni paradigma piedevsim ve dvou aspektech, které byly fundamentalni
pro klasické teorie totalitarismu prvni generace. Jednak $lo o oslaben{ pozadavku na

9 Ibid.
95 Ibid.
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vnitfni ,ideologickou oddanost“ rezimtim, za druhé $lo o zjevné oslabeni fyzického
teroru, ktery byl nahrazen méné nésilnymi, ¢asto psychologickymi, prosttedky kontroly.
Vyzkum kritické (pfedevsim exilové) socidlnévédni diskuze ovsem doklada, ze ¢eské
politické mysleni disponuje marxistickou tradici uziti pojmu totalitarismus, kterd je
srovnatelna se zdpadoevropskou kritikou klasického totalitarniho paradigmatu. Autofi
jako Jitff Hajek, Zdenék Mlynéaf ¢i Zdenék Strmiska ptfindSely novy typ politické teorie,
ktery vychazel jak z lokalni marxistické tradice, tak i z osvojeni probihajicich diskuzi
v zédpadoevropské sovétologii. Jejich analyzy predstavuji dals$i dil do komplexniho ob-
razu vychodoevropské politické teorie.

Na téchto zédkladech pak byla zalozena i kritika tzv. redlné existujiciho socialismu.
To, co reformni komunisté vndaseli do disidentské kritiky normaliza¢niho rezimu, byl
piedevsim dtiraz na klasickou marxistickou kategorii ,tfidniho rozporu*, ktery zédkonité
povede k spolecenskému odporu. Reformné-komunistické analyzy stéle operovaly
s kategorii délnické tiidy, kterd se méla stat viid¢i pfedstavitelkou spolecenské zmény.
Ovsem v duchu paradigmatu védecko-technické revoluce (tak jak se v socidlnich védach
v Ceskoslovensku ustanovilo v $edesatych letech) méla délnickd tfida uskutectiovat
spolecenskou zménu ve svazku s védeckymi a technickymi pracovniky, nebot véda byla
povazovana taktéz za vyrobni silu. To byly pfedpoklady, které se zfetelné odlisovaly od
liberdlniho pojeti ob¢anského odporu, ktery rezonoval v fadach Charty 77.
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ldeovy vyvoj Rudolfa Simy jako reflexe
perspektiv a mantinelli ceskoslovenskeé
marxisticke filosofické antropologie 60. let

Ondrej Holub

Looking for the Sixth Sense of Marxist Philosophy: The Intellectual Development
of Rudolf Sima as a Reflection of the Potential and Limits of Czechoslovak Marxist
Humanism in the 1960s

Abstract

The study seeks to recostruct and analyze the intellectual development of Slovak Marxist
philosopher Rudolf Sima in the so-called post-Stalinist period. As an intellectual, Rudolf
Sima was not a major figure, but was still a significant figure of czechoslovakian Marxist
philosophical antropology (humanism) in the 1960s. His professional and intellectu-
al horizon reached a plurality of relevant topics, including political theory, ontology,
ethics, and the moral foundations of social and political order. This article approaches
the complexity, significance, and influence of Marxist philosophical antropology in the
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post-Stalinist period through reflection on the work of Rudolf Sima. In this way, the study
contributes to the history of modern Marxist philosophy as a whole.

Keywords

Czechoslovak Marxist philosophy, Marxist philosophical antropology (Marxist human-
ism), Czechoslovak philosophy in the 1960s.

Uvod

Slovensky filosof Rudolf Sima rozhodné nepatii k nejznaméj$im postavam déjin ces-
koslovenskych spolecenskych véd. Znaméjsim bude pro badatele, zajimajici se o vztah
normalizaén{ filosofie a konceptu védeckotechnické revoluce. Simovo jméno figuruje
jistym zptisobem také v déjinach Ceskoslovenské sociologie a nelze jej minout pfi ja-
kémkoli pokusu o daslednou rekonstrukci teoretickych vychodisek filosofie clovéka
v té podobé, v jaké se profilovala v ¢eskoslovenském akademickém prostfedi po roce
1968 za podminek politické normalizace.

Tato etapa Zivota a piisoben{ Rudolfa Simy v$ak ptedstavuje pouze jakysi ,druhy
zivot“ jeho profesni kariéry. Ponékud v$ak zastira prvni etapu Simova intelektualniho
plisoben{ v bratislavském akademickém prostiedi $edesétych let. Sima se tehdy etabloval
jako akademik na ptidé velmi dynamicky se rozvijejici filosofické antropologie, a na
jejim zdkladé se zaobiral moznostmi politické profilace marxistického humanismu
v podminkéch socialistické demokracie. Zajimala jej marxisticka filosofie ¢lovéka, jeji
perspektivy a dasledky pro denni politicky Zivot, pro stav politické a vefejné diskuse
o podminkach a moznostech demokracie. Na zékladé recepce filosofické antropologie
rozvijel Rudolf Sima také pozoruhodnou koncepci lidské existence a determinace.

Béhem normalizace Sima samoziejmé své star$i postoje revidoval, ale nakolik lze
vnimat pojem marxistického humanismu jako kli¢ovy pro obsahlou diskusi, ovladajici
¢eskoslovensky kulturni a mediélni prostor $edesétych let, pak Ize jisté Simovu auto-
nomni reflexi tohoto pojmu vnimat jako myslenkovy projekt, ktery vyristal z kontextu
a byl partikulédrni, ale prikaznou vypoveédi o inte-

7u

a perspektiv ceskoslovenského ,tan{
lektudlnich pfedpokladech, bez kterych by ¢eskoslovensky pokus o syntézu socialismu
a demokracie nebyl roku 1968 myslitelny a mozny.

Vymezeni tématu, hypotézy a cile studie

Ptredkladana studie si klade za cil pfedstavit svébytnou genezi Simova zptisobu percepce
pojmu marxistického humanismu v priibéhu Sedesatych let na bazi jeho filosoficko-an-
tropologického piistupu a vyzdvihnout tak piedevs$im tu rovinu jeho ideové orientace,
kterd nésledkem jeho normaliza¢niho ptisobeni nebyla déle rozvijena a teoreticky
rozpracovéna. Sima nikdy nedosahoval mys$lenkové autonomie a originality, jak4 je
pfi dobovém srovnani patrna napi. u Kosika, Svitaka anebo Richty, a také na ,doméci“
bratislavské scéné ztistaval jeho intelektudlni pfinos ve stinu tehdy pfednich slovenskych
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intelektudld typu Igora HruSovského nebo Miroslava Kusého. AvSak zejména monografie
Clovek a svet, vydané nakladatelstvim Epocha roku 1969, kterd figuruje v komplexnim
soupisu Simova dila jako pomyslny manifest osobité pojatého marxistického humanismu,
nedovoluje zaroven Simu oznadit za prostého epigona, za napodobitele intelektualniho
trendu, jehoZ hlavni obrysy uréovali jini.! Sima ve svém pokusu o seriézni, marxisticky
definovanou filosoficko-antropologickou odpovéd na krizi ¢lovéka postindustridlniho
véku vnesl do doméci marxistické ideové produkce bohaty syntetizujici ndhled, ktery
doklada pluralitni charakter ¢eskoslovenského marxismu Sedesétych let.

V proudu dobové aktudlni etické a politické vyzvy humanistického marxismu byl
Sima intelektualem, ktery po svém, mimo tstfedn{ ,prazskou” linii vetejné a akade-
mické debaty o hodnotach demokracie a marxismu dale dotvarel intelektudIni kolorit
obrodného procesu poststalinského obdobi. V ramci studie proto mimo jiné analyzuji
Simovo pojeti povahy socialistické demokracie, jejiz nutné prvky a specifické znaky
charakterizoval v ¢lanku ,,Obc¢ianska sloboda a legitimnost socialistickej moci, pub-
likovaném ¢asopisem Filozofia roku 1966. Clanek sumarizuje Simovy tivahy z ranych
Sedesatych let o postaveni Clovéka ve spole¢nosti a problému demokracie, zaroven jde
vramci Simova teoretického odkazu o nejobsahlejsi, uceleny, samostatny politologicky
a filosoficky prispévek k feSeni charakteru a formy socialistické ob¢anské demokra-
tické spole¢nosti pied lednem 1968.2 Je viak tfeba jej chépat v $ir$im kontextu Simova
antropologického pifistupu, zalozeného na kritice substan¢nich ontologickych modelt
lidské existence. Filosofickd prace Rudolfa Simy z obdobi $edesétych let je postavena
na hledani ,zivé dialektické jednoty c¢lovéka a svéta“. Jednoty, ktera popira finalitu
lidskych perspektiv a z pozice marxistického humanismu predjimaé rtst lidskych moz-
nost{ jen za pfedpokladu ,riistu ilohy svéta“ jako socidlniho a pfirodniho prostiedi
lidského Zivota.? Usili o humanistickou marxistickou syntézu tilohy svéta a ¢lovéka bylo
vymezenim proti idealistickym i marxisticko-dogmatickym modeltm ontologického
zakotveni ¢lovéka ve svété a je namisté se ptat po dalsim osudu marxistické filosofické
antropologie po roce 1968 pravé v kontextu Simova dal$iho normaliza¢niho piisobeni.

Miz{ tato humanistickd perspektiva, uréena teoretickymi pracemi Sedesatych let,
uplné, nebo je jinak modifikovédna? Jak se méni Simova percepce marxistické antro-
pologie v jeho normalizac¢nich textech oproti jeho pojeti z let Sedesatych? Co piipadné
tato zména vypovida o globdlni roli marxistické filosofické antropologie - je diisledkem
pouze normalizac¢ni politické konstelace, ¢i jsou jeji charakterové zmény predmétem
girsiho kontextu promén mezinarodniho védeckého diskurzu? Konec¢né, jakym zpu-
sobem vypovidé4 osud domaci tradice marxistické filosofické antropologie o nasi sou-

! Rudolf Sima, Clovek a svet (Bratislava: Epocha, 1969).

2 Rudolf Sima, ,Ob¢ianska sloboda a legitimnost socialistickej moci“, Filozofia. Casopis filozo-
fického ustavu SAV 21 (1966), €. 5, s. 461-475.

3 8ima, Clovek a svet, s. 13.
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¢asné politické situaci? Tyto teze a otdzky se pokusim zodpovédét v druhé c¢asti mé
studie, koncipované jako tvaha nad celkovym kontextem marxistické antropologie
v Ceskoslovenské a svétové politické perspektivé, nebot se domnivam, Ze cely problém

oY

je nutno vidét v jeho veétsi sifi.

Sima jako osobnost slovenské marxistické antropologie. Jeho diserta¢ni prace
a profil intelektudlniho angazmé v prvni poloviné 60. let

Rudolf Sima, narozeny 22. kvétna 1930, vletech 1945-1949 udeni priimyslového Zavodu
29. augusta v Partizdnskom, zah4jil pfipravu pro vys$si univerzitni filosofické vzdélani
jako kulturni referent ROH, funkci, kterou vykonaval v letech od roku 1949 do roku
1953.* Clenem KSC se stal roku 1951, poslucha¢em kurzu pro ptipravu ke studiu na VS
byl v letech 1952 aZ 1953.5 Pro vysokogkolské studium mél Sima také vyhovujici kddrové
ptfedpoklady. Pochdzel z nemajetného prostiedi zemédélského pracovnika a jen ¢tyfi
z jeho celkem sedmi sourozencti se dozili dospélého véku - dva jeho bratfi byli také
jiz od roku 1945 ¢leny KSC, oba povolanim délnici.* Na Komenského univerzité Sima
studoval v letech 1953 az 1958 fyziku a filosofii, studium zakoncil v ¢ervnu roku 1958
statni zavérecnou zkouskou.” Po formalnim ukoncen{ studii ptisobil nadale na pracovisti
Komenského univerzity jako védecky aspirant (od r. 1960), aby po tomto svém tiiletém
ptisobeni zakoncil aspiranturu uspésnou obhajobou své disertacni prace K vymedzeniu
podstaty slobody. Tato disertacni prace pfedesila slovenské akademické obci, jaky bude
dalsi smér a linie Simovy badatelské préce a odborného zajmu, a definuje také vlastn{
Simovu vychozi ideovou pozici pro uchopeni pojmu marxistického humanismu.

V disertaci chtél Sima postihnout samu podstatu pojmu svobody a vymezit se proti
jejim liberalistickym definicim, které povazoval za nedostate¢né.® Celek préace byl za-
mysSlen jako polemika zejména proti snahdm dobového amerického neotomismu, ktery
prostiednictvim textu The Capitalist Manifesto z pera Mortimera J. Adlera definoval ve
své podstaté pojem svobody jako existencialni ukotveni lidského individua v komplexu
vztahi a kulturnich ¢i etickych vazeb, typickych pro zdpadoevropsky nebo euroatlanticky
civiliza¢ni okruh. Tuto snahu charakterizoval Sima jako neoliberalistickou pozici, jejiZ
motivaci je programové vymezeni proti demokracii socialistického typu.® Adlerovu esej
The Idea of Freedom (vydanou spolec¢né s The Capitalist Manifesto roku 1958) pokladal

*# Archiv Univerzity Komenského v Bratislavé, fond Rudolf Sima - osobny spis. ,Navrh na
uvolnenie profesora Katedry marxisticko-leninskej filozofie Filozofickej fakulty Univerzity Ko-
menského v Bratislave.”

% Ibid.

6 Ibid., fond Rudolf Sima - osobny spis, ,Navrh na menovanie a ustanovenie PhDr. Rudolfa
Simu, CSc. docentom pre odbor filozofia - $pecializdcia: historicky materializmus.”

7 Ibid., ,Ustavenie za riadného profesora.”

8 Rudolf $ima, K vymedzeniu podstaty slobody (Bratislava: Univerzita Komenského, 1963), s. 8.
9 Ibid., s. 38.

48



Za Sestym smyslem marxistické filosofie

Sima za aktudlni souhrn programovych tezi liberalné orientovaného tomismu ame-
rické provenience, vztahujiciho problém lidské svobody k okruhu morélnich axiomt,
urcenych kiestansko-zidovskou spiritudlni tradici a antickym filosofickym zédkladem,
avsak tento zpiisob definice pojmu svobody nebyl dle Simy schopen tematicky uchopit
a nahlédnout, co mélo byt ,podstatou svobody v konkrétnim vyznamu®*, tedy v realité
socidlnich vztahd tfidni povahy."

Rukopis Simovy disertaéni prace nese patrné stopy intelektudlniho vlivu ptedniho
slovenského marxisty Andreje Sirdckého. Jeho studie ,Dvojaké ponatie slobody“!! byla
pro Simu pti psani disertace jednim z kli¢ovych texti.'? Sirdcky se v ném vymezoval
zejména vici soudobym pojetim podstaty filosofie v podani vybranych zapadnich
autord, Citelna vSak byla jeho snaha o toto vymezeni zejména s odkazem na problém
revizionismu, ktery mél zvlasté po madarskych revolu¢nich udalostech roku 1956 témto
zépadnim, liberdlné orientovanym koncepcim nahrdvat a pritakdvat.”* Mimo domécich
vlivii se do rukopisu Simovy disertace promitl také vlivdobové zahrani¢ni marxistické
kritiky. Zejména prace odhaluje inspiraci dilem Filozofia slobody japonského marxisty
Yamagidy Kenjury.

Japonsky marxista Kenjuro byl ve svém slovenském ptekladu ptedstaven ceskoslovenské
vefejnosti jen jednou, a to pravé prostiednictvim této publikace, vydané bratislavskou
Osvetou roku 1960.™* Recepce japonského marxismu tak byla ve slovenském akade-
mickém prostiedi ojedinélym pocinem. Pfeklad byl vyhotoven z japonského origindlu,
ktery byl publikovan rusky roku 1958."* Autor doprovodného encyklopedického hesla
ke slovenskému vydani sociolog Jan Pasiak piedstavil slovenskym ¢tenditim Kenjuru
jakozto ,vyznamného japonského publicistu®, ktery dospél na pozici dialektického
materialismu teprve okolo roku 1948 a ktery patii k vyznamnym pfedstaviteldm mar-
xistického determinismu.'

S odkazy na Kenjurovu praci se u Simy setkdvame po celé obdobi prvni poloviny
$edesatych let. Cituje jej také v ptispévku , K marxistickému ponatiu podstaty slobody*,
ktery byl oti§tén ve sborniku Philosophica roku 1963 jako odborn4 esej plné kopirujici
vychodiska vlastni Simovy disertace.”” Kenjuriiv postulét, Ze ,svoboda, kterd je pouhou

10 Ibid., s. 22.

I Andrej Siracky, ,Dvojaké ponatie slobody*, in Otdzky dialektiky poznania (Bratislava: Vy-
davatelstvo SAV, 1961) s. 259-286.

12 8ima, K vymedzeniu podstaty slobody, s. 3.
13 Ibid., s. 259.

" Yamagida Kenjuro, Filozofia slobody, prel. Irena Bro¢kova a Jozef Pitonidk (Bratislava: Osveta,
1960).

15 Yamagida Kenjuro, Filosofija svobody, piel. M. G. Prokas a L. $. Sachnazarovoj (Moskva: Izda-
tel'stvo socialno-ekonomiceskoj literatury, 1958).

16 pagiak, Jan. Encyklopedické heslo ,Kenjuro, Yamagida. Filozofia slobody*, s. 192.
17 Rudolf Sima, , K marxistickému ponatiu podstaty slobody* in Philosophica. Zbornik Filozofickej

49



Ondfej Holub

ideou, ale postrad4 materialni zakladnu, se podobd kvétu bez kofene, chapal Sima jako
stvrzeni, Ze svoboda je vzdy zakotvena v totalité tfidnich vztaha.' To jej ov§em stavi
v podstaté na konzervativn{ pozice i v ramci dobové marxistické filosofie, nebot v této
dobé jiz vychazi napi. Kosikova Dialektika konkrétniho, o problémech vztahu lidské
svobody a lidského ukotveni ve svété pojednévajici jiz daleko méné rigidné.

Od roku 1963 vsak dochézi v Simové intelektudlnim a ndzorovém vyvoji k jisté for-
mé pierodu. Jesté v letech 1960 az 1964 vidi Sima problém lidské svobody stéle jako
problém poznané a akceptované nutnosti. Riist lidské svobody je pro néj synonymem
stale rostouciho panstvi ¢clovéka nad piirodou, kterd tak pro néj jiz neni , {81 otroc-
tvi“, ale prostiedim realizace jeho socidlnich ambic a tuzeb.” Pozname-li déjinnou
nutnost a jsme-li schopni aktivné nachézet nové metodologické a technické prostred-
ky k ovlddnuti uréené ptirodni skuteénosti, pak jsme podle Simy svobodni.?’ Ché4pat
svobodu jako abstraktniidedlni fenomén subjektivni povahy je v rozporu s ptirodnimi
zékony, svoboda nefiguruje jako nadhistoricky a nadtfidni vyraz ideje a bylo by zkres-
lenim ji takto nahliZet. Sima chapal svobodu primérné v intencich Barucha Spinozy
a G. W. F. Hegela, na jejichz ideovy odkaz v priibéhu ranych Sedesatych let odkazoval.?!
Svornikem jeho uvazovani o svobodé je béhem tohoto obdobi predevsim marxisticky
determinismus, silné akcentujici dialektickou jednotu ontologické nahodilosti a nut-
nosti.?> Teoreticky fundovany pokus o usvédceni soudobé zapadni ,burzoazni* filosofie
z jednostranné indeterministickych tendenci, z iraciondlnosti a neseriéznosti zde mél
predstavovat ideovy pilif marxistické filosofie, upinajici se s prevahou k problémim
zékonité determinovanych jevii.?* Marxisticky determinismus v pojeti patrném napf.
u Sirdckého ¢i Kenjury byl jednou z tstfednich koncepci dobového marxistického mys-
leni a predstavoval diilezité noetické vychodisko pro filosoficky fundovany socialisticky
triumfalismus Chrug¢ovovy éry. Rudolf Sima z jeho zékladu vychézel, rozvijel jeho
moznosti a nikdy jej jako urcujici kategorii marxistického mysleni zcela neopustil.

Rudolf Sima a marxisticka filosofick4 antropologie ve druhé poloviné 60. let

Béhem druhé poloviny $edesétych let nicméné v Simové teoretickém dile roste tloha,
kterou ptisuzuje filosofické revizi mladého Marxe. Prozrazuje to jiz studie , K dialek-
tike subjektu a objektu”, ve které Sima ptisuzuje Marxovym Ekonomicko-filosofickym

fakulty Univerzity Komenského, ro¢nik XII., 1962 (Bratislava: Slovenské pedagogické naklada-
tel'stvo, 1963), s.171-227.

18 bid., s. 221.

19 Rudolf Sima, ,V ¢om je podstata Iudskej slobody*, Predvoj 28 (1960), s. 8-9, zde s. 8.
20 Ibid., s. 9.

2! Ibid.

22 Jaroslav Klofa¢ a kol. Problémy determinismu a pokroku. Studie z historického materialismu
(Praha: CSAV, 1963) s. 5.

23 Ibid., s. 69.

50



Za Sestym smyslem marxistické filosofie

rukopisitm nepostradatelny vyznam pro vyzkum role lidského subjektu, individua
v déjindch.* Stfedobodem z4jmu zde jiz nenf komparace socialistické formy demokra-
cie s jejim zapadnim liberalnim protéjskem ani obrana superiority socialistické formy
demokracie. Simu vyslovné zajim4, jakym zptisobem problematizuji teze Marxovych
Rukopisii postaveni obc¢ana v soudobé socialistické spole¢nosti.

Sdm ponékud reviduje své stanovisko o svobodé jako veli¢iné ur¢ené tfidnimi vzta-
hy a varuje, ze jednostranna redukce spolecenskych vztahti na jejich tfidni bazi vede
nutné k ndristu pocitu tizkosti, strachu a bezvyznamnosti.” Takovd redukce sice totiz
muze vést k pochopeni zdkladu nebo obecné tendence socidlnich vztahd, avsak pro
»velké véci“ revoluce zapomina na ,,subjekt v jeho specifické rozmanitosti, se véemi jeho
malymi problémy a potiebami“.?® Zatimco na samém pocatku $edesatych let vidi Sima
pozadavek vys$si miry individualni svobody jako oprdvnény jen tehdy, je-li podminén
aktivni participaci jednotlivce na boji délnické tridy,*” sdm pozdéji toto své stanovisko
opousti a nahlizi postaveni lidského individua v autentickém rozmeéru jeho byti, piihlizi
vice k prozaickym, konkrétnim zkusenostem jedinecného lidského zivota.

Patrné nejvét$i vliv mélo na Simu sezndmeni s texty sborniku Clovek, kto si?, ktery
vysel roku 1965 v bratislavském nakladatelstvi Obzor jako vybor texti a konferen¢nich
piispévki ze 13. Mezindrodniho filosofického kongresu v Mexico City, konaného ve
dnech 7. az 14. zari 1963.% Sbornik nové pro ¢eskoslovenskou odbornou vetejnost ak-
tualizoval téma filosofické antropologie jako teoretického voditka modernich socidlnich
véd o ¢lovéku. Delegéti - mezi nimi také Karel Kosik - na kongresu akcentovali nutnost
vytvofeni urcitého sjednocujiciho principu humanitnich véd, ktery by konceptua-
lizoval na $ir$i bazi téma postaveni ¢lovéka v moderni spole¢nosti, principu, ktery by
byl s to prekrocit dosavadni partikularismus socidlnich véd a jejich technicistni raz,
a byl by takto schopen nahradit rovinu pouhého empirického vyzkumu syntézou po-
znatkd humanitnich véd v nové formé nahledu. Novou droven teoretické syntézy ved
o ¢lovéku méla piedstavovat filosofickd antropologie. Pfedpoklddana antropologicka
kritika soudobé lidské skutecnosti zde méla byt radikalni{ alternativou a odpovédi vici
deformovanému a mechanizovanému obrazu ¢lovéka. Méla byt kritikou predstavy, ze
je mozné modelovat lidskou psychickou skute¢nost na bazi mechanickych zakonitosti.

Proti takové prepozici méla byt filosofickd antropologie védeckou vypoveédi o pro-
meénlivosti lidské existence, védou o diverzifikovanych obrazech ¢lovéka.*® Jugoslavsky

.Y

filosof Veljko Kora¢ varoval pred roztiisténosti antropologickych disciplin a ve filosofické

24 Rudolf Sima, ,K dialektike subjektu a objektu v dejinach®, Otdzky marxistickej filozofie 19
(1964), ¢islo 5, s. 415-430, zde s. 416..

%5 Ibid., s. 428.

%6 Ibid.

%7 §ima, ,V ¢om je podstata ludskej slobody*, s. 9.

28 Clovek, kto si? (Bratislava: Obzor, 1965).

29 Karel Kosik, ,Clovek a filozofia“, in Clovek, kto si? (Bratislava: Obzor, 1965), s. 41.
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antropologii vidél syntézu dosavadnich véd o ¢lovéku s Marxovymi a Vicovymi tezemi
o lidském jedinci jako autentickém ptivodci a jediném tvtirci vlastniho déjinného osudu
a vlastnich zivotnich podminek.*

Filosoficky kongres v Mexico City povysil filosofickou antropologii na skute¢né mezi-
narodni téma a vtiskl jejim tikolim globdlni perspektivu. Mimo jinymi zde zvlasté
rezonoval piispévek argentinského filosofa M. A. Virasora, ktery se podle Jdna Bodnéra
pokusil o ,ucelenou teorii ¢lovéka®“ a sice teorii exaktné podeprenou, vymezujici filo-
sofickou antropologii jako zcela novou koncepci ¢lovéka.?*' Argentinsky autor hovotil
na mexickém kongresu také o hlubinné transcendenci, ktera je pfedpokladem samého
uvédomeéni lidské svobody. Lidskd svoboda pak nenf ni¢im jinym nez praveé imanent-
nim projevem transcendentna. A vlastni svobodu pak ¢lovék zakousi jako svébytnou
podstatu své existence jen diky Virasorem akcentované metafyzické intuici, kterd mu
déava ve svém pusobeni stdle znovu pocitovat smysl vlastniho byti.*

Marxisticka filosoficka antropologie jako pluralitni horizont marxismu

Pokud vSak méla marxistickd filosofie pfijimat hypotézy filosofické antropologie jako sobé
vlastni, jestlize se na mexickém kongresu hovotilo o tom, Ze cile a smysl marxistického
pojeti ¢lovéka a filosoficko-antropologického pojeti lidského individua jsou v podstaté
synonymnim vyrazem téhoz,* pak Kosikovo zapomenuté pifedstavovalo spolecné s onou
Virasorovou metafyzickou intuici pro dosavadni marxismus zcela novou zkusenost.*
Podobnymi pojmy mohl snad operovat rétoricky aparat existencialismu anebo tomismu,
protoze jiz sdm pojem Virasorova transcendentna jisté predpokladal jisty teleologicky
princip, ne-li vyjadfeny pojmem boha, tedy alespon tim, co ,nebylo mozno desifrovat®
a co se pfed clovékem oteviralo jako ,horizont tajemstvi“.* Marxismus zde vSak pro sebe
ptijimal zcela novou humanistickou dimenzi, kterd sama sebe zdaleka nevycerpavala
»objevem” ranych Marxovych dél, jejichz kvalitativné nova analyza dle Adama Schaffa
otevirala antropologickému zhodnoceni lidskych perspektiv novy prostor.*® Marxisticky
pojaté filosofickd antropologie - ¢i prosté jen marxistické antropologie - zde podle Simo-

30 Veljko Koraé, ,,Za filozofickt antropolégiu®, in ibid., s. 102-103.

3174n Bodnar, ,Filozoficka antropoldgia jako teéria ¢loveka“, Otdzky marxistickej filozofie 14
(1964), ¢. 1, s.3-15, zde s. 8.

32 Miguel Angel Virasoro, ,Zaklady filozofickej antropolégie ako exaktnej vedy a nové koncepcia
¢loveka“, in Clovek, kto si? (Bratislava: Obzor, 1965), s. 86-97, zde s. 91..

33 Veljko Kora¢, ,Za filozofickt antropolégiu®, in Clovek, kto si? (Bratislava: Obzor, 1965), s. 102.

34 Hovotim-li zde o ,,dosavadnim marxismu*, mam na mysli marxismus ¢eskoslovensky, ktery
prozival renesanci své humanistické perspektivy po obdobi stalinistického dogmatismu, nikoli
marxismus jako celkovou evropskou myslenkovou tradici.

% Virasoro, ,Zaklady filozofickej antropoldgie jako exaktnej vedy*, s. 96-97.

36 Adam Schaff, Marxizmus a ludské individuum. Prispevok k marxistickej filozofii ¢loveka. (Bra-
tislava: Vydavatelstvo politickej literatdry, 1966).
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va vykladu sjednocovala momenty lidské jedinec¢nosti, jeji zvla$tnosti i vSeobecnosti.*”
Rozvoj lidské kreativity, bytostné lidského tvorivého usili, kladla tato antropologie jako
imperativ dal$fho rozvoje socialistické spole¢nosti.* Sima ov$em piisuzuje marxistické
antropologii i roli sjednocujiciho ¢initele mezi makrosvétem lidské spole¢nosti, formulo-
vaném pojmy stat a tiida, a mezi mikrosvétem individudlniho lidského jedince a jeho
nejblizsiho okoli. Smyslem marxistické filosofické antropologie tak méla byt tvtiréi snaha
o nalezeni vhodné a demokraticky vyjadfené funkéni symbidzy mezi zajmy statu a z4jmy
jedincti a rodin.* Jejim cilem a hodnotou bylo hledéni rodové podstaty lidské existence
a v souladu se svym primarnim zdrojem rané Marxovy filosofie smétovala k naplnéni
lidské svobody na zdkladé plného rozvinuti jeho rodovych sil.*°

Ambice filosofické antropologie vyvéraly ziejmé ze skutecnosti, ze vlastni vznik
riznych exaktnich a diferencovanych antropologickych smérti souvisel s krizi evropské
modernity, se ztratou viry v moznosti tradi¢niho racionalismu, a byl vyjadifenim tusili
po nalezeni nového smyslu humanity ve stinu prozitku stalinskych represi.*’ Chapa-
né timto zptisobem byla filosofickad antropologie v obecné roviné zdrojem nadéje, ze
aktivni opozice proti aparativnimu totalitarismu postindustridlni kybernetické éry je
néjakym zptisobem schopna nové formulovat svoji kritiku a Ze je dosazitelna.** Ve své
marxistické koncepci pak filosofickd antropologie skytala i novou dimenzi utopického
piislibu, nebot mohla byt onim néstrojem, ktery, feCeno se Zygmuntem Baumanem,
zajisti plnost lidské existence nikoli pouze de iure, v roviné normativnich ob¢anskych
pravnich vztaht, nybrz také de facto, jako naplnény program osvicensky pojatého poj-
mu pokroku.* Socialisticka spolecnost, vedend programem humanistické marxistické
antropologie, mohla tak vznést jisty narok na pfekonani ,slepé ulicky modernity*, ktera
destrukci tradi¢nich socidlnich vazeb upirala mnoha jedinctim piistup do ,sviidného
prostoru vlastniho sebeuréeni“.*

Tomuto cili vSak nemohla marxistickd antropologie dostat bez revize myslitelnych
filosofickych zdroji a myslenkovych tradic marxismu. Ve vlastnim souziti s filosofickou
antropologii si musela oficidlni marxisticka filosofie osvojit pluralitni paradigma,* a to

37 Rudolf Sima, , K niektorym otdzkam marxistickej koncepcie ¢loveka®, in Philosophica. Zbornik
Filozofickej Fakulty Univerzity Komenského, 16 (1966), ¢. 7, s. 211-240, zde s. 234.

38 Ibid., s. 226.
39 Ibid., s. 233.

40 Ivan Landa, ,Marxova filosoficka antropologie®, Filosoficky casopis 63 (2015), ¢. 3, s. 339-355,
zde s. 353.

1 vilém Flusser, Postdéjiny (Mélnik: Pfestupni stanice, 2018), s. 14.
* Ibid., s. 11.
43 Zygmunt Bauman, Tekuté éasy. Zivot ve véku nejistoty (Praha: Academia, 2008), s. 59.
44 7
Ibid.

5 Michal Kopeéek, Hleddni ztraceného smyslu revoluce. Zrod a pocdtky marxistického revizionismu
ve stredni Evropé 1953-1960 (Praha: Argo, 2009), s. 185.
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jako druh osobitého pfistupu k ,mordlnim zdrojiim vSech relevantnich filosofii“.** Nové
byla znovuobjevovédna ,, moralni kvalita marxistického pohledu na svét“ jako vlastni
zdroj uznéni ndzorové diferenciace a mnohosti zivotnich postojii.*” Ve snaze o nalezeni
kofenti vlastni autenticity a dynamiky tak pfirozené oficidlni proud marxismu v ori-
entaci na ptistupy filosofické antropologie reflektoval svij vztah k existencialismu. Ve
své prvoradé uloze, totiz béhem vyzkumu , ontologického aspektu lidské existence,*®
nemohla marxistickd antropologie existencialismus pominout a musela aktualizovat
svoji pozici naptiklad viici mysleni J.-P. Sartra.* Dialog marxismu a existencialismu
byl v urc¢itém smyslu tradi¢ni a jeho poststalinska podoba mohla navédzat na tradici
reflexe existencialismu ze Ctyticatych let 20. stoleti.>

Jakkoli je vSak dialogicka vazba svébytné marxistické antropologie a existencialismu
nepfehlédnutelnd, domnivam se, Ze daleko radikdlnéjsi a dalekosdhlejsi perspekti-
va se dobovému marxismu nabizela v oteviené moznosti Cerpat ze socidlni filosofie
Immanuela Kanta. Pravé Kant byl v mezindrodnim kontextu vniman jako duchovni
otec filosofické antropologie, nebot formuloval tii zakladni otdzky, vymezujici vztah
lidského jedince a filosofie. ,Kantovska tridda“ otazek (Co mohu védét? Co mdm délat?
V co smim doufat?) je obecnym fundamentem filosofické antropologie, jak ostatné ve
své Dialektice konkrétniho upozornil Karel Kosik.*

Vztah poststalinské marxistické filosofie ke Kantovu mordlnimu a politickému ideo-
vému schématu byl pfitom nejasny. Pro Adama Schaffa byl eticky socialismus ve své
kantovské reflexi filosofickym zakladem revizionismu.*> Dokonce i pro Marcuseho byl
Kant tim, kdo posvétil politické zédklady burzoazni spole¢nosti jako apriorni ideal.*
Tato skepse byla opravnénd, pokud se kriticky obracela k hlavnimu proudu Kantovy
politické filosofie, k proudu, na némz stavéla evropska politika liberdIniho statu blaho-
bytu (liberal welfare state), anebo dokonce centristickd liberdlni politika se svoji virou
v nadc¢asovou platnost demokratickych instituci a struktur.** Podle Kevina Dodsona
v$ak Kant poukézal na antagonismus svéta trhu a svéta lidskych hodnot. Uvédomoval
si, jaké nebezpe¢i miiZze znamenat kolize trzni ceny (price) s cenou lidské distojnosti
(dignity) pro autentickou roli ¢lovéka jako nositele etickych hodnot.’®* Dodson se do-

% Ibid., s. 186.

7 Ibid., 5. 187.

8 7an Bodnar, ,Filozoficka antropolégia jako teéria ¢loveka® s. 14-15.
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52 Adam Schaff, Spor o Zagadnenie moralnosci (Warszawa: Ksiazka i Wiedza, 1958), s. 67.

53 Kevin E. Dodson, ,Kant’s Socialism: A Philosophical Reconstruction®, Social Theory and Prac-
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mnivd, ze Kant si plné uvédomoval nesoumeétitelnost a vzdjemnou odcizenost svéta
kapitalistického trhu se svétem ,posledni moralnich Gceld” (the realm of ends), a ze
praveé tento jeho poukaz na vzajemnou nekompatibilitu obou je vychodiskem, ze kterého
muze marxismus Kantovu morélni filosofii pfijmout.*® Nelze se domnivat, Ze by snad
ceskoslovenska marxisticka filosofie Sedesatych let piejala mordlné-politicky narativ
Kantovy filosofie jako bezproblémoveé vlastni ideové krédo. JiZ proto ne, ze na Kantové
moralni filosofii stavél Leninem zhusta kritizovany a odsouzeny austromarxismus.*
Bez ohledu na politickou profilaci v§ak Kant vnesl do politického slovniku nad¢asové
téma lidské hodnoty a sebeucty, kterad by svoji autenticitu odvozovala ze sekularizo-
vaného kategorického imperativu, jehoz méfitkem by bylo samo lidstvi.*® O to vice
je otdzka recepce Kantovy filosofie ve vychodnim bloku a zv14sté v Ceskoslovensku
podnétnéjsi, o kolik je méné programova ¢i zjevnd, ¢i dokonce odmitana na zakladé
kampani proti revizionismu. Piesto se odehrédvala v zdzemi jako zptisob ,poststalin-
ského hledanf autenticity“.*

Marxisticka antropologie a realn4 politika v dile Rudolfa Simy

Také Rudolf Sima chépal marxistickou antropologii s jejimi novymi vychodisky lidské
svobody jako relevantni pokus o naplnéni obsahu a smyslu kantovské etiky, av§ak
domyslel dale jeji praktické politické dutisledky. Se sobé vlastni humanistickou vizi
byla tato antropologie Simovi nejen naplnénim Kanta, ale také piekonanim Hobbe-
se.® Uplné naplnéni programu marxistické antropologie v jeji politické dimenzi jako
marxistického demokratického humanismu by znamenalo, Ze Hobbesem dany axiom
trvalé ob¢anské vélky (a tim uréeni politiky samé jako nutné represivniho tadu) by byl
negovan novymi politickymi podminkami, které vzajemné nepfatelstvi lidskych jedinct
nepfedpokladaji.®' Tyto nové podminky ob¢anského souziti by totiz ve shodé s marxi-
stickym pojetim vztahu lidského individua ke spolecenskému celku ptedpoklédaly, ze
svoboda lidského jedince neni svymi hranicemi a dosahem omezenim svobody jiného
(jako je tomu v pravnim fadu liberalismu), ale Ze v procesu spolec¢enské praxe dochazi
k ,protindni“ téchto svobod, Ze svoboda jednoho nachézi své rozsifeni a plné uplat-
néni ve svobodé druhého v kvalitativné vy$sim fddu obcanské spole¢nosti.®* V tomto
novém kontextu vztahd jiz neni ¢lovék jen moznosti pro sebe, ale také moznosti pro
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jiné.% Jako takovato moznost se dostdva za mez vlastniho ,animdlniho partikularismu®,
ktery vytycuje jeho existencidlni anebo politicky zdjem v roviné egoistickych z&jmfi,
a objevuje tak nové moznosti dalsiho rozvoje svého lidského druhu. Je to pfirozené,
nebot zajmy a potieby celku se stavaji vlastnimi kazdému jednotlivému clovéku, tfidni
a socialni bariéry mizi.*

Marxisticky humanismus svoji antropologickou optikou skytal takovou imaginaci
spolecnosti, ve které by ucast lidskych jedincii na feseni vefejnych otdzek byla predmé-
tem jejich trvalé vzédjemné kooperace. Tato spole¢nost naplnéné humanistické premisy
ovsem predpokladala stanoveni miry mezi objektivnim determinismem poznané nutnosti
a dosahem individudlni lidské svobody. Jako ,otdzka po existenci a hranicich svobody*
tak bylo nové vznaseno téma ,relativni autonomie lidského rozhodovani“.®® Ve jménu
nove objevované lidské autonomie byla aktualizovdna potfeba svobodné volby, urcujici
taktéz miru osobni zodpovédnosti jedince za vlastni ¢iny.*® Zdali , je v tomto svété misto
pro svobodné jednéni“ a v ¢em pak zdlezi podstata svobody, pfipadné jak funkéné vy-
mezit hranice mezi nutnym determinismem a individudlni ob¢anskou viili - pfed mar-
xistickou antropologii staly tyto otdzky jako jeji tikol a program.®” Také Rudolfu Simovi
se téma vztahu mezi spolecenskosti a individualitou stalo naplni jeho vyzkumu, jako
snaha nalézt idedlni spojeni obojiho.% V tomto momentu vSak marxistickd antropologie
prekracovala sviij horizont jako disciplina, tdzajici se po smyslu a moznostech lidské
ontologie v celku abstraktni sité socidlnich vztahti, prestédvala byt pouhou teorii forem
lidské existence, ale nabyvala podoby politologické discipliny a politického pozadavku.

Proto se také Rudolf Sima obraci k praktickym otdzkam politiky jako vlastn{ sféry
vefejného ptisobeni ¢lovéka a fesi kvalitativni rovinu vztaht lidského jedince k vetej-
nym institucim. Pfikladem tohoto jeho badatelského z4jmu je struc¢ny clanek Sloboda
vymeny ndzorov, oti§tény v casopise Predvoj v srpnu roku 1968.° Vyména ndzort je zde
Sfmovi podminkou trvan{ a platnosti socialistické demokracie. Jako princip svobodné
obcanské komunikace zde plni tilohu metody, s niZ teprve miiZze byt uplatiiovan védecky
postup pfti politickém tizeni.” Projevuje se pfitom ve dvou aspektech: jako elementérni
prévo ddt se poucit a informovat a také jako povinnost informovanych poskytovat sdé-
leni, a to také v ptipadé, Ze o to nejsou konkrétné zddani. Oba aspekty potvrzuji status
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socialistické demokracie, kterd odmitd kabinetni politiku a po¢ita s tim, ze lidové masy
maji a museji byt informované a nic se ptred nimi neskryva.” Svobodnd vyména nazort,
pojimana jako divérny vztah mezi informovanymi a neinformovanymi, jehoz cilem
je dosazeni obecné autority pravdy, je pro Simu dtlezitym spolecenskym kontrolorem
a korektorem, ktery napomahd uchovani integrity mysleni a konani.”

Teze o svobodné vyméné nazort, predstavené v Predvoji, rozvinul Sima dale ve studii
»,Obcianskd sloboda a legitimnost socialistickej moci“, ktera byla jeho zdaleka nejvice
politologicky zaméfenou studii.” Znovu se v ni vracel ke vztahu mikro a makro struktur
lidské spole¢nosti. Kazdy funkcionéf socialistické demokracie musel dle Simy spatio-
vat tézisté vlastni normotvorné ¢innosti v hledani objektivné zjistitelnych cil{, z4jmu
anebo potfeb obou téchto struktur.” Obéma mél byt zajistén jejich svébytny legitimni
funkéni prostor pro vlastni rozvoj. Obé struktury totiz svym spoluptisobenim tvorily
dialektickou totalitu zvldstnich celospolecenskych zdjmii a kazdd socialisticka spolecen-
ska instituce nebo organizace méla nachdzet své opodstatnéni v tom, aby védecky, ale
pfitom humdénné nachézela a héjila zvlastni zajmy piislusnych socidlnich sfér.” Toto
ynachédzeni zajmt“ mélo byt zaloZeno na informovanosti, legitimité a co nejsirsi demo-
kratické kontrole, aby se tak dostalo zdkladnim atributim socialistické demokracie.”
Dialektické totalité vztahti mél byt takto doddn huménni obsah, pficemz ,podstata, cil
a charakter socialistické moci mél spocivat na systému legitimnich norem“.”” Oteviral
se tu v8ak jisty historicky paradox socialistické demokracie. Pokud vzdjemny vztah
mikro a makro struktur byl ve své zdsadé pojiman jako dialekticka totalita vztahti a za-
jmu, vylucovala tato perspektiva funkci nezavislé politické opozice.” Opozice ve svém
liberalnim smyslu je podle Simy ptekonéna. Socialistickd demokracie naproti tomu
tvoti opozici novou, nezalozenou jiz na zvlastnich zdjmech vzéjemné znepiételenych
skupin nebo stran, ale naopak stavéjici na pfedpokladu, ze instituce, branici zajmy
mikrostruktur, dokdzou tispésné konfrontovat pozadavky makrosféry, a to na zakladé
vzajemného dialogu a sebereflexe. Vlastni smysl socialistické opozice tak nespociva
ve snaze rozbijet totalitu vztaht, obnovit liberdlni partikularismus a znicit protivnika,

™ Ibid.
" Ibid.
73 §ima, ,,Ob¢ianskd sloboda a legitimnost socialistickej moci“.
™ Ibid.
™ Ibid.
™ Ibid.
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™ Marxistick4 antropologie totiZ po¢itala v souladu s vy$e fe¢enym s piekonavanim individualni-
ho partikularismu praveé v souladu s cili a potfebami hledané totality byti, pocitala s odstrané-
nim falesného védomi, fetiSizace vztahti a hobbesovské ,,obc¢anské valky“, a ustaveni fakticky
nezavislé, partikuldrnf opozi¢ni platformy tak fakticky znemoziovala.
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ale ve spolutcasti na plodné konfrontaci legitimnich instituci a orgdnii ke vzdjemnému
prospéchu véech.” Funkénost takovychto vazeb vSak Sima podminil trvale pfitomnou
a vSeobecnou kontrolou legitimnosti, kritikou instituci zdola. VSeobecna i konkrétni
podoba zdkonnych norem méla byt vzdy takovd, aby v co nej$ir§i mife umoznovala
svobodnou aktivitu ob¢ana.

Byl Simou pozadovany dialog mezi mikro a makrosférou, jeho dfiraz na obnoven{
demokratické kontroly zdola, také pozadavkem revitalizace vychozich principti ob-
¢anské spole¢nosti? Ve studii O podstate byrokratizmu z roku 1964 Rudolf Sima kon-
statuje, ze ,socialistickd demokracie mtize existovat, rozvijet se a plnit svoji historickou
tlohu pouze tehdy, pokud zabezpecuje lidovym masdm konkrétni Gcast na vefejném
zivoté“.®® Pouze takto totiz miize lidsky jedinec plné rozvijet sv(ij potencidl a dospiva
ke skute¢né svobodg, kterou Sima definuje jako svobodu viestranného rozvoje.*' Je
tak povinnost{ socialistické demokracie zabezpecit jednotu primé demokracie, jejimz
aktérem je obcan bez piimé, apriorni kontroly ,shora“ a zastupitelské demokracie,
ktera ruci za legdlni ad a exekutivu.®

Hled4an{ symbiézy mezi zajmy statu a z4jmy socialistického obéana piivedlo Simu
az k promyslen{ optimalnich prosttedkt zajisténi mocenské rovnovéhy. Jestlize ne-
méla byt exekutivni pravomoc vlady vystavena dohledu opozice v liberdlnim smyslu
tradi¢ni parlamentni kritiky, jakého korektivu se pro prosazeni svych mikrozajmut mél
podle Simy chépat ob¢an socialistické demokracie? Sima vychézel z Rousseauovy teze
spolecenské smlouvy a jejiho pfedpokladu, Ze lid je autentickym tviircem zdkonnych
norem.® Pokud mél byt tento pfedpoklad naplnén, pak pro Simu bylo vhodnym pro-
sttedkem kuptikladu obcanské referendum, nebot to je forma lidového hlasovani, ve
které se ob¢an uchyluje podle své viile ke kladnému a zdpornému stanovisku k jednot-
livym predklddanym tezim, normdm a zdkonnym opatfenim. Teoreticky je to tedy pro
Simu nejjednodussi a prakticky zptisob, ktery zajituje stalou ti¢ast jedince na Zivoté
spole¢nosti.?* Otazku technickych parametrti referenda Sima dale nerozvadi. Stavi na
pfedpokladu, Ze $irokd informovanost je zdkladem pro pfistup jedince k feSeni veiej-
nych zélezitosti. Na opravnény pozadavek informovaného obcanského kolektivu po
politické participaci pak musi funkcionati déle odpovidat svoji vysokou kvalifikovanosti,
vzdélanosti a védeckym stylem mysleni, jejich povinnou myslenkovou vybavu by mél
dotvéaret humanisticky pristup.® Spojenim tohoto humanismu, védecké kvalifikace,
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viestranného vzdélani a obecné informovanosti viech ob&anti zamysli Sima dovést
k realizaci osvicensky idedl demokratické spravy, pouziva osvicenskou rétoriku a proti
»byrokratické tmé“ stavi ,,svétlo védecké vzdélanosti.“®

Sfmovy tivahy o byrokratismu a o roli, jakou v boji proti nému hraji sdilené, volné
s$itené a védecky podlozené informace, napomahaly teoretickému ukotveni pozadavku
$iroké lidové kontroly moci jako zaruky pfechodu od diktatury proletaridtu ke vseli-
dovému statu a socialistické demokracii.?” Vyjadiovaly trend formulovany mimo jiné
Miroslavem Kusym: komunistickd strana by jiz neméla byt vyrazem totdlniho uchopeni
moci a exekutivnich struktur, protoze tato tiloha v nemensi mife nélezi spolecenskym
organizacim, sdruzenim, kolektiviim, ob¢antim. Ukol strany spo¢ivé vyhradné ve snaze
vykon moci kontrolovat a uddvat jeho smér z pozice autentické avantgardy a ,mozkového
trustu” socialistické spole¢nosti.®

Ackoli Simovo jméno nefiguruje mezi pfednimi teoretiky ¢eskoslovenské obrody
socialismu, jeho ¢lanky z let 1964-1966 nepochybné dokladaji, Ze se jako autor na cel-
kovém demokratiza¢nim diskurzu podilel a ze Gvahou o zdkladech legitimity socia-
listické moci spoludotvérel myslenkové klima, které pozadavek §ir$i demokratizace

vetejné sféry jednoznacné podporovalo.

Od vesmirnych horizont do hlubin schematismu. Ontologickd schémata v myslen{
Rudolfa Simy mezi reformnim komunismem a normalizac{

V kvétnu 1967 byl Rudolf Sima jmenovan docentem pro obor marxisticko-leninské
filosofie.®® Kladné oponentské posudky pro habilita¢ni fizeni vypracovali slovensky
sociolog Andrej Sirdcky a filosof Milan Machovec.?’ Komise konstatovala, Ze vysledky
dosavadn{ publika¢ni ¢innosti Rudolfa Simy jsou bezesporu pifnosem pro feseni pro-
blémt filosofické antropologie.” Pozitivné byla hodnocena jeho pedagogické ¢innost.
MEé1 byt usilovnym a presvédcivym ucitelem, vzdy sledujicim nejnovéjsi filosofickou
literaturu, jejiz poznatky zahrnoval do vlastnich prednéasek.”

Rudolf Sima si byl ovéem védom, Ze otdzka totality lidské existence se zdaleka nevy-
cerpava v jejim pouhém politickém urceni a v kazdodenni praxi politiky. Jako filosoficky
antropolog byl veden ke snaze o poznéni, jakym zptisobem je transcendovan docasny
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existencidln{ horizont lidstva. Ptal se po zdkladnich ontologickych vychodiscich lidské
existence a pokusil se vytycit obecnou tendenci budouciho lidského vyvoje. V tomto
smyslu je tieba chépat jeho patrné nejdtilezitéj$i monografickou praci Clovek a svet.

Simtv Clovek a svet jako svébytny manifest marxistického humanismu

Clovek a svet je patrné nejucelenéj$im dilem, ve kterém Sima proniké k podstaté mar-
xistické filosofické antropologie. V ivodu préce ptedesild, v ¢em spociva sama idedIni
podstata lidského zZivota, jeho sméfovani: realizovat lidsky Zivot znamen4 stdvat se
nécim jinym nez tim, jak ¢lovéka v jeho podstaté utvoril jiz dany svét. , Byt ¢lovékem
znamena byt ne tim, ¢im jsem, ale tim, ¢im mizu a mam byt.“®® Tento lidsky tikol tran-
scendence vlastni druhové podstaty ve smyslu marxistické spole¢enské emancipace
je ale nebezpecny, plny vyzev a nastrah mechanického determinismu. Svét se totiz
snazi clovéka zredukovat na pouhou subordinacni slozku svého vlastniho mechanismu
a stavét jej ve svém teatrum mundi do predem stanovenych roli. Clovék se tedy musi
se svétem vyrovnat - v opacném piipadé se svét vyrovna s nim.* Obsahem titulu tak
mél byt predev$im vyzkum modeld, jichz ¢lovék ve svém vztahu ke svétu vyuziva a ze
kterych vychazi.*

Nepfilis rozsahla publikace o ptiblizné dvou stech strandch znamenala rozhodny
Simftiv vypad proti véem modelim lidské existence, které chtély objektivni skute¢nost
svéta a ¢lovéka vykladat jako pfedem uréenou. Aby tomuto tikolu dostél, zhodnotil Sima
pro své ucely celou fadu domécich i cizich textt filosofické antropologie, inspiroval se
mimo jiné Utéchou z ontologie Zbytika Fisera (E. Bondyho), hodnotil ji jako ,zajimavé
a podnétné“ teoretické zpracovani substanéniho filosofického modelu.* Seznam Simou
pouzité literatury vSak piedestird fadu dalsich jmen: Gramsci, Jaspers, Erich Fromm,
Kant, Garaudy a Sartre jsou zde dopliiovdni Karlem Kosikem, Janem Patoc¢kou, Milanem
Machovcem, Teilhardem de Chardin a Maxem Schelerem.’” Nechybi ani citace zminéné
Virasorovy prednasky ze sborniku Clovek, kto si?* Uziti citaci naznacuje, Ze Sima jisté
nebyl jen eklektikem, ktery by svymi odkazy na zndmé tituly chtél dodat vlastni préci
na vérohodnosti. Cituje-li Patockuy, je si spolu s nim védom, Ze je pouze v lidskych
rukou, zda se svét proméni na materské liino a na usmévavé ochranné klenuti, anebo
zda bude zahalen kosmickym mrazem.” Ideou Cloveka a sveta je ptitom piesvédéent,

9 8ima, Clovek a svet, s. 6-7.
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Ze je to pravé marxismus, ktery davé zaklad pro sjednoceni objektivniho zékona déjin
se subjektivni rovinou lidské aktivity a praxe.

Sima upozornil, Ze Marxova filosofick4 koncepce svét sice hominizuje, utvaii dia-
lekticky celek ¢lovéka a svéta, ale necini tento svét nutné antropocentrickym.'*® Akcen-
tovany rozdil mezi antropologickym a antropocentrickym varuje kazdého, kdo by se
zaobiral vztahem lidského individua ke svétu, pred jednostrannosti, kterd by se mohla
projevit jednou jako dogmaticky purismus zeleznych zdkont déjin bez tcasti ¢lovéka,
podruhé jako bezbfehy dliraz na nekone¢né moznosti lidské aktivity a subjektivity, na
nijak neur¢ené meze lidského intelektu, neohranicené viile, kterd si utvari svét pouze
po svém.” Je tedy tfeba dlirazné rozlisovat mezi ,redlnym“ Marxovym humanismem
a utopickym humanismem, at uz by se tento utopismus chtél projevovat dogmaticky,
anebo naopak s pouhym odkazem na svobodnou lidskou viili.!*?

Principem redlného marxistického humanismu a socialistické demokracie je podle
Simy zauzleni viech se véemi, totalita vztahii zalozend na altruismu, respektu a vza-
jemné kooperaci, doveden{ platonské myslenky aktivniho hledani stésti pro sebe skrze
hleddni §tésti pro jiné k dokonalosti.'”® Smyslem filosofické antropologie v marxistickém
pojetije tak sjednoceni altruismu a egoismu jako nevyhnutelného atributu socialistické
spolecenské praxe.' V realizaci této jednoty vyhlasuje Sima program a cil celého socia-
listického hnuti.'®® Moderni epocha je érou stdle silicich ontologickych vazeb jedinct
na sebe navzdjem."”® VSestrannd otevienost clovéka k jinému clovéku a clovéka vici
svétu a prirodé otevird tim cestu k Marxovu totdlnimu individuu, které je tviircem
svych déjin, prosttedi a kultury a osvojuje si svét."’” Diky antropologicko-humannimu
rozméru marxistické filosofie pfekonavé model dialektického vztahu ¢lovéka a svéta
jednostranny scientismus a objektivismus, zaklady dogmatického pojeti mezilidskych
vztah. Je tak schopen osvétlit ,vyznam a cil lidského snazeni a Zivota viibec”, objasnit
»postaveni, moznosti a funkci ¢lovéka ve svété“, miize sjednotit kosmocentrické a ant-
ropocentrické hledisko na novém zakladé.'”® Marxismus ve své filosofické antropologii
ziskava urcity rys hoministické eschatologie, vstupuje do dialogu o ,huménnich mo-
mentech lidské skute¢nosti“ a , svétlo lidského rozumu” uc¢inné spéji s ,teplem lidského

190 1hid., s. 129.

191 1hid., s. 134.

192 Ihid., s. 139.

103 Ibid., s. 150-151.
104 Ibid., s. 149-150.
195 Ibid., s. 152.

196 Ibid.

97 Ihid., 5. 167.

198 1hid., s. 208-209.
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srdce”."” Sima piedstavuje materialisticko-dialekticky model vztahu ¢lovéka a svéta
jako bazi a moznost pro konstrukci ,,skutecné integrované teorie ¢lovéka“, bez jejiz
metodologie se marxistické filosofickd antropologie nemitize obejit.'"’

Svij eschatologicky moment odkryva tato antropologie ¢lovéku tehdy, kdyz jej uci
pochopit ,vesmirny rozmér“ vlastni existence, osvojovat si ,vesmirné, kosmocentrické
postoje a smysly*, které nastupuji na misto tizce zameétenych smyslt geocentrickych.!!!

A v tomto momentu je tfeba pocitat ,s rtiznymi prekvapenimi, které se z hlediska
geocentrickych smyslti mizou jevit jako nesmyslné a absurdni“.'*> BEhem osvojovani
svého kosmického smyslu se ¢loveék dotykd tajemstvi, zvlastnich a az doposud mi-
mosmyslovych ¢i mimologickych skute¢nosti, které jsou pfedmétem parapsychologie
anebo psychotroniky, ale které nenf mozné odmitat jen proto, Ze stoji mimo oblast nasi
geocentrické zkusenosti."® Podle Simy se totiZ ,vesmir miiZe stdvat lidskym jen pro
Clovéka s rozvinutymi lidskymi vesmirnymi smysly, které neni mozné redukovat jen na
tradi¢nich pét smysld a logické mysleni“."* Sima zde oteviené stavi pfed marxistickou
filosofickou antropologii otdzku mimosmyslovych zku$enosti. Ptistupuje k oblastem,
které dosud byly jen zalezitosti mytu a ndbozenského prozitku, a ¢ini z paranormalni{
zku$enosti ,Sestého smyslu“ pfedmét budouci spolecenské praxe mimo oblast dosavadni
zku$enosti, kulturnich zvyklosti a vyrobniho zptisobu. Pfitakdnim kosmocentrické
lidské perspektivé vytycuje filosofické antropologii jeji nejzazsi metu, aby takto resil
problém dalsiho rozvoje clovéka v postindustridlni éfe védeckotechnické revoluce. Ne-
preje sive svém nacrtu lidskych perspektiv pro ¢lovéka nic jiného, nez aby se ,citil jako
domaci pan ve svém domé“ a aby si byl jisty svoji zitou lidskou zkusenosti bez iluz{.""®
Simova kritika frankfurtské $koly
V dobg, kdy Clovék a svet v srpnu roku 1969 vysel, pobyval Rudolf Sima jiz témé¥ rok na
stipendijnim pobytu na univerzité J. W. Goetheho ve Frankfurtu nad Mohanem. Tento
svij pobyt zahdjil jen nékolik dni po sovétské okupaci, 1. 9. 1968. Na ndklady stipendia,
poskytnutého berlinskym Institutem Alexandra Humboldta, se vénoval svoji vyzkumné
¢innosti az do 28. inora 1970."¢ Studiem kritické teorie frankfurtské skoly se zaobiral
v politicky dynamickém a nelehkém obdobi, kdy budouci podoba legitimity demokra-

199 Ihid.
10 1pid., s. 212.
" Ibid., s. 169.
12 Ibid.
113 Ibid., s. 170.
14 1hid.
115 Ibid., s. 213.

16 Archiv Univerzity Komenského v Bratislavé, fondu Rudolf Sima, slozka ,Filozoficka fakulta
UK - néavrh na vynimku, dopis Alexander von Humboldt Institut.
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tického odkazu prazského jara byla velmi nejasna a kdy spole¢nost prochdzela ranou
fazi normalizace. Do téchto normalizovanych spole¢enskych struktur se ovéem Sima
dokdzal po svém névratu pomérné rychle zatadit, nebot jiz v cervnu 1971 nastoupil na
filosofickou fakultu Univerzity Komenského namisto uvolnéného Jifiho Kdnského."”

Simova préace ,Kritickd tedria” frankfurtskej $koly a jej vplyv v Ceskoslovensku, vydana
roku 1976,"® neméla byt jen polemickym tuc¢tovdnim s myslenkovym odkazem zapad-
niho marxismu a socialni kritiky. Jeji celkovy smysl mél také ponékud $ir$i rozmér, nez
byla pouhé kritick4 reakce na polednovy vyvoj roku 1968 v Ceskoslovensku, piestoze
kniha vy$la v edi¢ni fadé , Kritika burzodznej ideoldgie a revizionismu*“. Monografie se
vyrovnavala se zménou konceptu filosofického antropologismu, ktery v novych podmin-
kach jiz nebyl funkéni jako teoretické vychodisko demokraticky aktivniho obcanstvi.
Zauzleni vsech se v§emi jiz nebylo mozno pojimat v rdmci demokratizujiciho narativu
druhé poloviny Sedesatych let. Problém filosofické antropologie mohl byt nadéle arti-
kulovan jen s odkazem na , generativni metatext” Pouceni z krizového vyvoje.'** To ve
svém dtisledku znamenalo, Ze problém marxistické filosofické antropologie mohl byt
sice dale rozvijen, ale s ohledem na celkovy ideologicky narativ normaliza¢niho rezimu
se tak délo vylu¢né v rdmci technokraticko-etatistického pojeti.’*®

Je mozné akceptovat nékolik vyklad, proc¢ si marxistickd filosofickd antropologie
osvojila jazyk technokratického etatismu. Ten viibec nejjednodussi vyklad, opirajici se
o rétoriku liberdlnfho mainstreamu a konzervativniho disidentského narativu modernich
Ceskoslovenskych déjin, by patrné jako ustfedni motiv tohoto posunu vyzdvihl domnély
oportunismus dobovych aktéri.'?! Oproti tomu jiné soucasné vyklady poukazuji na
moznost, ze tento technokraticky posun byl spi§e pragmatickym navdzdnim na vybrané
slozky reformni politiky pozdnich Sedesatych let, pokusem o plné rozvijeni védecké
racionality a socialistické organizované modernity, rozteSenim dilematu prazského
jara ve prospéch raciondlni védecké imaginace na tikor masové demokratizace.'??

Simtv text véak hovoi{ také sdm za sebe a s odkazem na vlastni rétoricky fond jej 1ze
také vyklddat. V. mnoha ohledech je , Kritickd tedria” typickym textem akademického
diskurzu normalizace, vztahuje se ke ,generativnimu metatextu“ Poucenti z krizového
vyvoje, které samo o sobé& nastoluje jisty diskurz. Pro Simu je dokumentem, ktery pln{

N7 1hid. Rudolf Sima - osobny spis, ,Dopis dékana FF UK Rektoratu UK ze dne 10. 5. 1971

118 Rudolf Sima, , Kritickd teéria” frankfurtskej skoly a jej vplyv v Ceskoslovensku (Bratislava: Prav-
da, 1976).

119 Michal Kopeéek, ,Vlddnout pravem. Ceské pravni véda od ,represivni legality’ k pravnimu
statu, 1969-1994° in: Michal Kopecek (ed.), Architekti dlouhé zmény. Expertni koreny postsocia-
lismu v Ceskoslovensku (Praha: Argo, 201), s. 53.

120 1pid., s. 55.
121 Ibid., s. 43-44.

122 Vitézslav Sommer, Ridit socialismus jako firmu. Technokratické vlddnuti v Ceskoslovensku,
1956 - 1989 (Praha: Ustav pro soudobé dé&jiny AV CR, 2019), s. 6.
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»nhezastupitelnou tlohu” pti hledani{ historického a spole¢enského kontextu chybné
revize marxismu.'* Pfesto je mozné divat se na ,Kritickou tedrii“ jako na autenticky
text, ktery mozna mnohé vypovidé o povaze Simovy zahraniéni stipendijni zku$enosti
a ktery svédci o nutnych limitech jeho vlastniho antropologického pojeti, jez pri blizsi
konfrontaci s vychodisky frankfurtské skoly sim znovu revidoval. Stoji za zminku, ze
ackoli byl text publikovan az roku 1976, sdm jeho autor uvadél, Ze jej ,v podstaté napsal
uzroku 1970“'** Zakladem jeho analyzy byla pfitom nejen ¢etba ptivodnich textt, ale
také osobni rozhovory anebo zkusenosti s tehdej$imi predstaviteli frankfurtské skoly
ptimo v misté pobytu.'>

Pfestoze Sima rozviji ve druhé poloviné $edesatych let velmi podnétnou variantu
svébytné chépané filosofické antropologie, kterd je ve svych pozadavcich na feSeni spo-
le¢enskych vztahti az radikalni (pozadavek obc¢anského referenda), vychozim bojem jeho
nézorového vyvoje byl vzdy marxisticky determinismus. Jiz v Clovéku a svétu varoval
Sima pred hypertrofif lidské subjektivity.' Vysledkem takové hypertrofie je totiz stalé
balancovani mezi utopickym optimismem a neskryvanym nihilismem.'?” ,Redlny huma-
nismus*, jak si jej pfedstavoval Sima, se velmi li$il od marxistického humanismu, ktery
prezentoval kupiikladu rakousky marxista Ernst Fischer. Pro Fischera hréla autenticka
subjektivita ¢lovéka - tvirce, i clovéka - tragického hrdiny velmi podstatnou roli. Ve své
umeélecké manifestaci, ve své snaze o tviir¢i emancipaci mohl byt ¢lovék ve své pravé
subjektivité ,velkym kouzelnikem, Prométheem®, ktery v okamziku spravedlivé revolty
bofiiluzivni skute¢nost a tvori lepsi, lidstéjsi fad véci.'* Proto v uméleckém romantismu
spatfoval Fischer formu rebelie, pfedjimajici Marxovu unikatni vizi totdiniho ¢lovéka.'
Stejné tak Robert Kalivoda vidél v zdsadé romanticky a utopicky ,jakobinsky libertinis-
mus“ jako zéklad idedlu nové reality a marxistického uchopeni emancipace clovéka.'*

Takovy postoj je ale Simovi nepfijatelnou subjektivizaci praxe, romantickym vo-
luntarismem, ignorujicim pfirodni skutecnost a stavicim pouze na lidské ontologii.'*
Konkrétni jev je pro marxistické deterministy Simova druhu redlny a mozny pouze za
ptredpokladu, Ze dozraly vSechny vnitini i vnéj$i podminky pro existenci tohoto jevu,
kdy skutec¢nost pfedmétu ¢i jevu je vyjadfenim jednotného spojeni podstaty a formy,

123 Sima, ,Kritickd tedria s. 150.
124 Ibid., s. 5.

125 Ibid., s. 17. Sima bohuzel neuvadyi, se kterymi piedstaviteli frankfurtské skoly se osobné setkal,
predevs$im vSak analyzuje dila Horkheimera, Marcuseho a Adorna.

126 §ima, Clovek a svét, s. 35.

27 Ibid., s. 39.

128 Ernst Fischer, O nezbytnosti uméni (Praha: Orbis, 1962), s. 189.

129 Ernst Fischer, Was Marx wirklich sagte (Viden: Verlag Fritz Molden, 1968), s. 12.

130 Robert Kalivoda, Moderni duchovni skutecnost a marxismus (Praha: Ceskoslovensky spisova-
tel, 1968), s. 106.

131 §ima, ,Kritickd teéria®, s. 52.
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néhody a nevyhnutelnosti (nutnosti).’*> Také svoboda jako spole¢enskd, ekonomicka
a kulturni emancipace ¢lovéka jako druhu se stadva skutecnosti tam, kde existuji pod-
minky, tvofici jeji podstatu.'s®

Ve Frankfurtu se ale Sfma setkdvd s podstatné odli$énym vnimanim pojmu lidské
svobody a emancipace. Jak ukazal Douglas Kellner, vyvinula frankfurtskd skola kritické
teorie (zvlasté Herbert Marcuse) v reakci na stalinismus specificky diiraz na zachovéni,
ochranu a rozvoj liberdlniho pojeti lidskych prav, a to navzdory faktu, Ze sdm Marx
byl antipodem liberélniho pojeti prava a politiky.’** Sima podrobuje liberalni rétoriku
tohoto typu kritice na stanovisku tfidnosti a tfidniho zadjmu. Vnima4 tradici frankfurt-
ské kritické skoly jako teoreticko-filosofickou reflexi s jasnym liberdlnim pozadim,
jako produkt méstanského intelektualismu.”®* V ném je mozné ¢ist prvky historického
katastrofismu, kulturniho pesimismu, ktery se zaklada na ptimém vlivu Kierkegaarda
a Nietzscheho.*® Zminénd subjektivizace praxe je zde typickd, dochazi - nejviditelnéji
podle Simy pravé u Marcuseho - az k uréité totalizaci spole¢enské praxe jako druhu
spolecenské interakce bez nutného piirodniho a objektivné daného zakladu.'*”

Vysledkem je redukce marxismu na ,antropologicky interpretovany historicky mate-
rialismus“.'* Filosoficka antropologie se zde nédhle stavd ,iluzornim fesenim situace.'*
Otevird cestu k tezi o kritickém védomi{ nezévislé inteligence (teze tak silné piitomna
asilné kritizovana u Ernsta Fischera), jako nezavislé ttidy, kterd je schopna svoji duchovni
revoltou autenticky ménit spole¢nost.'® Interpretovand a pojimand mimo rétorickou
pozici marxistického determinismu se stavé filosofickd antropologie vyrazem volun-
taristického utopismu, mysticismu, zcela krajniho individualismu."*' A jako takovou
ji Rudolf Sfma odmit4.

,Kritickd tedria“byla klicovym textem, protoZe zadnd jind monografie nehréla tak silnou
roli pfi budovéni Simovy akademické drahy po roce 1969. V duchu Poucdeni z krizového
vyvoje ve strané a spolecnosti po 13. sjezdu KSC definoval jeji autor subjektivizaci praxe
jako hlavni slabinu kritické teorie, aby nasledné odsoudil vybrané piedstavitele doméci
marxistické filosofie (jmenovité K. Kosika) jako nositele této slabiny a obrance defor-

132 Vaclav Cernik, Dialekticky vedecky zdkon (Bratislava: Vydavatelstvo politickej literattry, 1964),
s. 163.

133 Ibid., s. 166.

134 Douglas Kellner, ,Critical Theory, Democracy and Human Rights“, New Political Science 1
(1979), &. 1, . 12-18.

135 §ima, ,Kritickd tedria®, s. 29.
136 Ibid., s. 43.

37 Ibid., s. 51.

138 Ibid.

139 Ibid., s. 55.

140 1hid., s. 59.

Y1 Ibid., s. 68.
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maci."? Pokud je véak Simiiv text vyklddan ,sdm o sobé&”, pfinési ojedinélou vypovéd
o vzdjemné konfrontaci lisicich se marxistickych perspektiv.

Ve své relaci k Poudeni z krizového vyvoje je Simova Kritickd tedria stale textem sche-
matickym. Uziva kli$é normaliza¢niho diskurzu (navrat tfidy jako mordlni kategorie,
tradi¢ni kritika revizionismu). Zaroven vSak svéd¢i o mnohoznacdnosti pojmu marxis-
tického humanismu, ktery by rozhodné nemél byt vnimén pouze jako diskurz ¢esko-
slovenské demokratizace $edesatych let. Pokud Sima ve svych textech dospivé k pojmu
marxistického redlného humanismu, ktery zaklada na bazi leninistické perspektivy
a stavi jej do protikladu k tidajné utopickému marxistickému humanismu kritické teorie
frankfurtské skoly a jejich ¢eskoslovenskych stoupenci,'** neméli bychom tento jeho
postoj ihned vnimat jako oportunisticky. Takové hodnoceni by bylo ptiliSnou zkratkou.
Jak pfipomina Michal Kopecek, hranice mezi osobni integritou a smysluplnou odbornou
praci byly v normaliza¢nim systému Casto ,porézni a pohyblivé“.* Ptisuzovat témto
hranicim normotvornou roli pii naS§em vnimani déjin ideji by mohlo vést k nesprav-
nému urcenf role, kterou tyto ideje hraly pfi utvafeni osobnich a kolektivnich identit.
Svébytny Simiiv postoj je vyzvou k patrani po vlastnim vyvoji marxistického huma-
nismu, po zdrojich jeho autenticity, mnohoznacnosti, a pfedev$im pak po jeho misté
v modernich ¢eskych a ¢eskoslovenskych déjindch. Nastoluje otdzku, k ¢emu vlastné
smeéfuje Ceskoslovenskd déjinnda zkusenost marxistické filosofické antropologie a jak
k ndm tento odkaz promlouvé dnes.

Epilog. Marxisticka filosofickéd antropologie jako vypovéd o podobé evropské
identity

V roce 1978 byl Rudolf Sima jmenovén profesorem na Univerzité Komenského. O dva
roky pozdéji obdrzel statni vyznamenani ,Za vynikajici praci“.*® V listopadu 1983 byl
stranickymi orgdny jmenovan feditelem Ustavu socidlniho rozvoje a prace se sidlem
v Bratislavé."¢ Byl to pomyslny vrchol jeho dlouholeté kariéry. Simovo nékdejsi zaméteni
na problematiku filosofické antropologie mu i v novych pomérech a odliSném kontextu
skytalo mnoho moznosti odborného zameéteni. Byl ¢lenem anebo vedoucim védeckych
tymu, které se zamétovaly na vytvoreni optimédlniho modelu socialistického ¢lové-
ka a zejména na vyzkum psychologie mladdeze. Soustfedil se na urceni , determinant
harmonického psychického vyvinu a jejich ptipadné vykyvy*, coz jej vedlo k vyzkumu
delikvence u mladistvych."*” Byl ¢lenem interdisciplindrniho tymu védct, kteff méli na

142 1bid., s. 165.
143 1bid., s. 284.

144 Michal Kopecek, , Kritika, ¥izen{, byznys. Socidlni vyzkum a sociologie jako nastroje vlddnuti
v Ceskoslovensku po roce 1969 in Kopecek, Michal (ed.), Architekti dlouhé zmény, s. 233, s. 217-265.

145 Archiv Univerzity Komenského Bratislava, fond $ima, Rudolf, osobny spis. ,Navrh na uvolnenie
profesora Katedry marx-leninskej filozofie Filozofickej fakulty UK v Bratislave.”

16 Ihid., ,Univerzita Komenského - rozvazanie pracovného pomeru. Doplnenie.”
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zékladé zavéri 15. sjezdu KSC vytycit programovou linii véestranného socialniho rozvoje.
V mnoha ohledech se tak nadéle vénoval filosofické antropologii. Humanisticky pro-
gram této discipliny v§ak béhem sedmdesatych let dostal zcela jiny tvar. V jistém smyslu
kopiroval kvantifikovatelny ptislib prosperity, ztélesnény socialistickou prognostikou.

Tato proména programové naplné souvisela piimo s tim, jak se optimistickd emanci-
pacni vize, typické pro diskurz Sedesatych let, pozvolna ménila v sociotechnologii, ktera
méla byt podkladem rigidniho etatismu Breznénovy éry.**® Ocekévalo se, Ze socidlni
védy budou noveé formulovat orientujici predpovédi jako nastroj vykonu moci.'*

Na konci $edesétych let pojimal Sima antropologické perspektivy ¢lovéka jako problém
protinani kosmocentrického a geocentrického ramce, dvou fatélnich prostort lidské
existence. Hovotil o blizkém vztahu mikro a makrostruktur. Tato antropologie vychédzela
vsttic Marxové historiosofii svobody - ptedpokladu, ze svoboda ¢lovéka jako druhu je
teleologickym vyusténim déjin.'*° Smifent reality s idealitou povazovala humanistickd
antropologie Sedesétych let za mozné a zddouci.”*! Zteni druhovych lidskych perspektiv
a jejich mozné emancipace v$ak bylo po roce 1970 vyménéno za matematizovany svét
prognostického modelovédni.'* Socialisticky etatismus normalizace byl veden ideou
masové kvalitativni promény vyrobnich prostfedk, ktera se méla stat zdkladem kaz-
dodenniho blahobytu a stability statni moci.'*®

Myslenkovy koncept marxistické filosofické antropologie, kterym se Rudolf Sima
zaobiral pfed rokem 1968, je vSak presto urcitou kategorii déjin mysleni, ktera stédle
jesté mtze byt partnerem v dialogu o déjindch evropské identity. Je také duilezitym
milnikem déjin ¢eskoslovenské filosofie. A je piikladem, ktery pfedevsim nuti k revizi
roz$ifeného pojeti déjin marxistické filosofie a marxistického humanismu.

Sima vychézel z marxistického determinismu domac{ (Sirdcky) i svétové (Kenjuro)
provenience. Uz v disertacni praci se vymezil proti liberdlnimu a tomistickému pojeti
svobody. V podstateé reflektoval styl doméaci kampané proti revizionismu, ale antropolo-
gicky obrat Sedesatych let pro néj znamenal hlubsi zaméteni na problémy socialistické
demokracie a teorie fizeni. Sima je takto reprezentantem marxistického determinismu
jako smeéru, ktery za tzv. kritickym ¢i utopickym marxismem nijak nezaostava, naopak
si vytvari vlastni pfedstavu humanismu na zédkladé svého ,zieni k objektivité“.

17 Tomas Pardel, Rudolf Sima, Osobnost a jej rozvoj v socialistickej spoloénosti (Bratislava: Pravda,
1983), s. 168-170.

148 Kopecek, ,Kritika, fizeni, byznys* s. 224.
19 Ibid.

150 Andrzej Walicki, Marxismus a skok do krdlovstvi svobody. Déjiny komunistické utopie (Praha:
Argo, 2020), s. 61.

! Ibid., s. 76.
152 Kopecek, ,Kritika, fizeni, byznys*, s. 236.

153 Egon Bondy, Sklepni prdce (Olomouc: Votobia, 1997), s. 50.
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Ve studii Clovek a svet pak Sima dospél ke svébytné marxistické eschatologii. A¢ko-
li se jeho puvodni filosoficka orientace zaklddala na pfedpokladu ptisné dialektické
jednoty nahodilosti a nutnosti (a odsuzovala subjektivni voluntarismus), byla schopna
vytycit radikdlni pozadavek demokratizace v nemensi mite, v jaké to ¢inila dobova
kriticko-utopickd linie tehdejs$i marxistické filosofie - na mysli zde mdm mimo jiné
filosofii Ernsta Fischera, jehoz utopickd imaginace nachézela svoji ¢eskoslovenskou
odezvu prostfednictvim pteklada dél jako Problémy mladé generace.’**

Jak Sima sam dokdzal v ,Kritickej tedrii“, oba p6ly marxismu (deterministicky a kri-
ticko-utopicky) se ve vzajemné diskusi dostavaji do bodu, kdy se jiz vzdjemné neshodnou,
protoze kazdy vnima ponékud jinak roli subjektu ve spolec¢nosti i déjinach, akcentuje
odli$né polohy v historicko-emancipa¢nim usili. To v§ak neznamend, ze by méla byt
filosoficka antropologie, vychézejici z hypotéz marxistického determinismu, povazovéna
oproti kritické tradici frankfurtské skoly za méné pfinosnou a tviirci. Naopak je potieba
vzit v potaz, ze filosof Rudolf Sima predstavil béhem druhé poloviny $edesétych let
za pomoci svébytné pojaté filosofické antropologie koncept demokratické obcanské
spole¢nosti jako marxistické alternativy vici liberdlnim konceptiim préava a obc¢anstvi
a na této vlastni marxistické bazi se vyhnul tendencim, které vnimal jako pfili$ sub-
jektivistické, jednostranné utopické a tthnouci k voluntarismu.

Navic zde zlstavd ,Sesty smysl“ marxistické filosofie - totiz jeji kosmocentricky roz-
mér a eschatologicky smysl, ktery v kontextu soucasné krize liberalismu nepozbyvé na
své aktualité. Odpovid4 na prozitek déjinné tizkosti a predjima okamzik redlné lidské
transcendence za danych piirodnich podminek, v tomto ¢ase a tomto ptirodnim kontex-
tu. Jde o transcendenci ve smyslu plné lidské emancipace, jak ji v Simové pojeti nabizi
redlny marxisticky humanismus. UZ ve svém Cloveku a svetu Sima uvedl, ze kupiikladu
»indicky ¢lovék", ktery si uchoval vesmirnou dimenzi uvazovani nad skutec¢nosti, ,netrpi
takovymi pocity izolovanosti, osameélosti a tzkosti jako ¢lovék evropsky*“.’*> Spéni ke
kosmocentrickému rozméru lidské existence se teoreticky stdle nabizi jako neuzaviend
moznost. Teze marxistické filosofické antropologie o prekonédni lidského egocentrismu
smérem k druhové emancipaci ¢lovéka jako soucasti celku je tak ve smyslu souc¢asné
environmentdalni a globélni krize vyzvou k diskusi o etickych hodnotéach evropské civi-
lizace. Dilo Rudolfa Simy svéd¢i o ambicich, moZnostech a omezenich této filosofické
antropologie jako pouhy fragment, pfesto ucelené a jasné.

V kontextu slovenské marxistické filosofie o dilo svého druhu unikdtni a hodné
skute¢né kontextudlniho rozboru na bazi systematického vyzkumu déjin slovenské
marxistické filosofie. P¥esto i zbézny prehled Simova filosofického odkazu, ktery jsem se
ve své studii pokusil nabidnout, zamysli byt svédectvim o potfebé a vyznamu ,$estého
smyslu“ marxistické filosofie v soucasném svéte.

154 Ernst Fischer, Problémy mladé generace (Praha: Mlada fronta, 1965).

155 Sima, Clovek a svet, s. 88-89.
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Rozhovor Apoleny Rychlikove
s Annou Sabatovou

“I Knew I Couldn’t Make Peace with This.” Interview with Anna Sabatova
by Apolena Rychlikova

Abstract

In this interview with documentary filmmaker Apolena Rychlikovd, Anna Sabatovd, one
of the most remarkable figures of modern Czechoslovak history, considers not only the
intellectual foundations of Charter 77 and the dissident movement, but also what shaped
Sabatovd’s personal background. The interview introduces an often-overlooked continu-
ity between dissent and critical approaches to the post-communist era. This continuity
is present in the humanistic, left-wing thought of Anna Sabatovd, stemming from the
tradition of the Czechoslovak democratic left, which permeates her whole life, not only
philosophically and intellectually, but above all practically. Anna Sabatovd’s lifelong
efforts for a more just society have never stopped, connecting the period before 1989 with
the period that followed.
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Keyword
Charter 77, the Velvet Revolution, leftist perspectives, post-communism, feminism, hu-
man rights

Jméno Anny Sabatové je v poslednich letech spojeno pfedevsim s funkci vefejné ochrdn-
kyné prav, jiz vykondvala mezi lety 2014 a 2020. Boj za lidskd prdva a ochranu slabsich
Jje ovsem jeji celoZivotni mise, kterd ji provdzi od studentskych let. Patfila k nejaktivnéjsim
disidentkdm, spoluzaklddala Vybor na obranu nespravedlivé stithanych a spolu se svym
manzelem Petrem Uhlem vyddvala periodikum Informace o Charteé 77, které dnes pred-
stavuje jeden z nejobsdhlejsich pramennych zdrojii o ¢cinnosti Charty 77 v sedmdesdtych
a osmdesdtych letech. Od roku 1987 také vykondvala funkci mluvci obéanské iniciativy
Polsko-ceskoslovenskd solidarita. Po sametové revoluci puisobila predevsim na pozicich
spojenych se socidlni agendou a systematicky obhajovala prdva socidlné slabsich jedincti
ve spolecnosti. Za svoji celoZivotni ¢innost ziskala Anna Sabatovd mnoho mezindrodnich
i domdcich vyznamendni. Dnes se Anna Sabatovd vefejné hldsi k levicové politice, char-
tistické ,umeéni dialogu“ a nefalSovand snaha o pochopeni svych ndzorovych oponentii
ovsem zuistdvd charakteristickym rysem jejich verejnych projevii. O tom, jakym zpiisobem
chdpala Anna Sabatovd svoji ,levicovost“ béhem piisobeni v disentu a jaké hodnoty jsou
pro ni v politice dulezité dnes, hovorila s novindrkou a dokumentaristkou Apolenou
Rychlikovou.

Vzpominéte si jesté, jak jste se politicky definovala ve svém mladi?

Je to zajimavé, ale moc jsem se nedefinovala. Vzdy jsem pfemyslela o svych kofenech,
ale v podstaté ne v néjaké ideologické roving, ale v lidské roviné. Kromé rodinného
prostiedi jsem byla také formovana literaturou, hodné jsem cetla jako dité i v dospi-
vani, a pfislo mi zcela pfirozené, ze Gsili o socidlni spravedlnost je dilezité. Nikdy mé
nenapadlo, Ze bych se ho méla zbavit jen proto, Ze se socidlni spravedlnosti zastituji
také ti, na néz jsem po roce 1968 nahlizela velmi kriticky. Skute¢nost, Ze jsem vyristala
v rodiné lidi spjatych s komunistickou stranou, ale s jejim kritickym proudem, ktery
tehdejsi vladnuti z mnoha dtvodi vidél jako problematické, zptisobila, Ze jsem ani po
listopadu 1989 nemohla pfijmout ¢isté antikomunisticky narativ.

Co pro vés vrodiné znamenalo prazské jaro a jeho nestastné vyusténi?

Do roku 1968 se nase rodina stavéla kriticky ne viici socialismu jako takovému, ale spis$
vici aktudlnimu provedeni. Existovalo pfesvédceni, ze kritickym tsilim 1ze poméry
zlepsit. Celé prazské jaro, které dalo tomuto pfesvédceni tvai, pro meé byl silny zazitek,
kdy jsem zacala vnimat i $ir$f spolecenské souvislosti, velmi jsem se nadchla, velmi
jsem se s tim novym vyvojem identifikovala. Tehdy jsem se také dozvédéla mnohé
o zlo¢inech v padeséatych letech, coz mé nutilo premyslet o tom, co je to vlastné socia-
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lismus, a intuitivné jsem se zacala vyhybat ideologickému jazyku. Okupace pak pro
meé znamenala zdsadni odmitnuti toho, co se stalo. Silné jsem si uvédomovala, Ze novy
vyvoj nedokdzu pfijmout. Najednou bylo zcela jasné, Ze jé se s timhle nesmiiim. A ten
silny pocit, to bylo to hlavni, co ovlivnilo mij dalsi vyvoj. Protoze nikdo samoziejmé
nevédél, co piesné se bude dit.

Dé se néjak porovnat ona ,vérnost udédlosti u lidi, ktefi v mladém véku zazili zklaman{
z roku 1968 a nenaplnénych idedld demokratického socialismu, a u téch, ktef{ naopak
prozili rok 1989, ktery pro né znamenal zdsadni Zivotni zlom? Vidite ve zptisobu pro-
zivani téch okamziki néjaké podobnosti?

Ano, takové uddlosti velmi vyrazné formujf lidi. Myslim, ze vznikd néco jako generac¢ni
mysleni a ovlivnén{ lidi spole¢nou zku$enosti, kterd ma emociondlni néboj. Pro mne
byl formativni rok 1968, ale rok 1989 uz nikoliv, to uz jsem byla zformovana. Ale ti, které
rok 1989 zastihl mladé, jsou jim myslim trvale formovani. Myslim, Ze to souvisi hodné
se spole¢né sdilenymi emocemi. Musim pfiznat, ze jsem v devadesatych letech ¢asto
premyslela, pro¢ maji nékteii lidé tendence premyslet pomérné zjednodusené, a pak
mi doslo, ze velmi zjednodusené, i kdyz zcela v jiném duchu, myslela celd generace
v padesatych letech. Takové revolu¢ni nadseni z nového pocatku. A teprve postupné,
v konfrontaci s realitou, s Zivotem, se jejich zku§enost dostava vlastné do konfliktu
s oficidlni ideologif a dochdazi k reflexi. To platilo tfeba o celé generaci pfesvédCenych
komunistti padesatych let, kteti byli velmi casto kvalitn{ a premyslivi lidé a postupné
kriticky reflektovali realitu, a plati to i o nékterych aktérech devadesatych let...

...s tim rozdilem, Ze posun k reflexi dnes trvd mnohem déle. Alena Vagnerova v souvis-
losti s prazskym jarem vzdy iikd, Ze na tom je mozna nejzajimavéjsi to sebereflexivni
vzedmuti spole¢nosti, které vychézelo zespodu i svrchu.

Ano, ale pak to bylo useknuté. Nevime, jaky by ten vyvoj byl. Jsou snahy prazské jaro
hodné dehonestovat, to zdsadné odmitdm. Ale pravda je takovd, Ze skutecné nevime,
jak by se to vyvijelo a jestli by se kvalita zivota lidi zlepsila, ptipadné jak.

Vase préce se velmi rychle stala praci praktickou a pfimou. Z ¢eho jste v zZivoté nacerpala
vic zkuSenosti? Z teorie nebo z praxe?

Ja jsem skoncila se studiemi na Filozofické fakulté ve tietim ro¢niku, a jesté je tfeba
dodat, Ze jsem nebyla nijak pilnou studentkou. Nastupovala jsem na fakultu na podzim
1969 a uz jsem citila, Ze na filozofii to nebude dobré. Vyplyvalo to z kazdodenni situace,
z toho, jak se proménovalo klima ve spolecnosti. Studovala jsem par semestrti a ptizndm
se, ze jsem nikdy nepocitila opravdovou touhu proniknout nejen do marxismu, ale ani
do jinych filosofickych sméri. MGj druhy obor byla historie. Ta mi byla blizsi a ddvala
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mi vic materidlu k pfemys$leni. Pak jsem ale §la do vézeni, a kdyZ jsem byla propusténs,
nastoupila jsem do skladu. Potom jsem se vdala, méla déti atd. Obecné jsem ale spis
empiricky zaloZeny clovék a zavéry si vyvozuju sama na zakladé nabytych poznatk,
v nichz vlastni zku$enost hraje vyznamnou roli.

Uz ve velmi mladém véku jste se ale zapojila se svymi sourozenci a otcem do politické
¢innosti. Jaka to byla zku$enost?

V zdkladu mé ¢innosti byl odpor k pookupa¢nimu vyvoji. Pivodné byla m4 aktivita
odvozena ptedevsim od aktivit mého otce. Pomahala jsem v téch vécech, které on spo-
lu s dal$imi, ¢asto nekomunisty, zacal organizovat jako projev toho, Ze se s pordzkou
prazského jara odmitaji smifit. Tata uz tehdy hodné usiloval o kontakt s lidmi, ktef{
vzesli z jinych ideovych prosttedi, z tehdy obrozené socialistické strany nebo ze strany
lidové, a ¢asto pfemyslel o politice jako o néjakém $irsim ramci. To pro mé bylo zajimavé
amyslim, Ze mé to hodné ovlivnilo i pozdéji, kdyz se zaklddala Charta 77. My s Petrem
[Uhlem] jsme v Charté délali zejména praktické véci: Informace o Charté, sdéleni Vyboru
na obranu nespravedlivé stthanych a spoluorganizovali jsme Polsko-ceskoslovenskou
solidaritu a Vychodoevropskou informacéni agenturu. Neméné podstatné ale bylo, ze
jsme zili v prostiedi rtiznych ndzorovych proudi a lidi s rliznymi ideovymi vychodisky.

Existovaly situace, kdy jste vramci Charty zvladli pfekrocit vlastni politické pfesvédceni?

Samoziejmé, dnes a denné, normdalné jsme spolupracovali napti¢, ani jsme tak nepfe-
mysleli. To ideové zakotveni v devadesati procentech nehrdlo zadnou roli. Obcas se
samoziejmeé objevily rtizné spory a zkoumala se rlizné feSeni. Pamatuju se na debaty
o nékterych zahrani¢nich tématech nebo o tématech, kterd bychom dnes nazvali jako
kulturni. Napiiklad podpora bojovnikti proti apartheidu v JAR, bombardovani Grenady,
ale i debata o liberalizaci potratd, kterou ¢ast kiestand v Charté odmitala. Tehdy se

najednou vyjevil jiny ideovy ptidorys a nebyly to jednoduché diskuze.

Kdyz se v soucasnosti diskutuje o minulém rezimu, ¢asto je debata ramovand antiko-
munistickou perspektivou. Existence demokratického socialismu v nasich déjinach jako
by vymizela i jako myslenka. Ptitom se v urcité fazi svého zivota ,socialistou” nazyval
v nékterych knihéch i Vaclav Havel.

No to jde na vrub polistopadovému vyvoji a tomu antikomunistickému narativu ¢i ide-
ologii, jak se dnes pékné fikd. Ale zda se mi, Ze se to postupné proménuje, Ze se pomalu
prosazuji i jiné perspektivy. A lidé, kteif smysleji levicové, uz nejsou tak na okraji jako
tieba pted dvaceti lety. J4 jsem vzdy védéla, Ze jsem levicové orientovand, jen jsem to
nijak vyznamné neinzerovala. Zdalo se mi, ze je lepsi debatovat s pidteli bez ideolo-
gie v zddech a maximalné vécné. Taky mi byl protivny ten oficidlni ideologicky jazyk.
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Zaroven jsem si vzala zrovna Petra a Petr byl pfedstavitel dominantné ideologického
¢lovéka, ktery ma vSe jasné uspofddané. Na jedné strané mi vyhovovalo, Ze je levicovy,
na druhé strané jsme vedli hned od zacatku riizné debaty, kdy se nase pohledy riiznily.

Pokud jste zminila Havla, nevim, zda se sdm oznacoval za ,,socialistu“. Zajimavé ale
je, ze podepsal napftiklad ,Sto let ceského socialismu®, coz byla pfipominka zalozeni
socidlné demokratické strany s diirazem na demokracii a s jasnym odkazem k tradici,
kterd si nezadala s nedemokratickym rezimem. Mné se v dobé Charty jeho nézory je-
vily spiSe jako levicové, dnes bych asi fekla kulturné levicové. Ostatné on byl postupné
kriticky i k polistopadovému vyvoji. Zajimavy je Rudolfinsky projev, myslim z roku
1997, kdy on jako jeden z hlavnich aktéri sametové revoluce kriticky hodnotil vyvoj
a pojmenoval stav, v némz se spole¢nost nachdzela, jako ,mafidnsky kapitalismus“.

Ale kdyz vznikla Charta, tak tam to védom{ riznosti bylo?

To, ze mdme rtizné nazory, bylo velmi reflektovano. Uz v zdkladnim prohldseni Charty
byla formulace, Ze jsme volné, neformalni a oteviené spolecenstvi lidi rtiznych piesvéd-
¢eni, riizné viry a riznych profesi, které spojuje viile jednotlivé i spole¢né se zasazovat
o respektovani obc¢anskych a lidskych prav v nasi zemi i ve svété.

Muizete uvést néjaké téma, kde se musel konsenzus vydiskutovat, Ze nebyl od pocatku?

Velkd debata se vedla naptiklad - a to stdle nikdo védecky nezpracoval - o mirovych
hnutich a o tom, zda s nimi spolupracovat. V osmdeséatych letech se v Evropé mirova
hnuti vyrazné etablovala. Ceskoslovensky stat pofddal v Praze velky mirovy kongres.
Z naseho pohledu byl zprofanovany a nevérohodny, ale pamatuji si, Ze na néj ptijeli
inémecti Zeleni - prvni Zeleni, ktei{ se v Evropé dostali do parlamentu a chtéli debatovat
o tom, co je dobré pro mir. Nezapomenme, Ze poiad existovala Zeleznéd opona. Byla to
doba, kdy USA instalovaly rakety sttedniho doletu v Zapadnim Némecku a Zeleni byli
tehdy jednoznacné proti. Ale kromé toho, ze ptijeli na kongres, tak pro né bylo pfiroze-
né, ze navstivilii nds, chartisty. Shodou okolnosti pfimo na mé narozeniny, takze jsem
je méla na oslavé. Prijeli bez sak, jen v kosilich, byli velmi neformalni. Setkali jsme se
s nimi v jednom prazském parku, vydali jsme néjaké spolecné prohléseni a pak pfisli
vecCer na oslavu narozenin, na kterou jsem je pozvala.

To muselo byt paradoxni, Ze zastupci némeckych Zelenych pfijeli na mirovou debatu
do Ceskoslovenska a zéroven tady piimo vidéli domaci utlak.

Mné piislo hrozné zajimavé a dtlezité s nimi vést debatu. Casto to byli zdpadoevropsti

levi¢dci, ktefi se - alespon z hlediska socialismu jako systému - zajimali o vychodoev-
ropsky blok. A nebyli to néjaci uzite¢ni idioti. Zeleni byli velmi kriti¢ti k tomu, co se za
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zeleznou oponou délo. Mné se na tom libilo, Ze se jednalo o levici, kterd méla vlastni
historii a kterd méla kriticky vztah viici vychodoevropskym rezimiam.

To mé ptivadi k otazce, kterd mi z dnesniho pohledu ptijde vysoce relevantni: Do jaké
miry byl socidlni vyvoj i vyvoj levice na Zdpadé hnany i obavou z toho, Ze se komunis-
mu podaif opravdu na Vychodé zvitézit? Na kolik se Zépad snazil vlastnim budovdnim
socidlniho statu predejit tomu, aby Vychod v tom globdlnim souboji byl tispésné;jsi
préveé prostfednictvim rozvoje socidlnfho a materidlniho zabezpeceni? Jednoduse zdali
existovala obava, Ze ,socialisticky blok“ je skute¢nou, nejen domnélou alternativou ke
kapitalismu?

Myslim, Ze to neni dojem, to tak prosté je. A kdyz rezimy padly a tato podivnd konkurence
zmizela, ukdzalo se, Ze i na Zapadé se strany héjici zdjmy obycejnych lidi dostaly do
urcité defenzivy. Z odmitani . komunismu“ se leckdy stalo odmiténi v§eho levicového.
To ted mluvim zejména o nasi zemi. Ale i na Zapadeé to zpochybnilo mnoha vychodiska.
Najednou nebylo tplné jasné, co pficist systému a co lidem.

Nakolik pro Vés a Petra Uhla bylo podstatné, Ze jste si udrzovali i mezindrodni kontakty
- jak se zdpadnimi zemémi, tak se zemémi ve vychodnim bloku?

Pro mé to bylo velmi dtlezité. Bylo to pro mé okno do svéta. Nemohli jsme viibec
cestovat - ani na Vychod. Ty kontakty - a bylo jich hodné - byly nesmirné duilezité.
Vyhledavala jsem debaty o bézném Zzivoté na Zapadé. Béhem setkdvani se zahranic-
nimi navs§tévami pro meé bylo nejzajimavéjsi, co konkrétné popisovaly za opatfeni.
Napriklad, jak co funguje na Zépadé v socidlni oblasti ¢i v socidlni politice. Taky jsem
s respektem poslouchala, kdyz ti lidé vysvétlovali, pro¢ to neni zadny med, kdyz je
¢lovék v kapitalismu nezaméstnany nebo odkdzany na davky. Nékteti lidé u nés tehdy
meéli predstavu, ze lidé, kteti dostavaji davky, se maji dobte, protozZe nepracuji a dosté-
vaji penize. A nevnimali tudiZ nezaméstnanost, kterou tehdejsi oficidlni rezim stdle
ptipominal, jako spolecenské zlo.

Ja si ani nepamatuju, zZe bych se u nas nékdy setkala s nékym, kdo by si byl scho-
pen uvédomit, co to znamend, Ze ¢lovék dlouhodobé nem4 préci. Nikoli z politickych
divodd, jak jsme to znali od nés, ale prosté proto, Ze ta prace neni. S respektem jsem
nahliZela na problémy, které se odehrévaly na Zapadé¢, a uvédomovala jsem si, Ze i de-
mokratickd spole¢nost md své problémy. Myslim, Ze i proto jsem nemeéla po roce 1989
pocit, Ze se mi oteviel iplné nezndmy svét. Jednak z téch debat s navstévami - vzdy
meé zajimalo to, co vypréavéli oni, nejen to, Ze piivodné prijeli, aby zjistili, jak Zijeme my.
Snazila jsem se porozumét jejich skutec¢nosti a rozhodné jsem nebyla tak povysen4,
abych védéla lépe nez oni, jaky kapitalismus je. Oni také respektovali nase zasadni
odmitnuti rezimu, v némz jsme zili.
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A kdo vas nejcastéji navstévoval?

Vét$inou to byli piislusnici zapadni levice, kteii ptijeli do Ceskoslovenska a zajimali
se o0 to, co se tady déje. Néktei{ ptijeli jako novinéfi a zajimalo je zdejs$i déni Cisté pro-
fesiondlné, ale také ptijizdéli lidé, které to zajimalo lidsky a politicky a chtéli do toho
proniknout, navézat s ndmi kontakt. My s Petrem jsme byli také dlouhodobé v kontaktu
s prateli ze IV. internaciondly, ktefi k ndm vysilali zajimavé lidi.

Vozili také Casopisy: Spiegel z Némecka nebo Le nouvel observateur z Francie. Také
knizky. Dostala jsem od jednoho Holandana - byl to socidlni pracovnik - knizku od
Alice Millerové Am Anfang war Erziehung. Nebo prvni dil autobiografického romanu
od Canettiho (Zachrdnény jazyk) a taky ve francouzs$tiné knizky od Elie Wiesela, a to
mnohem dfiv, nez vysly cesky. Ale neméné dulezité byly kontakty s lidmi z Polska nebo
z NDR. To byl zase velky pocit blizkosti ze spole¢né sdileného osudu, protoze jsme méli
kontakty s lidmi, ktefi se néjak postavili proti rezimu. Jednou pfijeli i Madaii, udélali
jsme s nimi rozhovor pro Infoch.

A promitaly se potom tyto diskuze se zahrani¢nimi ndv§tévami i do toho, co jste tfeba
te§ili v Charté?

Az tolik ne. Pro mé existovaly jeSté dimenze, které asi pro vét§inu lidi viibec nehré-
ly dilezitou roli. Napiiklad jsem dostala knizky o porodech. Sama jsem méla velmi
nehezké zkusenosti s vlastnimi porody. Jsem sice ¢lovék, ktery, kdyz zatne zuby, umi
vydrzet vS§echno, ale hrozné mi tfeba vadilo, Ze mi v nemocnici hned po porodu vzali
dité a vozili mi ho pouze na kojeni. Nebo jsem téZce sndsela chovani zdravotnické-
ho persondlu k rodickdm. Takze mé pfirozené zajimaly i tyhle véci, v€etné informaci
o riiznych zptsobech vychovy. Knizku o velmi zajimavé internatni $kole Sommerhill,
které tady vysla az nékdy po roce 2000, jsem cetla némecky uz v sedmdeséatych letech.

Zde se také musim zeptat na téma souvisejici s Vasi feministickou identitou. Na Zadpadé
se béhem druhé poloviny 20. stoleti formovalo celé feministické hnuti. Jak to, Ze to do
agendy Charty neproniklo, kdyZ to byly pravé Vase kruhy, které meély mnohem veétsi
napojeni na zdpadni mysleni? Feminismus nebyl v Charté téma?

Nebyl. J& si dokonce pamatuji, jak u mé jednou byla na navstéve jedna francouzska psy-
chiatricka, Claire Prouet, a v reakci na mé povzdechnuti, ze mi Petr doma nepomdh4,
jen odvétila: ,Ne, ne, to neni tva chyba.” Ja si do dneska pamatuji, jak mi fekla, Ze to je
obecnéjsi problém, ktery vychézi z kulturnich stereotypti. Tim mé inspirovala, abych
o téch vécech zacala vice premyslet. Ale jinak to téma nerezonovalo. Maximalné jsme
s nékterymi kamarddkami z Charty muZzské trochu ironizovaly. Re$ily se ale jiné, pro

Vv s

nés tehdy dilezitéjsi véci.
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Nemusime mluvit pouze o ideologii feminismu, ale k feminismu se hodné vaze také
otdzka péce, vzdjemnosti a solidarity. Pfijde mi, Ze v urcitém kontextu tedy mtzeme
na prdci Charty uplatiiovat i feministické hlediska.

Ano. Ne Ze bych v Charté nenasla machistické prvky, to urcité ano, ale jeji praxe byla
velmi zaloZend na vzdjemnosti a byla skute¢né svobodomyslna. Také se vzdy hledala
jako mluvci alespon jedna Zena. Dnes se mluvi hlavné o ideové pluralité, ale ja mys-
lim, Ze tam také byl zdmeér, aby v té trojici vzdy byla alespori jedna zena (nékdy i dveé).
Také neni bez zajimavosti knizka Evy Kanttrkové Sesly jsme se v této knize, coz byly
rozhovory s zenami. Jen s Zenami. Ale debata o feminismu jako takovém se, pokud vim,
nevedla. Pfipomindm také, ze dokument z roku 1977 ,,0 socidlnich, hospodéiskych
a kulturnich pravech mé nékolik odstavcti, které jsou z hlediska rovnopravnosti Zen
docela nosné i dodneska.

V ném se zminuje i nerovné odmeénovani zen a muzt. Pfrekvapilo mé, Ze se o tolik
nezmensilo.

Vim, Ze mj otec Jaroslav Sabata byl jeden z autord, ale nedokéZi Fict, kdo dal$i se je$té
na tomto dokumentu podilel. Uz se to asi nedozvime, protoze podle mé uz nikdo nezije,
ale ta levicova vychodiska byla v tom dokumentu jasnd. V dal§ich dokumentech Charty
se to ovSem jiZ neprojevovalo, protoze ty uz reagovaly na konkrétnf situaci a vzdycky
se naslo néjaké téma, které se zdalo v tu chvili diilezitéjsi. Ale v tomto dokumentu to
bylo pfitomno. Ten jesté podepsal i Patocka a pak, myslim, za nékolik dnti zemfel.

Meé u toho napadd, ze mens{ akcentace feminismu v Charté vychdzela i z toho, Ze pfece
jenom béhem sedmdesatych a osmdesétych let byla genderové rovnost vice systémoveé
inherentni, kdezto v nékterych zemich na Z4padé se jesté v sedmdesatych letech Zeny
potykaly s tim, Ze tfeba nemohly nastoupit do zaméstnéni, pokud to muz nepovolil.

To méte pravdu. Tieba potraty, které byly vyznamné pro zenské hnuti v sedmdesatych
letech v Némecku, byly v Ceskoslovensku mozné, i kdyz s uréitymi administrativnimi
prekdzkami. Kdyz jsem ucila na Katedfe socidlni prace, zabyvala jsem se trochu i rodin-
nym pravem. Napiiklad zdkon o prdvu rodinném z roku 1949 pfinesl zrovnopravnéni
nemanzelskych déti. Alena Vagnerov4, ktera emigrovala do Némecka, zminovala, ze

! Jedna se o Dokument Charty 77 ¢. 7 z 8. biezna 1977 , Analyza stavu hospodarskych a socidl-
nich prav v Ceskoslovensku®. Vilém Prec¢an uvddi, Ze text dokumentu ptipravili Jaroslav Sabata
aJan Tesaf podle dohody na poradé 3. ledna 1977 v byté Vaclava Havla. Vice: Blanka Cisatfovska
aVilém Precan (eds.), Charta 77: Dokumenty 1977-1989 (Praha: Ustav pro soudobé déjiny AV CR,
2007), s. 26-29. - Pozn. A. R.
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kdyz pottebovala zalozit Gicet v bance, tak potfebovala souhlas manzela. To tady od roku
1948 skute¢né nebylo, ale pravdépodobné uz pied valkou ne. Zeny mohly samoziejmé
svobodné pracovat bez povoleni manzela. Skoro bych se vsadila, Ze uz za prvni republiky.

Nebo otazka rozvodu, ze?

Ano, otazka rozvodu nebo potratu. Potraty nebyly mozné v Némecku, kde probéhla na
zacatku sedmdesétych let akce tydeniku Stern. Ten uverejnil fotky vice nez tfi stovek
znamych zen s titulkem: ,Byly jsme na potratu!“ (Wir haben abgetrieben!) a tim od-
startoval boj za legalizaci potratu. Jednim z divodd, pro¢ tady nevznikalo feministické
hnuti, bylo i to, ze fada véci, které musely Zeny na Zapadé vybojovat, jsme my tady

dostali jakoby do vinku od komunistické moci, ale myslim, Ze za to vdé¢ime hlavné
predvéle¢nému Zenskému hnuti, FrantiSce Plaminkové, Miladé Horédkové a dal$im.

KdyzZ jsme se bavily o té vzajemnosti: Vy jste s Petrem Uhlem byli jednim z méla part,
kde Chartu 77 podepsali oba.

Urcité ne. Jesté to byli Némcovi, i kdyZ oni spolu moznd tou dobou nezili. Nicméné
podepsali to oba a Silhdnovi byli taky dva. A ur¢ité jesté nékdo. Uplné sami jsme nebyli.

A na co jste se v ten moment spoléhali? Ze vés nezaviou oba?

Ja jsem o tom moc nepiemyslela. Ale neumeéla jsem si piredstavit, pfestoze jsme méli
oba dva zkuSenost vézeni, zZe by nas zavieli oba dva za podpis Charty. Navic my jsme
délali spolu prakticky v§echno i ptedtim, takze nés nenapadlo to néjak ménit.

Ja jsem se na ten V4§ podpis ptala i proto, Ze ¢ast lidi, ktef{ tvofili pary, Chartu nepode-
psala, nékteti dokonce i z ideovych diivodti, ovSem pak tu byli ti, kde ji jeden z partnert
nepodepsal ze strategickych divodli. Méli jste i vy néjakou strategii?

Ne, my jsme nemeéli zddnou rodinnou strategii.
A to jste nad tim skute¢né nikdy nepfemysleli, ani kdyz byl Petr Uhl ve vézeni?

Néjak jsem nad tim samoziejmé premyslela, pravé kdyz byl Petr ve vézeni. Dokonce
jsem zajistovala, co by se stalo s détmi, kdyby mé zavieli. Napsala jsem plnou moc
svému bratrovi a mozn4 i otci a oni jako rodinni{ pfislu$nici byli mnou instruovani,
Ze kdyby mé sebrali, tak musi okamzité vyrazit do Prahy, sebrat déti a fict: my mame
na zdkladé zdkona o rodiné povinnost postarat se o nase vnoucata, piipadné synovce
a netef. V piimé linii je tam zejména vyzivovaci povinnost. Kladla jsem jim na srdce,
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ze musi pfijet hned a musi fict, Ze se o nase déti postaraji. Jinak jsem méla domluveno
se spratelenou rodinou, s Biskovymi, Ze jakmile by déti byly v moci nasi rodiny, poby-
valy by u nich. Resila jsem praktickou i pravni rovinu, protoze jsem védéla, co se stalo
Drahomite Sinoglové. Kdy?Z ji zav¥eli, byl jeji manZel v praci a oni sebrali déti a dali
je do détského domova. Byly tam tieba jen dva dny, nebo mozna dokonce jen jeden,
ale to jsem nechtéla ani na chvili. Dalsi véc byla, Ze jsme Zili v tzv. rozdéleném byté
a ve stejném byté s ndmi zila jesté jedna pani, a ta se o nase déti postarala, kdyz nas
s Petrem sebrali na kréatkou dobu oba - na ¢tyficet osm hodin.

Pfi védomi toho, ¢eho vSeho je komunisticky rezim schopny, jste véfila, Ze na Vasi
argumentaci otcem nebo bratrem ptistoupi?

No neméla jsem z celé situace sedmdesétych a osmdesétych let zZddny diikaz o tom, Ze by
néjaké dité oteviené odnali z politickych diivodi. Takové piipady nebyly. Zavteli Jifiho
Némce a Danu Némcovou, ztstaly dvé nezletilé déti, oni to netesili, protoze v byté zilo
jesté nékolik plnoletych sourozenct. Dité Petrusky Sustrové na za¢atku sedmdesatych
let, kdyz byla ve vézeni, bylo u jeji babicky. Vychézela jsem ze zkusenosti a doufala, ze
to dobfe dopadne.

Byla obava o to, co postihne Vase déti, véc, kterou jste s Zenami z Charty diskutovaly?

Ne, nepamatuju si zddnou takovou debatu, protoze v tom byla moje situace ponékud
unikétni. V dobé, kdy byl Petr zavieny, jsem tfeba zacala vydavat Informace o Charté
misto néj, zacala jsem v nich uvadét svoji adresu a podilela jsem se na veskeré organizaci.
Zaroven je ale dobré si uvédomit - a to vzdy fikal s oblibou Petr -, Ze ,,oni uvazuji tak,
ze zensky nejsou dtlezity“. Zavienych zen nebylo moc a téch s détmi jesté méné. Takze
ja jsem tak trochu vétila ve svou $tastnou hvézdu. V to, Ze si netroufnou nés zavtit oba.
Ale samoziejmé, ze zadnou jistotu jsem nemeéla a pocitala jsem také s druhou variantou,
C¢i jsem se spi$ snazila na ni vnitiné pfipravit, aby mé to nezaskocilo.

O Charté se obcas - tak trochu pejorativneé - fik4, ze to bylo v jistém slova smyslu ghetto.
Souhlasite s takovym ptfisnym hodnocenim? A fekla byste, Ze $lo vice o aktivistické
ghetto, nebo ghetto osobni? Protoze z toho, jak se tu my dvé bavime, se mi zd4, ze toho
osobniho - ve smyslu starosti, obav, izkosti - jste tolik nesdileli.

Osobnéjsi vztahy samoziejmeé existovaly, a to velmi silné. Ale ja bych asi nikdy nefek-
la, Ze jsme sdileli své tizkosti - mimo jiné i proto, Zze u kazdého z nds byly rtizné. Ten
piimeér s ghettem se jisté da pouzit a je Castecné pravdivy, ale nebyla to nase volba. Tou
represi kolem nds StB pfece jen vytvotila urcity piikop, ktery méli odvahu ptekrocit jen
jednotlivci. Ale postupné se to v druhé poloviné osmdesatych let proménovalo. Myslim,
Ze vroce 1988 a 1989 to uz pfestava platit a v listopadovych dnech se to zlomilo tplné.
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Charta se za svych patndct let existence vyrazné proménovala. Jak se uvnitf spolecen-
stvi utvéfely vztahy mezi rliznymi generacemi? Dnes zpétné vidime i rizné vyklady
samotného fungovani Charty naptiklad z pozic Alexandra Vondry nebo Jana Rumla.

To spolecenstvi se samoziejmé proménovalo i sociologicky, za tfinéct let pfibylo hodné
mlad$ich lidi. Nékolik desitek mladych lidi ve spolupréci s Bondym dokonce napsalo
kriticky dopis, kde se vymezovali proti takzvanému chartistickému establishmentu,
ktery méla tvorit prévé nase generace nebo spis§ lidé stars$i nez my, ale hlavné ti, ktet{
byli v Charté od pocatku. Myslim, Ze neslo ani tak o ideovy spor, ale spi§ o miru radi-
kality a potiebu vice participovat na déni.

Jak jste k tomu uvnitt Charty pristupovali?

Snazili jsme se d&vat prostor i ostatnim. A tak se napfiklad v roce 1987 stal mluvéim Jan
Litomisky a o rok pozdéji Stanislav Devaty, kteii byli blizs{ tém mladsim chartovnim
generacim. Honza Litomisky dodnes rdd vzpomina na to, jak jsme se navzdory riiznym
ideovym vychodiskim méli upiimné radi. I pro mé je to diilezita hodnota, Ze jsme se
meéli navzdjem hodné radi a néco z toho pretrvalo dodnes.

Litomisky i Devéty dobfe fungovali v té trojici a dobfe vychazeli s dalsimi mluv¢imi,
stejné jako SaSa Vondra.? J4 sama jsem pak zkousela zajit jesté ddl, kdyz mi koncil
mandat mluvci. ProtoZze u nds bylo pravidlo, ze kazdy mluvci za sebe sezene nahradu,
piredd nékomu otéze. Navrhne ¢lovéka, ktery se pak riznymi konzultacemi s dal$imi
chartisty osvédci a stvrdi. A jé jsem si vybrala Frantiska Starka, pravé proto, Ze jsem
chtéla trochu pritdhnout to kritické prostfedi z undergroundu. Nejen proto, abychom
reagovali na jejich kritiku, ale i proto, aby si oni sami vyzkouseli, Ze to je opravdu velka
zodpovédnost byt mluvéim Charty. Pfedevsim v tom, Ze nikdy nesmite prosazovat
cokoliv na silu, ale musite vzdy peclivé hledat konsenzus. Nakonec se mi ale Starka
pres fadu konzultaci prosadit nepodafilo, protoze se fadé lidi zd4l az moc excentricky,
coz moznd souviselo i s jeho piezdivkou Cutias.

Hodné c¢asto se v souvislosti s Chartou mluvi o uméni dialogu. Vy sama také zminujete,
7e to byla opravdu velkd hodnota. Cim to, Ze fada proponentti z disidentského prosttedi
po roce 1989 toto uméni dialogu ztratila?

Ano, nékteif ho ztratili. Myslim ale, Ze jich byla vyraznd men§$ina. Vétsina chartistti
z téch, ktefi se politicky angazovali, vypadla po volbach v roce 1992 v ramci demo-

%Jan Litomisky ptsobil jako mluv¢i Charty 77 od 6. ledna 1987 do 2. ledna 1988 spolu s Jose-
fem Vohryzkem a Libusi Silhdnovou, Stanislav Devéty od 2. ledna 1988 do 2. ledna 1989 spolu
s Milosem Héjkem a Bohumirem Jandtem a Alexandr Vondra od 2. ledna 1989 do 6. ledna 1990
spolu s Tomasem Hradilkem a Danou Némcovou. - Pozn. A. R.
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kratického procesu. To byli ale pravé ti stiizlivéjsi, kteii to uméni dialogu neztratili.
Nicméné po téchto lidech nebyla v roce 1992 poptavka. Doba si zadala jednoznacné
a rozhodné jedndani, coz je prosté jeden ze znakt revoluce, Ze takové typy ptitahuje

27

a vyndasi do poptedi.

Rok 1989 je dnes vyklddany jako zédsadni déjinné uddlost, kterou bezpochyby do urcité
miry také byl. Jak jste ho prozivala Vy osobné?

Uz vroce jsem 1988 citila, Ze se k néCemu schyluje. Rok 1989 jsem uvitala s velkou tle-
vou, ale prvni dny revoluce jsem méla trochu pokazené tim, ze byl Petr znovu zavieny
(tyden). Ale védéla jsem, Ze se nechci néjakou dobu angazovat ve vefejné sféte - i proto,
ze jsem nechtéla mit néjaké funkce takzvaneé za zasluhy. To byl jeden motiv. Ten druhy
byl prozaictéjsi: Michal mél ¢tyfiroky a dalsi dvé starsi déti byly zrovna v puberté. Petr
byl od rdna do vedera v préci, v CTK nebo v parlamentu. Mohla jsem se vykaslat na
déti a nékde byt, ale to se mi nechtélo. A pak jesté tieti motiv: méla jsem velky zdjem
na tom dokoncit $kolu, kterou jsem v té dobé jiz studovala. To jsem si skute¢né moc

7

prala.
Co byla Vase vnitini motivace vrhnout se po tolika letech znovu na studia?

Ve chvili, kdy mé zavteli, jsem vnitiné ptijala skutecnost, ze uz nikdy studovat nebudu.
Pamatuji si, jak jsem si fikala: ,Tak prosté nebude$ mit vysokou $kolu, nema ji tolik lidi,
nenf to to nejdiilezitéjsi.“ Bylo mijasné, Ze diisledek ndstupu do vézeni bude to, Ze jed-
noduse nebudu studovat, a po navratu z kriminalu jsem na studium logicky nemohla
ani pomyslet. I proto jsem se tim snazila netrapit.

V jazykovce a Francouzském institutu jsem se pak ucila némecky a francouzsky,
snazila jsem se Cist zahrani¢ni knihy a ¢asopisy a byt v kontaktu s vnéj$im svétem.
V roce 1988 jsem se ale dozvédéla, ze se ptripravuje podzemni studium bohemistiky,
a to mé zaujalo. Zkusila jsem se pfihlésit a takika okamzité jsem zjistila, Ze mé to bavi
mnohondsobné vic nez v osmnécti. Strasné rdda na to obdobi vzpomindm a skutecné
jsem vdécna vsem pedagogim za to, jak nas vedli. Po listopadu to pro mé byla priori-
ta - vedle rodiny. Ve chvili, kdy jsem vidéla ty masivni demonstrace, jsem si fekla, ze
uz se to beze meé obejde. Zatimco do roku 1989 byl dilezity kazdy z nés, po roce 1989
jsem citila, Ze uz mé tolik potieba neni.

To se pomérné lisi od docela vyznamné ¢asti Charty 77, kterd naopak velmi rychle
pretavila svij chartisticky kapitdl v ten vefejny a politicky.

Kazdy ma tohle jinak. Ja jsem to pravé ptetavit nechtéla. Do vefejného zivota jsem znovu
vstoupila az po deseti letech jako zastupkyné vefejného ochrance prav. V klidu jsem
dostudovala a pracovala v civilnich zaméstnanich, spis$ neprestiznich. Pracovala jsem
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jako redaktorka v bratrové nakladatelstvi® a také jsem pracovala v socidlnich sluzbéch.
Jsem vdécnd, Ze mam podobné zkusenosti, protoze to byl prakticky zéklad pro to, jak
jsem potom uvazovala tfeba v pozici ombudsmanky.

Po roce 1989, s rychlym nastupem antikomunismu, ale ptfichdzi pro Vasi rodinu i éra
utokd a nendvisti. Jak jste se s tim vyrovnavala?

To bylo neptijemné a byl to jeden z divodd, pro¢ jsem z nabyté svobody jednoduse
nemohla byt bezpodminec¢né nad$end - jakkoliv jsem samoziejmé byla a stdle jsem
rada, ze k té zméné doslo. Ten systém nebyl Zivotaschopny a po zasluze se zhroutil
jako domecek z karet. Ale velmi kratce po listopadu 1989 se Petru Cibulkovi podatilo
zfanatizovat dav tim, Ze Brno polepil plakdty o mafidnu Sabatovi. Mého otce pozdéji
fyzicky napadli a byla mu vyc¢itdna spousta véci. Naptiklad to, Ze udrzoval kontakty
s Meciarem. To mél jako ministr ceské vlady pro kontakt s federdIni a slovenskou vlddou
v popisu prace. Ta nendvist, kterd vyhiezla, mé varovala pred pfehnanym nadsenim.

Mite pocit, Ze souvisela i s tim, Ze V4as otec byl ve strané a podilel se na fadé velmi
problematickych véci v padesatych letech?

Ano, ale téta to reflektoval a pozdéji symbolizoval skute¢né tu nejvétsi postavu odporu
proti rezimu na Brnénsku. A najednou se vii¢i nému vynofily divné bésy, nendvist,
pohrdéani. I proto jsem od zacatku nového rezimu stragné alergickd na ten nenavistny
antikomunismus, i proto u mé nenajdete jediny antikomunisticky kvak. J& si na jazyk,
kterym hovotim, skute¢né davam velky pozor.

I dnes je mozné slySet, Ze Vaseho otce nebo Petra Uhla vlastné zavieli soudruzi, tak
pro¢ si na to viibec kdy stézoval.

Ano. VUci Petrovi bylo také hodné nendvistnych atokd, vlastné na jeho pfipadu se da
dobfte ilustrovat, Ze ten antikomunismus byl hodné proti levici jako takové, protoze on
nikdy v komunistické strané nebyl ani nijak jinak neparticipoval na moci.

Proc si myslite, Ze se prave z antikomunismu stal ten hlavni narativ vykladu nejnovéjsich
Ceskych déjin? A proc jste se viici tomu v Charté nikdy porédné neohradili?

Myslim, Ze ¢ést se ohradila, ale vliv na celou spolecnost to nemélo. Tfeba dvoumeési¢nik

Listy, kde néktefi chartisté publikovali, to myslim trvale reflektoval, ale hlavni proud,
ktery byl silné pod vlivem tohoto narativu, to vSe pievalcoval. A pak myslim, Ze nékteti

3 Jednalo se o nakladatelstvi Doplnék. - Pozn. A. R.
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pravicovi politici toho zacali i velmi instrumentédlné vyuzivat, jak v bézném diskurzu,
tak ve volebnich kampanich. Viclav Klaus urcité, ale i dalsi. Stalo se to soucasti mo-
cenského boje, protoze to pro pravici bylo vyhodné. A velmi to samoziejmé ovliviuje
spole¢nost dodnes a stdle se obtiznéji prosazuji levicovda témata.

Cesk4 debata tim byla velmi ovladnut4 a z mého pohledu ndm tenhle ¢ernobily piistup
zamezuje pochopit, k cemu po roce 1989 zacalo dochézet v socidlnich oblastech a jaky
to mé vliv na stévajici podobu dnes$ni demokracie.

Je to tak.

A predpokladala bych, Ze soucasti piredlistopadovych disidentskych elit mélo byt i udr-
zovani védomi, Ze jste nebojovali proti komunismu, ale za svobodu a demokracii.

Jisté, kdyz se ptijimal zdkon o Gcastnicich tietiho odboje, bavila jsem se o tom s his-
torikem Petrem Blazkem a ptala se ho: ,Pro¢ nedefinujete ucastnika jako nékoho, kdo
bojoval za svobodu, demokracii a lidska prava?“ To by bylo mnohem pfijatelnéjsi a spo-
le¢nost by to tak nerozdélovalo.

Sama jste fekla, Ze jste se vzdy hlésila k levicovému vidéni svéta. Kdy tahle deklarace
politického postoje byla slozitéjsi ve vztahu ke spole¢nosti? Pfed rokem 1989, nebo po
ném?

Myslim, Ze tak jsem to nefekla, moje sebepojiméani bylo levicové, ale dosti ¢asto jsem
to prévé neinzerovala nebo piimo neverbalizovala, praveé pro tu slozitost a tu moznou
kontaminaci minulym rezimem. Myslim, Ze v béZném Zivoté je to praktictéjsi pro do-
rozuméni s jinymi lidmi. Takze ani nemam potfebu pfemyslet, kdy to bylo obtiznéjsi.
V devadesatych letech jsem se opravdu zameétila na studium a rodinu. Setkavala jsem
se vic s lidmi, ktef{ nebyli tak jednostranni, a hlavné nova doba pfinesla mnoho novych
témat a novych préatel a kontaktd. A zacala mé trépit celd fada véci: rasistické ndsili
a jak k tomu byla spole¢nost netecné - ptitom dochdzelo k vrazdam. Snazila jsem se
vytvértet kriticky postoj k nové dobé tak, abych nikdy nepopftela své minulé ja. Vyvoj
byl hekticky, urcité i mné nékteré véci dochazely pomalu. Ale tfeba to, do jaké miry
se najednou ustélilo, Ze jen soukromnik se mize dobfe starat o majetek, to byl postoj,
ktery jsem zaznamenala velmi brzy a pfiSel mi pfestieleny. Védéla jsem, ze tak to neni.

V tom tkvi onen paradox ¢eského piibéhu po roce 1989?
Nejen v tom, ale ja osobné jsem se snazila hledat oporu v realité. Mluvit o nemocnicich,

které jsou verejné a funguji Iépe nez ty soukromé. Nebo jsem si brzy zacala v§imat rapid-
niho naristu chudoby a bezdomovectvi. Snazila jsem se zjistovat, odkud se takovi lidé
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na ulici najednou berou, kolik jich je, co se s nimi da délat. Naptiklad jsem diky tomu
zjistila, Ze prvni generace lidi bez domova byli chlapi z ubytoven, které se najednou za-
Caly rusit. Kazda fabrika diive méla néjakou ubytovnu a v ni bydleli lidé, ktet{ zaviranim
tovéren a jejich privatizaci pfichdzeli o praci a spolu s tim i o bydleni, protoze ¢asto do
téch vétsich mést nékdy v minulosti piijeli za praci, a ted najednou nevédéli, co se sebou.

Jednim z dalsich urcujicich vykladovych rdmci polistopadového vyvoje bylo ,,dohdnéni
Zéapadu“. Vy jste ale méla silnou zkusenost s tizkou spolupraci v rdmci stfedoevropského
prostoru, typicky napiiklad s Polskem. Nerezignovali jsme tou snahou , byt jako Zapad“
na vlastn{ identitu?

Myslim, Ze je dobré si uvédomit, Ze to byla pfirozend reakce na umeélé rozdéleni Evropy,
amyslim, ze zdkladni teze je sprdvné. Pravé to védomi pfece jen odli$né sttedoevropské
identity citil dobfe Havel, a proto vznikla myslenka Visegradu, ze budeme spole¢né
usilovat o vstup do EU a néjak se v tom podporovat, aby se to 1épe podafilo. Ta mys-
lenka je taky myslim v zdsadé spravnd a vlastné se naplnila vstoupenim do Evropské
unie. Ale v mezicase se to uskupeni stalo natolik protievropské, protiuprchlické a ted
i protiekologické, Ze z mého hlediska neni nyni Zzddnym pfinosem, ba préavé naopak.
Na druhé strané Visegrad nema jen vladni rovinu, ale i ob¢anskou. Dals{ rovina je in-
stituciondlni. My jsme se také tfeba setkdvali jako ombudsmani z Visegradské Ctytky,
a to byla velmi praktické setkdni, a pravé v dobé uprchlické krize jsme spole¢né zaujali
dastojné a humanistické stanovisko, které se velmi liilo od téch vladnich vystupti. Navic
pocéatkem devadesatych let nebylo jesté tak patrné, Ze cely ekonomicky systém nardzi
na své limity. Dnes po tficeti letech je ziejmé, zZe cely svét je v krizi a Ze vychodiska je
tfeba hledat spole¢né.

KdyZ uz jsme u té solidarity: devadesatd 1éta jsou typicka i silnym ndrtstem indivi-
dualismu, ktery se dle mého podepsal na chovani ceské spole¢nosti, jez dnes funguje
mnohem vice na principu ,pomoz si sdm“ nez na principu sdilenf a vzdjemnosti. Jak
tohle vnimaéte Vy?

Ano, pro devadesaté léta byl tento pfistup typicky, ale zdé se mi, Ze se to proménuje.
Koneckoncti i covidova krize pfinesla fadu prilezitosti, kdy jsme se museli, ale i chtéli
jako jednotlivci chovat solidarné. Rekla bych, Ze i diskurz se v tomto dosti proménil,
pravé v dobé covidové krize. Je ale otdzka, co zistane z dlouhodobého hlediska.

Umite si predstavit oblast, na které by se mohlo podatrit najit takovy konsenzus, jaky
jste méli v Charté?

Umim si to pfedstavit napfiklad u otdzky zmény klimatu. Realita nds dohdni a se stdle
vétsi silou na nds dopadaji dlisledky klimatické krize. Podobny piedpoklad by se dal
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najitiu bydleni, jehoz financializace mé v§ude v Evropé velmi negativni diisledky. Tyto
debaty se vedou i jinde, viz zcela aktudlné berlinské referendum. Jesté uvidime, jak to
bude pokracovat, protoze to je prvni krok. Nevime, co na to fekne novéa berlinské vlada
a ptipadné také ustavni soud. Obecné ale vidim, zZe uz si za¢indme vic uvédomovat, ze
spole¢nost bohatne, ale chudych lidi pfibyv4, anebo aspon neubyva. Jenze od uvédo-
meéni k néjaké akci to vzdy jesté chvili trva.

To je hodné zajimavé, vyjmenovévate oblasti, které dle mého dnes tvoii uplny zdklad
spolecenského rozporu - a také zdklad rozporu mezi kapitdlem a budoucnosti, mezi
socidlné slabymi vrstvami a elitami, které jsou saturované. Bydleni, klima, zvySujici
se nerovnosti v majetku, péce o lidi na okraji. To v$e je dnes nazirdno velmi individu-
alistickou a tvrdou optikou.

Jenze pied par lety jsme o téchto problémech nemluvili viibec. Jen jednotlivci trvale
upozornovali na to, jak moc se rozeviraji ntizky mezi rtiznymi spolecenskymi skupinami,
a absolutné nikoho, v€etné médii, to nezajimalo. A ted jsou to celospolecenska témata.

Takze to vnimate tak, Ze samotny posun do centra déni je zédkladem pro vytvofeni
platformy, ktera tyto problémy zacne fesit?

Ano, minimélné je to nezbytny pfedpoklad a dle mého to bude znamenat tieba i debaty
o ustavach. O tom, jak je udélat vice demokratické, ptipadné jak je tvofivé interpreto-
vat. Jak nastavit regulace takovym zptisobem, aby byly ve prospéch lidi a nepopfely
podstatu svobodného podnikdni. Jak zamezit monopolizaci a oligarchizaci, které jsou
zjevné v rozporu s vefejnym zdjmem. Tyhle debaty nés cekaji.
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The Soviet Union: A New Class Society

Abstract

The following text introduces Josef Guttmann’s critical analyses of Soviet society as a new
class society that substantially differs from both socialism and capitalism. Between 1937
and 1944, Guttmann published three essays whose novelty has been largely overlooked
in existing scholarship, although the essays represent the very first Czechoslovak analyses
of their kind. The overall political, intellectual, and biographical context of Guttmann’s
theoretical contributions is sketched out in this introductory text as well, and Guttmann's
subsequent articles on the topic are discussed as well. Following this introduction, the
author provides an annotated Czech translation of Guttmann’s most elaborated essay,
which was published in Dwight Macdonald’s radical journal politics under the title “The
Soviet Union: A New Class Society.” Focusing on the Soviet economy, Guttmann tried to
demonstrate how much Soviet society was plagued by oppression, inequality, unfreedom,
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and acute economic contradictions. Far from embodying the Marxist idea of socialist
society as a free association of direct producers, Soviet society was based on a historically
new mode of production in which the bureaucracy established itself as a new ruling class.
Following this introduction, we print a revised and annotated edition of Guttmann'’s “The
Soviet Union: A New Class Society.”

Keywords

Josef Guttmann, Soviet-type society, Marxist political theory, political economy
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Josef Guttmann o Sovétském svazu

JOSEF GUTTMANN
0 SOVETSKEM SVAZU*

Pavel Siostrzonek

Josef Guttmann (23. kvétna 1902 v Tabote - 9. kvétna 1956 v New Yorku) nepatii mezi
ty osobnosti, jimz by se v historiografii pfedlistopadového i polistopadového rezimu
dostévalo pozornosti. Ceskd marxisticka levice, kterd kdysi razné vystupovala proti
systémum sovétského typu, ale zaroven si udrzovala silné kriticky odstup od systé-
mu zdpadniho, byvala - a dosud je - bud predmétem ideologickych vykladd, anebo
ma4 byt z déjin vymazdna ¢i pfinejlepSim odsunuta jako aberace nebo slepé ulicka na
jejich okraj. Minuly i soucasny rezim si tak podavaji ruce pfi vyzdvihovani jednodu-
ché opozice dvou systémovych alternativ: bud je politickd orientace redukovatelna
na ideologické potvrzeni systéma SSSR a vychodniho bloku, nebo ji 1ze vméstnat do
obhajoby trzniho kapitalismu s jeho liberdlnédemokratickym politickym rezimem.
Pokud v mysli historika piezivé paradigma totalitarismu, byva prvni alternativa casto
velmi povrchné sméSovana i se systémy a rezimy fasistickymi a nacistickymi. Pokud
historik dav4 pfednost obhajobé systémt vychodniho bloku, nevaha opét povrchné
zdlraznit souvislost kapitalismu s rezimy pravicové autoritafskymi. Benjaminovské
zastaveni déjin zaloZenych na utlaku, zastaveni triumfalniho pochodu systémt a re-
zimd, které pfineslo 20. stoleti, nepfichdzi ani u jednoho vykladu v tvahu jako zivo-
taschopnd alternativa. Musime se zkratka smitit s ,nedokonalosti“ jednoho ¢i druhého
systému nebo se pfinejlepsim stat obhajcem déjinnych politickych sil, které se snazily
o jejich reformy. Studie Josefa Guttmanna Sovétsky svaz - novd tiidni spolecnost (1944),
kterou autor napsal v americkém exilu a kterou v ¢eském piekladu pfindsime, naopak
predstavuje jeden z mnoha myslenkovych pocind, jez se pokusily vymanit ze sevieni
zminované dvojice protikladnych alternativ.

Politicky zivot Josefa Guttmanna lze rozdélit do nékolika odli$nych etap.' Ta prvni
zaéind jeho vstupem do KSC v roce 1921. Jiz v prvni poloviné dvacétych let se student
(a absolvent) Vysoké $koly obchodni profiluje jako teoreticky pouceny publicista a po-
liticky organizator. Ve svych Vzpominkdch jej Marie Svermova charakterizovala témito

* Autor stati dékuje Cestmiru Pelikdnovi za ochotné poskytnut{ obtizné dostupnych pramend.

! BohuZel se kvtili omezenému rozsahu této stati nemtizeme vénovat celému Guttmannovu Zivot-
nimu ptibéhu, a tak odkazme na dvé stru¢né biografie: Zdenék Doskocil, ,Guttmann, Josef*, in
Marie Makariusova (ed.), Biograficky slovnik ¢eskych zemi. Go-Gz (Praha: Academia - Historicky
ustav AV CR, 2017), s. 829-831; Cestmir Pelikan, ,Nékolik Zivoti Josefa Guttmanna“, Kapitdl 5
(2021), ¢. 6, s. 32-33. Autory doplniujeme nékolika mensimi uptesnénimi.
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slovy: ,Byla to skute¢né hlava, nejen teoretickd, ale i politickd. VSichni jsme ho takto
hodnotili. Dokézal i zdkladn{ teoretické zésady vylozit prosté a srozumitelné. Jeho mala
brozurka Zdklady marxismu byla popularnim vykladem marxismu a na stranickych
Skolenich byla velmi uzivanym prostfedkem. Guttmann nebyl ordtor - byl spiSe ucitel
avykladad.” V roce 1929 Guttmann dostoupal v hierarchii KSC az do jejtho nejuz$iho
vedeni - nedlouho nato fakticky zaujimé pozici druhého nejvyssiho ptedstavitele strany
po Klementu Gottwaldovi. Vykonéva funkci $éfredaktora Rudého prdva a vroce 1931 se
stéva ¢lenem prezidia i politického sekretaridtu Exekutivy Komunistické internaciondly
(neboli zkracené Kominterny).

Guttmannuv strmy pad nasleduje po jeho proslulé kritice Komunistické strany Né-
mecka (KPD), kterd podle néj svym nespravnym pojetim taktiky jednotné fronty, ne-
vstticnym postojem vici socidlnédemokratickym délnikim a neschopnosti ptistupovat
na kompromisy s levicovym délnictvem pfispéla k triumfu nacismu. Socidlnédemokraticti
délnici méli byt pro politiku KPD ziskdvani bojem strany za dil¢i politické a ekonomické
pozadavky, aniz by se po nich pozadovalo zptetrhdni vazeb k Socialnédemokratické
strané Némecka (SPD). Kompromis a spojenectvi s SPD ovSem odmital. UZ samotny
fakt, ze nastup Hitlera k moci Guttmann oznacoval za porazku némeckého proletari-
atu, nikoli za epizodu predchdzejici jeho brzkému vitézstvi, se neslucoval s oficidlni
linif Kominterny. V dopise UV KSC ze 7. prosince 1933, zndmém jako ,Guttmannovo
memorandum®, své ndzory systematicky shrnul a odmitl provést jakoukoli sebekritiku.
Dne 31. prosince 1933 nasledovalo jeho vylou¢eni z KSC.?

Ackoli se Guttmann snazil v ¢ervenci 1934 o znovupftijeti do strany, mizeme jeho
vylouceni povazovat za poc¢atek nové zivotni etapy, byt sdm stéle jesté doufal v reformo-
vatelnost této poslusné odnoze Kominterny. Toto obdobi Guttmannova politického Zivota
se zpocatku vyznacuje usilim organizovat v KSC antistalinskou opozici zvnégjsku. Ve
nasvédcuje tomu, ze se do préace pustil jiz vroce 1934.* Nejpozdéji na podzim roku 1935

2 Marie Svermovs, Vzpominky (Praha: Futura, 2008), s. 117. Svermové méla na mysli Guttmannovu
brozuru Zdklady Marxovy nauky hospoddrské (Praha: Komunistické nakladatelstvi a knihkupec-
tvi, 1925).

3 Velmi podrobné se udalostmi vedoucimi ke Guttmannovu vylouéeni zabyva Zdenék Hradilak
ve studii ,Josef Guttmann - konflikt rozumu a svédomi“, Revue déjin socialismu 8 (1968), ¢. 5,
s.645-680 (¢tenéft zde nalezne i cely text ,Guttmannova memoranda“). Orientaci na slozité promé-
ny politiky KSC ve tticatych letech, tj. na celkovy kontext Guttmannova kritického vystoupent,
se vyznacuje dosud bohuzel nepfekonand studie Ladislava Nikli¢ka Dilema ceskoslovenskych
komunistii ve tficdtych letech (Pardubice: Socialisticka akademie, 1968). Dopliime nase upozornéni
na zavislost politiky Kominterny na zahrani¢népolitickych zdjmech SSSR jakozto statu. Nikli¢ek
se k tématu vratil po roce 1989 ¢lankem a studii s ponékud odliSnymi akcenty a interpretacemi,
spise socialnédemokratickymi nez demokratickosocialistickymi. Viz ,Pfe Josefa Guttmanna®,
Déjiny a soucasnost 14 (1992), ¢&. 2, s. 31-35, resp. ,Ceskoslovensti komunisté mezi Kominternou
a stiedoevropskou demokracii, Soudobé déjiny 2 (1995), ¢. 2-3, s. 237-253.

* Broué pise o dopisu Jana Frankela Trockému z btezna 1934, v ném? se tento byvaly Trockého
sekretaf zminuje o Guttmannové skupiné blizké ,bolsevicko-leninskym* pozicim. Viz Pierre
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se formuje Guttmannova levé opoziéni skupina ,Spartacus”, kterd se déni v KSC snazi
ovlivnit ,dopisy“ adresovanymi jejim ¢leniim.® Jak napovidd ndzev skupiny i samotny
termin , dopisy*, kriticky osten je po vzoru proslulé antimilitaristické opozice SPD za
prvni svétové valky® namiten proti ,socidlpatriotické” politice Svermova vedeni KSC,
které se ptihlasilo k obrané ceskoslovenského statu (Cerstvého spojence stalinského
SSSR) pied hitlerovskym Némeckem. V dubnu 1936 KSC definitivné pfijala politiku tzv.
lidové fronty, tj. politiku, kterd spocivala ve snaze branit liberdlné demokraticky stat
pred fasismem a nacismem a spojit se pfitom s reformistickymi socialistickymi stra-
nami i liberdlnimi silami. Guttmannovo nezménéné stanovisko jednotné proletaiské
fronty z ,memoranda“ se tudiz jiz od roku 1935 stalo z pravé tichylky tchylkou levou.
Guttmann sice povazoval sektdtskou politiku s jejimi vypady proti ,socidlfasistim* za
naprosto $kodlivou a zcela nesouhlasil s bizarnim tvrzenim, ze by socidlni demokracie
byla hlavnim nositelem fasismu, av$ak obrana liberalnédemokratického (,,burzoazni-
ho“) statu, jez znamenala odlozit tfidni boj a ttidn{ politiku na dobu neurcitou, pro néj
zustavala ,,zradou” na revoluéni véci.”

Broué, ,Sur I'histoire du Parti communiste tchécoslovaque®, Revue francaise de science politique
32(1982), ¢. 2, 5. 270-274, zde 271. Fritz Beer, mladsi bratr Kurta Konrada, ve svych pamétech li¢i
svou cestu za Guttmannem do Kyji u Prahy v roce 1934: ,Na kone¢né tramvaje [v Hloubéting,
pozn. P. S.] jsem se zeptal na cestu jedné Zeny: ,Vy asi chcete k Pepkovi Guttmannovi? J& vas
zném, asi ze strany, ale nenapadd mé jméno. Chodi za nim poidd stejné typy. Ne délnici, pofad
jenlidi s brylemi, studenti, intelektudlové vusmudlanych oblecich, samy popel z cigaret. Ale my
si stranu od vés rozbit neddme.“ Viz Fritz Beer, ...a tys na Némece stiilel, dédo? Ceskonémecky Zid
mezi komunismem a nacismem, ptel. Jitka Bodldkovd (Praha - Litomysl: Paseka, 2008), s. 136.
Srov. také zprévu policejniho reditelstvi v Praze z 23. inora 1934: ,Podle sem doslych divérnych
informaci hodl4 pokrac¢ovati tajemnik Guttmann ve svém boji proti oficielnimu vedeni KSC [...]
¢ast [intelektudlt] vzala nyni jeho véc za svou a pokracuje po jeho boku v ttocich proti oficielni-
mu vedeni.“ Ndrodni archiv, Praha, fond 207 (,,Zemsky ufad Praha - Prezidium zemského tufadu
v Praze“), karton 1527, signatura 207-1527-2.

® Broué, ,Sur I'histoire du Parti communiste tchécoslovaque®, s. 271. Srov. také Budinovy zminky
o opozi¢nim ,cyklostylovaném ¢asopise, ktery [Guttmann] vyddval na Zizkové“ a v némz ,kri-
tizoval postup KSC* Stanislav Budin, Jak to vlastné bylo (Praha: Torst, 2007), s. 101 a 348.

6 0d pocatku roku 1916 tato opozice $itila hektografované Politische Briefe (Politické listy),
podepisované ,Spartacus®; od fijna 1916 pak vychéazelo tisténé periodikum Spartacus. Souborné
povéleéné vydani vSech publikaci z let 1914-1918 neslo nazev Spartakusbriefe (Spartakovy listy).
Viz ¢eské preklady nékterych ¢lankt Rosy Luxemburgové ze Spartaka: ,Liebknecht”, ,Rhodus”
a ,Dvé velikonoéni poselstvi®, in Dilo II, pfel. Zdenék Stolba, Zbynék Sekal, Marie Svobodova
aJ. Bily (Praha: Statni nakladatelstvi politické literatury, 1955), s. 447-450, 458-463 a 464-468.

7 Srov. Beer, ...a tys na Némce stiilel, dédo?, s. 136; Guttmannovy nazory se nezménily ani o dva
roky pozdéji, viz ,,O vnitrostranické oposici v KSC*, Jiskra 3 (1936), &. 2 (kvéten), s. 2. V ¢lanku
z Jiskry, vydévané trockistou Wolfgangem Salusem, se lze také dozvédét nékteré podrobnosti
o obsahu , dopisti“. Jasnou rekapitulaci Guttmannovych nazort nalezneme v otevieném dopise
Juliu Fucikovi z 20. z411 1936. Viz Josef Guttmann, ,,Odpoveéd panu Fucikovi®, in Franti$ek Tiesndk,
Kam spéje KSC? Pro¢ jsem byl vylouéen z KSC a jaké ndzory jsou dnes se ¢lenstvim v ni neslucitelné

(Praha: Z. Kalandra, 1936), s. 15-16.

93



Pavel Siostrzonek

V kvétnu 1936 neobnovila KSC stranickou legitimaci Z&vi$i Kalandrovi, ktery se vza-
péti stdva Guttmannovym hlavnim spolupracovnikem - pokud jim samoziejmé nebyl
uz dfive.? Oba znamenité novinafe spojuje nejen jednoznacné odmitavé stanovisko
k politice lidové fronty, ale také ostie kriticky postoj k SSSR. Na konci srpna 1936 vyda-
vaji brozuru Odhalené tajemstvi moskevského procesu,’ v niz vasniveé protestuji proti
stalinskym monstrprocesim s byvalymi bol$evickymi preddky Zinovévem, Kamenévem
a dal$imi. Je bohuzel stale nutné zdtraznovat, ze tyto vykonstruované procesy, jez
probihaly v zemi, ktera se 16. kvétna 1935 stala spojencem Ceskoslovenska, schvalovala
nejen KSC, ale také ¢eskd konzervativni a liberdln{ pravice, ba dokonce i ¢4st levice.
Guttmann s Kalandrou se hlasili k ptivodnimu leninskému, , bol$evickému“ odkazu
Rijnové revoluce a stalinskou vnitini{ i zahrani¢n{ politiku SSSR kritizovali z tohoto
hlediska. Brozura méla podle pozdéjsiho Kalandrova vyjadfeni velky vyznam pro
rist Guttmannovy a Kalandrovy levé opozi¢ni skupiny, kterou budeme podle jejiho
periodika a v souladu s dobovym tizem nazyvat skupina , Proletai“. Poznamenejme, Ze
tito opozicnici se vyslovné charakterizovali jako ,leninci® nikoli jako ,trockisté”, a ani
ideové a politicky nelze jejich stanoviska povazovat za trockistickd, a to predevsim
kvtli odlisnému pohledu na spolecensko-ekonomickou povahu sovétského systému.

O ¢innosti skupiny jsme dobfe informovéni od poc¢atku roku 1937, a to jak ze zprav
prazského policejniho feditelstvi o schiizich skupiny, tak ze samotného Proletdre, je-
hoz prvni ¢islo vychézi na konci inora 1937. Guttmann nadéle s velkou rozhodnost{
kritizuje SSSR, ,kde Stalin brani se hroznymi procesy, aby se udrzel u moci“, a jasné
se vyslovuje proti opusténi tfidniho boje ze strany KSC, tj. proti jeji politice lidové
fronty." Podle Guttmanna se ukazuje, ze ,za stavajicich poméri nelze reformovati
II1. Internacionélu a Ze jest tieba zaloziti Internacionélu IV.,, ktera by vedla délniky ku
konec¢nému vitézstvi“.'?

Opustme nyni Guttmannovy a Kalandrovy kritiky lidovych front a komunistickych
stran v Ceskoslovensku a Francii, pfejdéme komentaie k tiidnim bojtim i rozbory ob-
¢anské vélky ve Spanélsku a nezastavujme se ani u pokust skupiny , Proletai“ ziskdvat
Cleny a piiznivce; soustfedme se na tehdejsi Guttmannovy analyzy spolecenskoekono-
mické povahy SSSR. Jeho ¢lanek ,Kam spéje Sovétsky svaz?*, ktery vysel na pokracovani
v poslednich tfech ¢islech Proletdre,"* ma totiz vyznam nejen jako predchtidce studie

8 Viz Budin, Jak to viastné bylo, s. 158.

9Viz Josef Guttmann, Zavi$ Kalandra, ,0dhalené tajemstvi moskevského procesu”, in Zavis
Kalandra, Intelektudl a revoluce (Praha: Cesk;’f spisovatel, 1994), s. 220-237.

19Viz shrnuti Kalandrova referitu ze 4. ¢ervence 1937 ve zpravé policejniho feditelstvi v Praze
z 21. ¢ervence 1937, Ndrodni archiv, sign. 207-1527-2.

1Viz shrnuti Guttmannova refertu ve zpravé policejniho feditelstvi v Praze ze 17. tinora 1937.
Ibid.

12Viz shrnutf Guttmannova referatu z 18. btezna 1937 ve zpravé policejniho feditelstvi v Praze
z 23. brezna. Ibid.
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»Sovétsky svaz - nova tfidni spolecnost”, ale také jako origindlni a brzky ptispévek do
tehdejsich levé marxistickych debat o povaze sovétského systému.™ V ceskoslovenském
prostfedi se pak jedna o ptispévek zcela prvni.

Zakladni myS$lenky ¢lanku se az na jednu vyjimku shoduji s pozdéjsi studii z ame-
rického exilu. Guttmann jako jeden z prvnich marxistii prezentuje nazor, Ze sovétsky
systém predstavuje zcela novou, bezprecedentni tfidni spole¢nost, kterd nenf ani kapi-
talistickd, ani socialistickd. Novou vladnouci a vykoftistovatelskou tiidou této spolecnosti
je byrokracie, kterd kolektivné ovlddd vyrobni prostfedky, ptivlastiuje si spolecensky
nadvyrobek a disponuje statni moci. Oproti starému kapitalismu je sovétska spole¢nost
»hesmirné pokrokova“, oproti socialismu ,nesmirné reakéni“.® Zde se setkdvame s je-
dinym zdsadnim rozdilem oproti americké studii. Nikde v ni nenalezneme ani ndznak
tvrzeni, ze ,sovétsky rezim se pies vSechnu degenerovanost od kapitalistického 1isi
podstatnymi, pokrokovymi znaky: misto soukromého je tam statni vlastnictvi vyrobnich
prostfedki, misto vyrobni anarchie tam vladdne pldn a misto tipadku vyrobnich sil tam
vidime jejich rozvoj“.® V posledni ¢asti ¢lanku se Guttmann snazil nacrtnout vyvoj,
jimz se k této nové tiidni spole¢nosti dospélo. Vysvétleni vychdazi z Trockého Zrazené
revoluce (1936) a dnes se jevi jako tradi¢ni: Bol$evici se snazili splnit ikoly revoluce
burzoazni a soucasné zah4jit pfechod k socialismu v ,zemi technicky, hospodéaftsky,
socidlné a kulturné zaostalé“. Pfredevsim vSak povale¢nd revolu¢ni vilna na Zapadé
skoncila pordzkou a zemé se tak ocitla v mezindrodni izolaci. Vyrobni sily nemohly
vzrust natolik, aby zajistily blahobyt pro v§echny; jejich iroven umoznovala ,socidlni
vzestup a privilegované postaveni jen jedné vrstvé, vydélivsi se z pracujiciho lidu - by-
rokracii“. Kapitalistické obkliceni nového sovétského Ruska a nutnost boje proti vnéj$im
i vnitinim sildm ,kapitalistické restaurace” si vynutily ,vybudovani silného statniho
aparatu“.” Vznikly tak podminky, které umoznily vznik nové ttidni spole¢nosti, ktera
se postupné stale vice rozchdazela jak s internacionalismem (a naopak stavéla do po-
predi zajmy SSSR jakozto statniho aktéra), tak i s pivodnimi pfedstavami o proletaiské
demokracii, jak ji roku 1917 vyli¢il Lenin ve Stdtu a revoluci.®

13 Josef Guttmann ,Kam spéje Soveétsky svaz?“ Proletdr 1,1937,¢. 7,8.2, €. 8,s.2,¢.9, s. 2. Prvni
¢ast vysla na konci Cervna, tfeti na zacatku fijna.

1 Viz vynikajici knihu Zdpadni marxismus a Sovétsky svaz od socialniho historika Marcela van
der Lindena, zvl&sté pak 3. kapitolu, v niz se autor zabyvé kritickymi teoriemi SSSR z let 1929-1945:
Marcel van der Linden, Western Marxism and the Soviet Union. A Survey of Critical Theories and
Debates Since 1917 (Leiden - Boston: Brill, 2007), s. 45-98. ProtoZe autor neznal Guttmannovy
predvdle¢né clanky, ba prakticky je ani znat nemohl, fadi jeho teorii az do souvislosti pozdéjsich,
byt navazujicich debat: ibid., s. 126-129 a 148-149.

15 Guttmann, ,Kam spéje Soveétsky svaz?“ Proletdr 1, 1937, €. 7, s. 2.

16 Ibid. V pozdéjsi americké studii se setkdvame jen s neutralnim konstatovanim, ze systém
SSSR ma praktické vyhody, co se tyce totdlni mobilizace celého hospodaistvi pro vale¢né tcely.
7 Josef Guttmann, , Kam spé&je Sovétsky svaz?“ Proletdi 1, 1937, &. 9, s. 2.

18 pro poradek a pro zajimavost dodejme, Ze 4. tervence 1937 prednesl Guttmann na Zizkovské
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V zavéru clanku autor ptislibil dalsi pokracovani své analyzy ,nové tiidni spole¢nosti”,
avSak 9. ¢islo Proletdre ze zac¢atku fijna 1937 ztistalo kviili finanénim potizim skupiny
poslednim. Skupina ,Proletdi“ - sdruzujici tehdy asi 50 ¢lenti'® - nicméné nadale roz-
vijela svou ¢innost: snazila se ptisobit na délnictvo, pfedev$im pak na nezaméstnané,
a ziskavat je na svou stranu. Ve spolupraci se cleny trockistické skupiny ,Jiskra“, na-
zyvané podle ¢asopisu vychézejictho v letech 1934-1936, vzniklo nové periodikum
nazvané Proletdrské noviny. Svétlo svéta spatfila mezi dubnem a srpnem 1938 pouze
¢tyii ¢isla. Usili obou skupin nepochybné sméfovalo k vytvoteni éeskoslovenské sekce
IV. internaciondly, byt urcit pfesnou chronologii téchto snah je na zdkladé dosud ndm
zndmych prament ikolem velmi slozitym.*

Nemadame jediny doklad, Ze by Guttmann napsal pokracovani ¢ldnku z Proletdre, ale
v Proletdrskych novindch se k tématu ,nové tiidni spolecnosti“ vrétil, a to v polemickém
¢lanku, kterym reagoval na Trockého text ,Ani proletaisky, ani méstacky stat?”, jehoz
Cesky preklad vysel v ¢isle predchozim.* Trockij se v ném obratné - le¢ marné - snazil
obhajit tezi o SSSR jako degenerovaném délnickém statu proti namitkdm americkych
trockistl Jamese Burnhama a Josepha Cartera; vychézel z nereflektovaného predpo-
kladu, ze samo zestdtnéni vyrobnich prostiedki a planované hospodéistvi zarucuje
socialistickou zédkladnu sovétského systému. Guttmanntiv text* se mysSlenkové nelisi
od ¢lanku ,Kam spéje Sovétsky svaz?“ z Proletdre, ale nachdzime zde jiz plné rozvinuty
zékladni argumenty proti Trockého teorii o degenerovaném délnickém stétu, které zdobi
Guttmannovu studii z amerického exilu. Jediny rozdil oproti ni opét pfedstavuje mys-
lenka o pokrokovosti sovétské ,,nové ttidni spolec¢nosti” ve srovnani s kapitalistickym
vyrobnim zptisobem: také zde Guttmann vychdzi z axiomu, ze ,pldnové hospodaistvi je
pokrok proti kapitalistické vyrobni anarchii“. Sovétska spolecnost podle néj ,vyrobni sily
siroce rozviji, kdezto tlici kapitalismus je uz na v$ech stranach brzdi a ni¢i“. Pokrokovost

schiizi skupiny referat, ktery s obsahem ¢lanku souznél a v némz se pfedevsim ,vénoval licen{
vzniku nové tieti ttidy v SSSR, t. j. byrokracie, z které se stala nyni vlddnouci tfida na tikor pro-
letariatu, ktery dnes hraje roli potlacené tfidy“. Viz kratka shrnuti referdtu a nasledné diskuse ve
zpravé policejniho feditelstvi v Praze z 21. Cervence, Ndrodni archiv, sign. 207-1527-2.

19 7Zprava policejniho teditelstvi v Praze z 5. listopadu 1937, Ndrodni archiv, sign. 207-1527-2.
Tento udaj se opakuje i vjinych zpravach.

20viz zpravu policejniho feditelstvi v Praze z 31. ledna 1938, Ndrodni archiv, sign. 207-1527-2.
Broué zminuje ,slucovaci sjezd” konany 13. inora 1938, jehoz se mély kromé ,Proletate” a ,Jis-
kry*“ zaGcastnit i némeckojazy¢ni trockisté a ktery ,vyustil ve vytvofeni Revolu¢ni socialistické
strany*. Viz ,Sur I'histoire du Parti communiste tchécoslovaque® s. 27.

21 Lev Trocky, ,Ani proleta¥sky ani méstacky stat? Politicka forma a socialni obsah*, Proletdiské
noviny 1938, ¢&. 3 (15. 6.), s. 4-5. Cldnek byl napsan 25. listopadu 1937. Viz Leon Trotsky, ,Not
a Workers’ and Not a Bourgeois State?“, in Writings of Leon Trotsky [1937-38] (New York: Path-
finder Press, 1976), s. 60-71.

22 Vaclav Kovai [Josef Guttmann], ,Ani méstacky, ani proletaisky stat: nova tfidni spole¢nost
v Sovétském Svazu!“ Proletdrské noviny 1938, ¢. 4 (srpen), s. 4-5.
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sovétské spolecnosti veli revolucionditim ,Sovétsky Svaz i v jeho dne$ni podobé proti
kapitalismu brénit, a sovétskou byrokracii, kdekoli bojuje proti burzoasii, podporovat
podobné, jako Marx podporoval burzoasii, bojujici proti feudalismu®. Guttmann v$ak
nepochybuje o tom, ze soubézné je nutno bojovat ,za vyvlastnéni a svrzeni sovétské
byrokracie a nahrazenti jejiho totalitniho statu panstvim proletaiské demokracie, statem
typu pafizské Komuny“.?

Po Mnichovu se brzy splnila Guttmannova predpovéd z 30. ledna 1938, kdy na kon-
ferenci skupiny dedukoval z projevu agrarnika Rudolfa Berana ,nebezpeci bliziciho se
fasismu“.** Beran se stal pfedsedou vlady 1. prosince 1938 a druhou republiku zachrénila
pred plnou fasizaci vlastnimi prostiedky jen némeckd okupace.” Zalozeni IV. internaci-
ondly v zati 1938 a nova pomnichovskd situace stly velmi pravdépodobné i za ndhlym
Guttmannovym odjezdem z Ceskoslovenska v f{jnu 1938.% Kalandra o cesté referoval
na schtizce skupiny 24. fijna: ¢lentim vedeni ozndmil, Ze Guttmann byl ,povolén za-
hrani¢nim komitétem z Patize, kde jest tistfedna IV. Internacionaly“, a nyni se z jejiho
popudu nachdzi ve Svédsku. Podle Kalandry Guttmann jednal o zaloZen{ ¢eskoslovenské
sekce IV. internaciondly a ¢ekalo se na pokyny, které piiveze.”” Do Ceskoslovenska se
uz v$ak nikdy nemél vrétit. Sttipky informaci z raznych zdroja poukazuji na to, Ze se
zpocatku podilel na ¢innosti IV. internaciondly, v roce 1939 ptispél dvéma ¢lanky do
trockistického tisku® a velmi pravdépodobné pobyval néjakou dobu v Londyné* a poté

23 Ibid., s. 5.

24Viz shrnuti Guttmannova referatu ve zpravé policejniho feditelstvi v Praze z 30. ledna 1938,
Ndrodni archiv, sign. 207-1527-2.

%5 Viz Jan Rataj, O autoritativni ndrodni stdt. Ideologické promény ceské politiky v druhé republice
1938-1939 (Praha: Karolinum, 1998).

26 Broué uvadi 10. fijna jako datum Guttmannova odjezdu, ale bez odkazu na pramen (,,Sur
I'histoire du Parti communiste tchécoslovaque®, s. 272). Zprava policejniho feditelstvi v Praze
z 21. fijna 1938 uvadi datum 11. fijna, Ndrodni archiv, sign. 207-1527-2.

27 Zpréva policejniho feditelstvi v Praze z 25. fijna 1938, Ndrodni archiv, sign. 207-1527-2. K za-
loZeni ¢eskoslovenské sekce IV. internacionély skute¢né doslo, a to pod jiz zminovanym nazvem

vy

Revolucni socialistickd strana. Do rukou protektordtni policie se vdubnu 1939 dostalo prvni ¢islo
jejiho ,Socialistického bulletinu“ a ,,organisa¢nifad“, ktery obsahoval zdsady pro praci vilegalité.

Viz Ndrodni archiv, Praha, fond 207 (,,Zemsky ufad Praha - Prezidium zemského dfadu v Praze),
karton 1527, signatura 207-1527-5.

28 Jan Buchar [Josef Guttmann], ,The National Question in Central Europe*, The New International
5(1939), ¢. 6 (Cerven), s. 182-185, €. 7 (¢ervenec), s. 210-213 (ptelozeno z némeckého strojopisného
origindlu ,Zur nationalen Frage in Mitteleuropa®; origindl i pteklad jsou datovany 15. listopadu
1938); druhy, pozdéji napsany ¢lanek vysel v bieznu 1939 v némeckém exilovém casopise Unser
Wort, podepsan byl opét Jan Buchar a nesl titul ,Das Ende der Tschechoslowakei®. Cituje jej
Barbara Weinhold, Eine trotzkistische Bergsteigergruppe aus Dresden im Widerstand gegen den
Faschismus (Kolin nad Rynem: Neuer ISP Verlag, 2004), s. 77.

29 Broué, ,,Sur I'histoire du Parti communiste tchécoslovaque”, s. 272-273.
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v Norsku.* S jistotou vime, Ze jeho posledni evropskou zastavkou bylo Svédsko. Ve
Stockholmu mu bylo 17. bfezna 1941 vydéno imigra¢ni vizum a 27. dubna se Guttmann
vylodil v New Yorku.*

Neni nikterak ptekvapivé, ze se na pocatku svého newyorského zivota Guttmann
pohyboval v prostiedi téch, ktefi s nim sdileli osud sttedoevropského levicového emi-
granta. Jiz kratce po piijezdu navazal pfatelstvi se Stanislavem Budinem, byvalym
$éfredaktorem Rudého prdva, vylou¢enym z KSC na pocétku roku 1936.*2 Pravdépo-
dobné uz vroce 1941 Guttmann zacal navstévovat Karla Augusta Wittfogela, proslulého
socidlnfho védce a sinologa a v neposledni fadé byvalého ¢lena KPD. Autor Wittfogelovy
intelektualni biografie pise:

Jesté pied vstupem Spojenych statt do valky - a az do pozdnich Ctyficatych let - se
Wittfogel casto ve svém byté setkédval se skupinou socialistti a byvalych komunis-
tl. Pravidelné dochdzeli Robert Rindl, pochdazejici z Némecka, a Josef Guttmann,
ktery pochézel z Ceskoslovenska; obéas byla piitomna také Ruth Fischerova. [...]
Na jedné ze schiizek [... Guttmann] Cetl text ,Je Sovétsky svaz novou tfidni spole¢-
nosti?“3

Pravé na tuto schtizku do prostorného manhattanského bytu s velkou knihovnou
a vyhledem na feku Hudson privedl némecky marxisticky ekonom Giinther Reimann
svého pftitele, marxistického psychologa Henryho (Heinze) Jacobyho, ktery ve svych
pamétech napsal:

Dorazil sem i Josef Guttmann, nazyvany Pepik, diive spolu s Kalandrou piedak
levé opozice prazskych komunistu. [...] Jakmile zacal mluvit, ¢lovék obdivoval
jeho jasnost a pronikavost. Rozvijel interpretaci Sovétského svazu jako tiidni-
ho st4tu. Rizen{ a kontrola se staly soukromym vlastnictvim v rukou vlddnouci
tiidy.**

30 G. L. Ulmen, The Science of Society: Toward an Understanding of the Life and Work of Karl August
Wittfogel (Haag - PatiZ - New York: Mouton Publishers, 1978), s. 267.

31 Viz seznam pasazérii-cizincty, kte{ ptipluli nalodi Chiriqui z Cristébalu (Panamské priiplavové
pésmo) ptes San José (Kostarika) a Havanu do New Yorku: https://heritage.statueofliberty.org/
show-manifest-big-image/czoxOToiMDA0ODc50DQ1XzAwMzMOLmpwZylI7/2, https://heritage.
statueofliberty.org/show-manifest-big-image/czoxOToiMDA0ODc50DQ1XzZAwMzM1Lmpw-
Zyl7/2. Budin se ve svych pamétech zminuje o ,dobrodruzné plavbé rybaiskou lodi“ kterd
Guttmanna piivezla ze Svédska ,nékam do Stfedni Ameriky“. Budin, Jak to vlastné bylo, s. 348.

% Ibid., s. 348-350.
33 Ulmen, The Science of Society, s. 267.

34 Henry Jacoby, Davongekommen. 10 Jahre Exil 1936-1946. Erlebnisse und Begegnungen (Frankfurt
nad Mohanem: Sendler Verlag, 1983), s. 120.
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Guttmanntv rozbor sovétského systému se velice zamlouval nejen Wittfogelovi a Ja-
cobymu, ale velky dojem udélal také na tehdejsiho redaktora Partisan Review Dwighta
Macdonalda.*® Tento marxisticky novinaf a kulturni kritik, ktery se tehdy jiz rozesel také
s americkym ortodoxnim trockismem a v roce 1943 i s Partisan Review, zacal od tinora
1944 spolu se svou manzelkou Nancy vydévat ¢asopis politics, jeden z vrcholi americké
levicové zurnalistiky. Na jeho strdnkdch se mély objevit pfispévky C. Wrighta Millse,
Daniela Bella, George Orwella, Victora Sergeho, Nicoly Chiaromonteho, Paula Mattic-
ka, Mary McCarthyové ¢i prvni americké preklady Alberta Camuse a Simone Weilové.
Uz sam vycet jmen naznacuje, ze Macdonald dodrzel své predsevzeti z ivodu prvniho
¢isla: ,vytvorit na levici myslenkové centrum, které by bylo oteviené véem druhtim ra-
dikalnfho mysleni“.* Casopis ispésné plnil také dalsi vytéeny tkol. Dokézal za pénou
dennich udalosti identifikovat dlouhodobé trendy,* coz je vlastné navod na ,nesmrtelnost
dila zurnalistického”, pokud maji prispévatelé nélezitou teoretickou pripravu a neboji
se nemilosrdné kritiky stavajicich pomeért. Macdonaldova politics tak dodnes zlistava
podnétnou cetbou.* Tehdy nesamoziejmym cilem casopisu byla interdisciplinarita
av pripadé amerického Casopisu také programové otevienost Evrop€; vzdyt v New Yorku
tehdy zilo mnoho vynikajicich evropskych intelektudlti, kteti mohli ptispét hlubsi reflexi
evropskych udélosti a obohatit ¢asopis ponékud odlisnym zptisobem mysleni. Politicky
byl ¢asopis vymezen jako demokraticko-socialisticky; hlavni myslenkovy piistup mél
byt marxismus, ,pojimany jako analyticka metoda, nikoli jako soubor dogmat*.*®

V prvnim ¢isle Macdonald vylozil také své osobni politické nézory. Stejné jako Gutt-
mann, i on povazoval Sovétsky svaz za ,novou formu t¥idni spolecnosti zalozenou na
kolektivnim vlastnictvi vyrobnich prostiedka“."® Valku pokladal za sttet soupeticich
imperialistickych velmoci, a tiebaze jasné rozlisoval mezi ,demokratickym kapitali-
smem" a fasismem, soustiedoval svoji pozornost na piilezitosti, jeZ by oteviraly cestu
skute¢nému socialismu: ,Vélka piedstavuje vrcholnou krizi tfidni spole¢nosti; za téchto
okolnosti, stejné jako v dobach miru, nepotiebuje vlddnouci tiida podporu ovladanych.“!
Guttmannovy ndzory, reprodukované Budinem, se podle vSeho ponékud lisily: pfal
si vitézstvi Spojencti, ale zaroven dobfe tusil, Ze vliv SSSR a komunistické strany na
Ceskoslovenskou politiku mu ztiz{ ndvrat domti.*

3 Ibid., s. 121-122.
36 Dwight Macdonald, ,Why politics?“ politics 1 (1944), ¢. 1 (inor), s. 6.
37 17,:

Ibid.

38 Viz jeden piiklad za vechny: Dwight Macdonald, , The Bomb*, politics 2 (1945), ¢. 9 (zat1),
s. 257-260.

39 Macdonald, »Why politics?, s. 7.

0 Ibid.

4! Ibid., s. 7 a 8.

42 Srov. Budin, Jak to vlastné bylo, s. 347 a 350.
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Macdonald zatadil Guttmannovu studii , Sovétsky svaz - nova tiidni spole¢nost”
hned do druhého a tfetiho ¢isla politics.*® Jak jsme uz zminili vyse, zcela z ni vymizel
jakykoli pozitivni hodnotici soud o ,,pokrokovosti“ sovétského spolecensko-ekonomic-
kého systému (¢i vyrobniho zptisobu, mdme-li pouzit pfesnéjsi termin). Guttmann
hovofi jen o instrumentélnich ptfednostech takového systému pti valecné mobilizaci
ekonomickych zdrojti a pracovnich sil. Diivod této zmény jisté nespocivé jen v tom, zZe
»pokrokovost“ SSSR odmital také Macdonald; spiSe se domnivame, Ze to byla valka
sama, kterd vyvratila myslenku, Ze by bylo mozné odvozovat pokrokovost z pouhého
rozvoje vyrobnich sil. Ve velmi pozoruhodném povéale¢ném ¢lanku pro cesky socidlné-
demokraticky tydenik Ci/** se Guttmann skrze polemiku s pracemi Jamese Burnhama
v podstaté snazil obhdjit mozZnost socialismu - a viru v neodvratnost socialismu a viru
v neodvratny pokrok poklddal ,ve véku svétovych valek, totalitnich rezimt a atomovych
pum” za véc minulosti.*

Studie , Sovétsky svaz - nova tfidni spolecnost” pfedstavovala jakysi zdkladni kdmen,
na némz si Guttmann béhem svych dal$ich americkych let vybudoval povést odbornika
na SSSR a vychodni Evropu. S drobnymi krdcenimi, asi editorskymi, byla znovu publi-
kovéna ve velmi dobfie sestavené antologii Verdikt ti{ dekdd (1950),"® ktera zahrnovala
i mnoho levicovych kritickych textii o SSSR, poc¢inaje uz Luxemburgovou a Kautskym.
Guttmann se k tématu povahy sovétského spolecensko-ekonomického systému vratil
jesté o nékolik let pozdéji v reakci na anglicky preklad ¢ldnku Léona Bluma, jehoz
vlada lidové fronty se kdysi na strankdch Proletdre stavala castym tercem kritiky. Nyni
se véak Guttmann zaméfil na vyvraceni teorii statniho kapitalismu,*” dodnes velmi
zivych.*® Nékteré Guttmannovy vyhrady proti pojeti sovétského systému jako stdtné
kapitalistického se jiz objevily v jeho velké studii, avSak zde jsou vylozeny podrobnéji.
Zdtraznéna je absence podstatnych znaki kapitalistického vyrobniho zptsobu: kapital
je naprosto koncentrovan v rukou jediného vlastnika, a tudiz chybi konkurence a ne-
plati jiz zakon hodnoty; chybi vztah ceny zbozi k hodnoté; chybi rozdéleni vyrobnich

43 peter Meyer [Josef Guttmann], , The Soviet Union: A New Class Society*, politics 1 (1944), ¢. 2
(btfezen), s. 48-55, ¢. 3 (duben), s. 81-85.

44 Jan Progek [Josef Guttmann], ,Marxism na ruby ¢ili Burnhamova machiavellisticka theorie
revoluce”, Cil 3 (1947), ¢. 3, s. 40-42, ¢. 4, s. 54-57.

5 Ibid., s. 57.

46 peter Meyer [Josef Guttmann], ,The Soviet Union: A New Class Society*, in: Julien Steinberg

(ed.), Verdict of Three Decades: From the Literature of Individual Revolt Against Soviet Communism,
1917-1950 (New York: Duell, Sloan and Pearce, 1950), s. 475-509.

7 peter Meyer [Josef Guttmann), , Reply to Leon Blum*, Modern Review 1, &erven 1947, s. 317-320.
Pracujeme se shrnutim Marcela van der Linden, viz Western Marxism and the Soviet Union,
s. 148-149.

8 Teorie statnfho kapitalismu vynikajicim zptisobem na strankach Kontradikci vyloZil Petr
Kuzel. Viz ,Statni kapitalismus®, Kontradikce 2 (2018), ¢. 1, s. 239-259.
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prostfedkd mezi jednotlivé sektory hospoddistvi na zdkladé produkovaného zisku;
chybi nutnost, aby podnik produkoval zisk, méa-li si po delsi dobu zachovat existenci;
chybi pracujici, ktef{ by na trhu nabizeli k prodeji svoji pracovni silu volné - naopak jsou
statem zotroceni a do velké miry plati, Ze je jim pracovni misto ptidélovano a nesméji
je z vlastni viile opustit.

Jaka byla Guttmannova dalsi badatelskd a publicistickd ¢innost v americkém exilu? Uz
velmi brzy navézal spoluprdci s YIVO neboli Yidisher Visnshaftlekher Institut (Zidovsky
védecky ustav). Zndma instituce, sidlici pfed védlkou v tehdy polském Vilniusu, nasla od
roku 1940 ttocisté v New Yorku, kde vydéavala odborné periodikum YIVO Bleter. V roce
1942 do néj Guttmann ptispél studif ,Zidé v éeské revoluci 15. stoleti“, ktera se zabyvala
vztahy zidd a husitli za husitské revoluce.* Jak je dobfe zndmo, poc¢atky marxistické
husitologie se spojuji se jmény Zavise Kalandry a Kurta Konrada, Guttmannovych
dobrych zndmych, av§ak Guttmanntv husitologicky pfispévek zhodnocen dosud nebyl.
Béhem nékolika let, kdy Guttmann v YIVO ptisobil jako odborny pracovnik (1943-1947),
vySlo v YIVO Bleter nékolik Guttmannovych textt a recenzi, vesmés se tak ¢i onak tyka-
jicich holocaustu. Nevime, kdy se Josef Guttmann dozvédél o osudu svych nejblizsich
ptibuznych: jeho matka Hedvika i sestra Béla (provdana Slemrovd) byly zavrazdény
21. Cervence 1942 nedaleko Baranavicy v dne$nim Bélorusku - spolu s téméf tisicovkou
dalsich lidi, které z Terezina transport AAy pirevazel.*

Od roku 1948 az do své smrti pracoval Guttmann jako badatel a analytik pro vyznam-
nou organizaci American Jewish Committee (Americky zidovsky vybor). Ro¢enka této
instituce (American Jewish Year Book) vzdy publikovala rozsdhlé stati o situaci zidi ve
svété a Guttmann do ni po nékolik let pfispival rozborem situace zid ve stalinistické
vychodni Evropé. Samozfejmeé se jeho pozornost orientovala na désivy vzestup antise-
mitismu v SSSR a dalsich vychodoevropskych stitech - v Ceskoslovensku pfedstavovany
predevsim procesem s Rudolfem Slanskym. Guttmannem editovand kniha Zidé v sovét-
skych satelitech (1953),” do niZ ptispél tivodem a ¢4stmi o Ceskoslovensku a Bulharsku,
zaznamenala u americké odborné verejnosti velky tispéch, jak dosvédcuje hojny pocet
recenzi a citaci. Guttmannovy publikace z této doby jsou bohuzel pies své nesporné
kvality poznamendny - pojmoveé i rétoricky - ideologii studené valky a jednoznacnou,
ba az nekritickou podporou Zapadu. Témito nedostatky se vyznacuji i jeho analytické
stati psané pro zndmy mési¢nik Commentary, rovnéz vyddvany Americkym zidovskym
vyborem. Ptese vSechno vSak nékteré pasaze rozsdhlych textli zaujmou vyjimecnymi

49 yosef Gutman, ,Yidn in der tshekhisher revolutsiye fun fuftsntn yorhundert“, YIVO Bleter,
sv. 20, 1942, s. 54-85.

%0 viz studii Jakova Tsura ,Osud transportu AAy*, in Miroslav Karny, Margita Karna (eds.), Tere-
zinské studie a dokumenty 1996 (Praha: Academia - Nadace Terezinska iniciativa, 1996), s. 40-52.

51 peter Meyer [Josef Guttmann), Bernard D. Weinryb, Eugene Duschinsky, Nicholas Sylvain,
The Jews in the Soviet Satellites (Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 1953).
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postiehy. Pozornost si dodnes zaslouzi komentéf ,Hnacf sila sovétského imperialismu”
(1952).%2 Guttmann zde marxistickou metodou opét analyzuje genezi sovétského systému
a svému kritickému hodnoceni podrobuje i po¢atky bolsevické moci. Druhym dodnes
inspirativnim momentem je Guttmannova snaha vylozit velkoruskou nacionalistickou
ideologii pozdniho stalinismu z materialnich podminek a rozporti sovétského systému.
Guttmann nepracuje ani s ideologickym postuldtem jakéhosi vé¢ného, esencializova-
ného ,Ruska“, ani se nesnazi zbrkle rysovat filiacni vztahy mezi star§imi a novéjsimi
ideologickymi obsahy. Marxistickd analyza se obcCas dere na povrch i v této posledni
etapé Guttmannova politického Zivota.

Josef Guttmann umird nahle 9. kvétna 1956.% Pohiben je o dva dny pozdéji na
zidovském hibitové New Montefiore v New Yorku pod jménem Joseph Gordon, které
podle nékterych tvrzeni pfijal. Nepochybné tak u¢inil s imyslem, aby ho podobné jako
nékolikeré pseudonymy skryvalo pted pomstou ,,nové tfidni spole¢nosti“.

52 peter Meyer [Josef Guttmann)], , The Driving Force Behind Soviet Imperialism. Is it a New
Menace or the Old Bear Reawakened?“ Commentary, bfezen 1952, https://www.commentary.
org/articles/peter-meyer/the-driving-force-behind-soviet-imperialismis-it-a-new-menace-or-
the-old-bear-reawakened/

53 Toto datum tmrti potvrzuje nekrolog Guttmannovych americkych spolupracovnikii. Viz
Morris Fine, Jacob Sloan (eds.), American Jewish Yearbook, sv. 58 (New York - Philadelphia: The
American Jewish Committee - The Jewish Publication Society of America, 1957), s. V a 476.
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SOVETSKY SVAZ -
NOVA TRIDNI SPOLECNOST*

Peter Meyer [Josef Guttmann]

Pfinejmens$im jedno tvrzeni stalinistické propagandy je zcela opravnéné: soucasnym
déjindm nelze porozumét, ¢i do nich dokonce Gc¢inné zasahovat, aniz bychom si vy-
jasnili otdzku po povaze dnes$ni sovétské spolecnosti. Véc se ndm v§ak neosvétli - pti-
nejmensim pokud jsme upfimni socialisté ¢iliberdlové -, budeme-li se zabyvat tim, jak
rychle postupuje ¢i ustupuje Rudd arméda ¢i zda Stalin a Molotov si pravé rozdéluji svét
s Hitlerem a Ribbentropem nebo s Churchillem a Rooseveltem. Jasnéjsi se ndm stane jen
tehdy, pokusime-li odpovédét na otdzky, zda Rusko je nyni zemi svobody, nebo otroc-
tvi, zda v ném prevladé socidlni rovnost, nebo nerovnost ¢i zda je to zemé pokrokovs,
nebo zpatec¢nickd. A kdybychom chtéli otazku formulovat skromnéji, mtizeme se tazat,
zda se Rusko na zdkladé vnitfnich vyvojovych zdkonitosti ubird smérem ke svobodé,
rovnosti a harmonii, nebo naopak k otroctvi, nerovnosti a rozporam.

Abychom na takové otdzky odpovédéli, musime védét, z jakych tiid se dnes skldda
ruské obyvatelstvo, jaké jsou vztahy mezi nimi navzdjem i vztahy kazdé z nich k vy-
robnimu systému a kym a v zajmu koho jsou spolec¢nost a stét fizeny.

O odpovédi neni nouze. Oficidlni komunistické stanovisko znf, Ze socialismus, tj. nizsi
stadium komunismu, se jiz v Rusku stal skute¢nosti a zaroven ze Sovétsky svaz je spo-
le¢nosti, kteréd je bezttidni a vlddne v ni délnickd tfida. Ortodoxni trockisté namitaji, ze
Rusko je délnicky stat, byt délnici v ném nevladnou, ale naopak jsou kruté vykotistovani.
Vétsina inteligentnich lidi snadno chépe, Ze v§ude tam, kde jsou délnici vykofistovani,
je proletariat tiidou utiskovanou, nikoli vlddnouci. Jejich chdpdni v§ak uz unika povaha
vladnouci ttidy. Nékteti mluvi o totalitarismu, diktatufe nebo bonapartismu, ale tyto
velmi nevhodné pouzivané terminy neosvétluji hospodéfskou a socidlnf{ strukturu
spole¢nosti. Dalsi se uchyluji k terminu ,statni kapitalismus®, ale obvykle se jim nedai{
nalezité objasnit, pro¢ a v ¢em je ,statn{ kapitalismus” stdle kapitalismem a v jakém
smyslu lze vlddce Ruska pokladat za kapitalisty. Jin{ zase hovoti o ,pfechodném stadiu®,
av$ak tim jsme nic nevyfesili, nebot ndm pofad neni ziejmé, k cemu SSSR béhem tohoto
stadia pfechdzi: je to socialismus, kapitalismus, nebo jesté néco jiného?

* Peter Meyer [Josef Guttmann], ,The Soviet Union: A New Class Society*, politics 1 (1944), ¢. 2
(bfezen), s. 48-55, ¢. 3 (duben), s. 81-85, prelozil a pozndmkami v hranatych zévorkdch opatfil
Pavel Siostrzonek.
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Vétsina z uvedenych teorii je variantou dvou zédkladnich teorif, jez v jddru povazuji
Rusko bud za (1) socialistické, nebo (2) kapitalistické. Zamysleme se nejprve nad nimi.

Hned na pocatku nés piekvapi, ze vét§ina argumenti obou stran uvadi, kterymi rysy
se Rusko predevsim nevyznacuje. Ti, kdo maji za to, Ze Rusko je v podstaté socialistické
¢i ze sméiuje k socialismu, zdliraznuji, ze kapitalisté byli vyvlastnéni, ze zde neni zddna
burzoazie, ze soukromé vlastnictvi vyrobnich prostiedkt bylo odstranéno, Ze zbozi
se uz neprodukuje pro soukromy zisk a ze zdkony volné smény a s nimi marxistické
zékony hodnoty a nadhodnoty jiz hospodaistvi neovlddaji. Po kapitalismu uz tady neni
pamatky, a tudiz Rusko je ,v podstaté” socialistické; skoncovalo s burzoazif, a tudiz to
je délnicky stat. Trockisté pak pfipusti, ze tento stat m4 s jejich pojetim socialismu jen
velmi malo spole¢ného, a tak dodaji, Ze jde o ,degenerovany” délnicky stat - ptesto
v$ak délnicky stat.

Ti, kdo povazuji Rusko za kapitalistické, poukazuji na velké socidlni nerovnosti,
tfidni rozpory, absenci demokracie a svobody, bez nichz je socialismus nepfedstavitelny,
a neschopnost represivniho aparatu odumfit (mirné feceno). To véru neni socialismus,
a tudiz to je - kapitalismus. A ponévadz se tak mélo podobé nasemu - a Marxovu - po-
jeti kapitalismu, je to - presnéji feceno - statni kapitalismus, sice nova a degenerovana
odruda kapitalismu, ale ptesto ,,v podstaté” kapitalismus.

Jestlize a priori pfedpokladdme, Ze dnes vSechny spolecenské systémy museji byt
bud kapitalistické, nebo socialistické, pak zminéné vyvody jsou platné a jedna ze dvou
stran ma pravdu. Tento predpoklad je ovSem neodtivodnény a skute¢né poméry v Rusku
jej vyvrati, pokud jej uz nic jiného nevyvratilo.

Lidské mysleni je konzervativni a vzdy se snazi nov4 fakta pfisttihnout, aby vyhovovala
starym vzorcim. Tato metoda ma své vyhody, pokud jde o Setieni se silami, avsak apli-
kovatelnad je jen tehdy, jestlize staré kategorie odpovidaji dattim. Jak kdysi poznamenal
Engels, kartace sice jsou $tétinatd stvofeni, ale nikdy neziskaji mlé¢né zlazy tim, zZe je
jednoduse zahrneme do tfidy ,savci“! Kdyz dogma vylouceného tfetiho pouzijeme
na Rusko, Celime pak dilematu, které nds bud nuti nazyvat ,socialistickou” takovou
spolecnost, jez je urdzkou kazdého pojeti socialismu, nebo postulovat typ kapitalismu
bez kapitalist(i, trznich vztahti, soukromého vlastnictvi ¢i soukromého zisku. A jen
tehdy, kdyz toto dogma opustime, oteviou se ndm cesty pro skutecné plodné zkoumani.
Vyjde pak najevo, ze obé strany maji pravdu co do svych zdpornych vyroki a Ze se obé
myli, kdyZ od nich za pomoci zlovéstného ,tudiz“ krkolomnych skokem dospivaji ke
svym zavérim. Moznd v Rusku nenf ani kapitalismus, ani socialismus, ale néco tfetiho,
néco, co je v déjindch ¢imsi docela novym.

Vychodiskem naseho zkoumani budou stévajici podminky. Otazka, jakym zptsobem
se vyvinuly do souc¢asné podoby, musi byt pifenechdna samostatné studii. VétSina po-

! [Viz Bedftich Engels, ,Pana Eugena Diihringa pfevrat védy (,Anti-Diihring‘)* piel. Mojmir
Hrbek a Zbynék Sekal, in Karel Marx, Bedfich Engels, Spisy, sv. 20 (Praha: Nakladatelstvi Svo-
boda, 1966), s. 63.]
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uzitych dat bude pochézet z obdobi pfed vstupem Ruska do valky, coz ma dva divody:
1) informace o sovétském Rusku po mnoho let zastiralo ¢dste¢né zatemnéni, ale poté,
co Rusko uzavftelo spojenectvi se Spojenymi staty, je uz toto zatmeéni tplné; 2) timto
postupem se vyhneme ndmitce, Zze podminky zde popsané jsou pouze ptrechodnymi,
mimorddnymi dtsledky valky.

»ZespoleCenstény“ sektor a soukromy sektor

V prvé fadé je tieba fici, ze vS§echny dilezité vyrobni prostiedky jsou v rukou statu. Zcela
to plati pro méstsky a industrializovany sektor. Podle sovétského sc¢itani lidu z roku
1939 celych 54,6 milionu délnikd a 29,7 milionu ,zaméstnanci” (véetné ekonomicky
zavislych osob), tvoticich témér 50 procent celkového pocltu obyvatelstva, jsou v drtivé
vétsiné zameéstnanci statu nebo instituci jim fizenych.?

Ponékud odli$nd je situace rolnikd. V Sovétském svazu Zije véetné rodinnych piislusni-
k1 75,6 milionu ¢lent kolchoz (45 procent celkového poctu obyvatelstva) a 3 miliony
samostatné hospodaricich rolniki (neceléd 2 procenta obyvatelstva). Na konci druhé
pétiletky dosdhl pocet kolchozti 2,5 milionu, ¢inil tak 94 procent vSech hospodaistvi
a zahrnoval prakticky v§echnu (99,6 procent) pudu. Tato ptida je majetkem statu a ne-
muze byt na nikoho pfevedena, protoze od roku 1935 byla kolchoztim ddna na ,vé¢né
uzivani®. Stat piesné stanovuje, co maji kolchozy produkovat, co maji dodavat a za jakou
cenu; diikladné také reguluje jejich vnitfni strukturu.® Pfiblizné dvé tretiny zemédél-
ské produkce jsou zuzitkovany samotnym zemeédélstvim pro produktivni a spotiebni
Ucely. Ze zbyvajici tietiny, jez putuje do mést, stat ziskava 85 procent riznymi formami
nucenych dodavek a takzvanym , decentralizovanym vykupem®. Zbylych 15 procent
této tietiny, respektive zhruba 5 procent celkového mnozstvi nezpracovanych produktt
v naturaliich, je umisténo na ,volny kolchozni trh“.* Popravdé feceno, penézni podil
volného trhu je mnohem vétsi, nebot ceny jsou na ném o hodné vyssi. Sovétské statistiky
(1938) odhaduji, Ze tento podil ¢ini 15 procent, ale tento odhad je pravdépodobné ptilis
nizky. Nicméné sména zbozi mezi méstem a venkovem je hlavné obstardvéna statem.

Dva sektory existuji rovnéz uvniti samotnych kolchozi: jednak jejich kolektivni
hospodaftstvi, jednak malé hospodaristvi jejich jednotlivych ¢lent, jimz zédkon z roku
1935 povolil nasledujici soukromy majetek: diim, jeden az dva a ptil akru ptidy, jednu
kravu, dvé telata, jednu prasnici se selaty, deset koz nebo ovci a neomezeny pocet
drabeze a kralikd. Z celkového mnozstvi produkti umisténych na kolchoznim trhu

2 Patfi mezi né i tzv. spotiebni druzstva, kterd se skute¢nymi druzstvy maji spoleény jen nazev.
Ve skutec¢nosti jsou pouze organizacemi, které zajistuji distribuci fizenou statem.

3,V rukou [statu] ... jsou takové péky, jako jsou mzdy, rozpocet, Givér, ceny a dané. Naprosto
neumérné zisky mnohych bavlnétskych kolchozti ve Sttedni Asii vyplyvaji mnohem vice z poméru
cen, stanovenych vlddou nez z prace samotnych kolchoznikt.” Lev Davidovi¢ Trockij, Zrazend
revoluce. Co je SSSR a kam spéje, prel. Vladislav Burian (Brno: Doplnék, 1995), s. 136.

*Leonard E. Hubbard, The Economics of Soviet Agriculture (Londyn: Macmillan, 1939), s. 207.
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prodévaji kolchozy 15 procent, jejich ¢lenové proddvaji 75 procent (45 procent pochézi
z jejich naturdlnich mezd a 30 procent z jejich individudlnich podil) a samostatni
rolnici prodavaji 10 procent.

Souhrnné Ize fici, ze téméf vSechny vyrobni prostfedky ve mésté patii statu, ze
zemédélska vyroba pies existenci nikoli nevyznamného soukromého sektoru uvnitf
kolchozi a prezivani malého poctu samostatnych rolniki je z velké ¢ésti kolektivizovdna
a ze stat piimo fidi vSechnu zbozni sménu s cizinou a uvnitf mésta a vét§inu smény
mezi méstem a venkovem.

Necht toto vSe poslouzi jako diikaz, protoze nékteti kritici povazuji tistupky u¢inéné
viici rolnikim po velké viné kolektivizace na pocatku tticatych let za ndvrat k Nepu
(nové ekonomické politice) a k celkovému ptevlddnuti trznich vztahd. Avsak o né-
¢em takovém skute¢né nemtize byt ani feéi. Ustupky z roku 1935 (vé¢né uzivani ptidy
kolchozy, schvéleni drobnych hospodéistvi jejich ¢lent uvnitf kolchozt a otevieny
kolchozni trh) se sice pohybovaly stejnym smérem jako Gstup z roku 1921, ale urazi-
ly mnohem kratsi vzddlenost a stahly se z mnohem prednéjsich pozic. Za klasického
Nepu existovalo 20 miliont nezdvislych rolniki; Rusko bylo v drtivé vétsiné agrarni
zemfi; primysl byl zni¢eny a slaby; sménu mezi méstem a venkovem ovladaly trzni
vztahy; soukromy obchod smél plnit roli prostiednika; kapitalisté mohli v omezené
mife konkurovat statu i v oblasti pramyslu. Za nynéjsiho ,nového Nepu“ jsou rolnici
organizovani v kolchozech, které jsou pod mnohem ucinné;jsi kontrolou stétu; Rusko
je industrializovdno; sména mezi méstem a venkovem je pievazné regulovdna vztahy
planovaného hospodaistvi - a pravé proto neni mozné, aby se za probihajici valky
opakovala ,,obilni stavka“ z roku 1928.

Béhem Nepu jesté nebylo jasné, zda zvitézi ,soukromy*, nebo ,zespolecenstény”
sektor. Dnes uz je boj rozhodnut ve prospéch statu. Jesté se dozvime, zda ma toto vi-
tézstvi néco spole¢ného s vitézstvim socialismu.

Zivotn{ troven lidu
Prozkoumejme nyni zivotni droven Sirokych mas méstského obyvatelstva. Nenf to
snadny tkol: ,Nevydavaji se zddné statistiky, jeZ by se zabyvaly cenami, ménou, bydle-
nim, zivotnimi nédklady a nékolika dal$imi vécmi, které musime znat, abychom néjaky
hospodaisky systém skutecné posoudili.“® Sovétsky svaz je jedinou civilizovanou zemi
na sveété, kterd po léta nezvefejnila index zivotni tirovné. V roce 1930 doslo v Gosplanu
(Statni pldnovaci komisi) a na statistickych tfadech k ¢istkdm a bylo vyhldseno, ze
statistiky jsou ,zbran v boji za komunismus®“. Tato zbran slouzi k udrzovani zivotni
urovné obyvatelstva v tajnosti.

K dispozici vlastné méame tidaje o primérnych penéznich mzdach (zprimérovany
jsou vS§echny mzdy, tj. od téch nddenickych po mzdy nejvyse postavenych rediteld)

5 Leonard E. Hubbard, Soviet Trade and Distribution (Londyn: Macmillan, 1938), s. 368.

106



Sovétsky svaz — nova tfidni spoleénost

a ty ukazuji ptisobivy postup vpted: od 37,50 rublu za rok 1924/1925 k 94 rubltim v roce
1931, poté ke 130 rublim v roce 1933, 188 rublim v roce 1935, 245 rubltim v roce 19377
a 289 rubltim v roce 1938.2 Posledni pfedvéle¢né odhady znovu a znovu zminuji 300
rubld jako primérnou hrubou meési¢ni mzdu.

Ale nés zajimaji redlné mzdy. Casopis Planovoje chozjajstvo publikoval v roce 1938
nékolik idaji o tom, kolik jidla tydné spotfebovala primérné rodina petrohradského
textilniho délnika vroce 1908, tj. za cara. Vyjdeme-li z nich, pak zjistime, Ze vy$e mezd
a zivotnich ndkladt se za Stalina vyvijela ndsledovné:’

1913 1929 1937
Cena potravin na tyden (v rublech) 3,40 5,90 49,60
Index potravinovych cen 100 172 1449
Prameérna mési¢ni mzda (v rublech) 25 66 245
Index redlnych mezd 100 154 68

Tato ¢isla hovoii sama za sebe. V roce 1929 byla priimérné zivotni iroven ruského né-
mezdného pracujiciho o 54 procent vys$si nez pted revoluci. V roce 1937 byla o 32 procent
nizsi nez pted revoluci a méné nez polovic¢ni ve srovnani s rokem 1929.1°

Manya Gordonova odhaduje, Ze cena potravin spotiebovanych délnickymi rodinami
byla v roce 1937 osmndéctkrat vys$si nez v roce 1911. Ve své bohaté dokumentované praci
Workers Before and After Lenin (Délnici pted Leninem a po Leninovi)" srovnava ceny
potravin z roku 1937 nikoli s priimérnymi mzdami, ale s nejniZsimi mzdami nejhiire
placenych délnik (10 rubli mési¢né v roce 1911 a 105 rubld v roce 1937 po odecteni
dané) a dochézi k zavéru, ze zivotni Groven délnik klesla od dob carského rezimu
vice nez o tfetinu.

Ponévadz vSechna tato ¢isla mohou byt vzhledem k absenci v$ech oficidlnich ukazatel
zivotni trovné pouze piibliznd, citujme radéji jesté jeden zdroj. V letech 1939 a 1940

6 Ibid., s. 269.
7 Leonard E. Hubbard, Soviet Labour and Industry (Londyn: Macmillan, 1942), s. 164.

8 Michael T. Florinsky, ,Stalin’s New Deal for Labor*, Political Science Quarterly 56 (1941), ¢. 1
(btezen), s. 42. [Udaj uvadi primérnou mzdu v celém priimyslu.]

9 Srov. Hubbard, Soviet Labour, s. 164. Hubbard uvadi 77 rublii jako mési¢ni mzdu pro rok 1929.
Omylem pouzil tidaj, ktery plati az pro rok 1930.

19 Oroven v roce 1929 byla ve skuteénosti ponékud niZ$i nez nas odhad, protoZe ptihlizime pouze
k potravindm. Vroce 1929 byly potraviny levné, ale odévy a jiné priimyslové vyrobky drahé kvili
krizovému jevu cenovych ,ntzek".

1! Manya Gordon, Workers Before and After Lenin: Fifty Years of Russian Labor (New York: E.
P. Dutton, 1941), s. 159.
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americké velvyslanectvi zji§tovalo ceny v moskevskych maloobchodnich prodejnéch.'
Spréavnost téchto udajti sovétské orgdny nikdy nezpochybnily a jednotlivé podrobnosti
byly u izolovanych polozek shodné uvedeny i v sovétském tisku. Pouzijeme-li tidaje
velvyslanectvi o vysi cen a spojime-li je s idaji o typické spotiebé délnické rodiny, jak
o nich referovala sovétska publikace z roku 1926, mtizeme sestavit ndsledujici indexy:"

1913 1928 1940
Index cen 100 187 2248
Index penéznich mezd 100 233 1383
Index redlnych mezd 100 125 62,4

Tyto odhady se tykaji hlavniho mésta, jehoz obyvatelstvu se po vSech strankéch dostava
prednostniho zachédzeni. Navic neberou v ivahu ceny na ,volném trhu“, kde si délnik
Casto musi opatiovat to zbozi zdkladni potieby, které nedokaze sehnat ve statnich
obchodech.

Chudoba a ptepych

Nékdo si ted mozna fekne, Ze jestlize v§echny tyto vyvody odpovidaji skute¢nosti, pak
v Rusku musi byt rozsiten skutecny hlad. Zavér je to spravny: hlad v Rusku opravdu
existuje.

Sovétské statistické udaje ze s¢itdni lidu naznacuji, jak straslivé mél tento hlad nésled-
ky. Podle s¢itdni konaného v prosinci 1926 Zilo v Sovétském svazu 147 milionti obyvatel.
V roce 1930 ¢inil oficidlni vladni odhad poctu obyvatel 157,5 milionu. Dne 1. ledna
1934 Molotov uvedl ¢islo 168 miliont. Sdm Stalin 1. fijna 1935 prohlasil, ze obvykly
ro¢ni ptirtistek obyvatelstva ¢ini 3 miliony," coz zhruba odpovida velikosti ptirtistku
za Nepu. Pii této mife prirtstku by sc¢itdni lidu ze 6. ledna 1937 mélo dojit k vysled-
ku 177 milionti obyvatel. Nikdo ov§em netusi, k jakym c¢isltim skutecné doslo, protoze
vysledky nebyly nikdy zvetejnény a feditelé statistického tifadu byli zlikvidovéni jako
trockisticti sabotéti. Vlednu 1939 bylo provedeno nové s¢itani, a sice novym a ,spoleh-

12 Retail Prices in Government Stores in Moscow®, Monthly Labor Review 49, ¢. 5 (listopad
1939),s. 1276-1278; ,Retail Prices in Government Stores of Soviet Union, January 1, 1939 and
1940, Monthly Labor Review 50, ¢. 5 (kvéten 1940), s. 1272-1274; , Increase in Food Prices in the
Soviet Union"“, Monthly Labor Review 51, ¢. 2 (srpen 1940), s. 500-501.

13 Srov. F. Forest [Raya Dunayevskaya, vlastnim jménem Rae Spiegel], ,An Analysis of Russian
Economy*, The New International 8, ¢. 11 (prosinec 1942), s. 327-332; The New International 9,
¢. 1 (leden 1943), s. 17-22; The New International 9, ¢. 2 (inor 1943), s. 52-57.

!4 [Stalin tento Gdaj uvedl v projevu z 1. prosince 1935. Srov. Josif Vissarionovi¢ Stalin, ,Re¢ na
sove$canii peredovych kombajnérov i kombajnérok 1 dékabrja 1935 goda“, in Socinénija, sv. 14

(Moskva: Izdatélstvo , Pisatél”, 1997), s. 95-96.]
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livym*“ personédlem. Podle Stalinovy miry pfirtistku 3 miliony za rok by se do té doby
mél zvysit pocet obyvatel pfinejmensim na 183 miliont - av$ak oficidlni ¢isla hovoi{ jen
0 170,5 milionech dusi. Celych 12,5 milionu lidi jednoduse zmizelo. Tento désivy rozdil
mohl byt zptisoben vicero faktory: poklesem miry porodnosti v diisledku nouze, zvyse-
nim détské imrtnosti a zejména strasnym hladomorem v roce 1932, kdy pfinejmensim
4 miliony rolnik zemfely hladem kvli brutdlni rychlosti a bezohlednym metoddm,
s nimiz Stalin prosazoval program nasilné kolektivizace. Dal§im faktorem mohly byt
velké Cistky v letech 1937-1938, béhem nichZz mohl pocet obéti doséhnout az nékolika
stovek tisic. Alespon jednou véci si snad mtizeme byt jisti: védecké zptisoby kontroly
porodnosti v tom nehraly roli, protoze ty se po zédkazu potratii v roce 1936 staly ilegalni
vysadou, kterd je pfisné omezena pouze na vysoce postavené ptislusniky byrokracie.

Neni zde misto, abychom se podrobnéji zabyvali nelidskymi zivotnimi podminkami
$irokych ruskych mas. Zajemci mohou nalézt hojnost dokladl v pracich Hubbarda,
Yvona, Ciligy,'”® Sergeho,'* Manyi Gordonové, Trockého a dal$ich. »Zije se 1épe, soudruzi,
zije se veseleji,“ ekl Stalin v roce 1936."" Otdzkou ovSem zustava, komu.

Francouzsky délnik Yvon, ktery zil v Rusku téméf 15 let' a napsal jednu z nejlepsich
knih o Sovétském svazu, ndm na tuto otdzku davéa odpovéd, pokud jde o rok 1936:

Restaurace se oteviraji a sovétsky tisk je plny reklam, jakych tu nebylo k vidéni
od dob starého rezimu. Tyto reklamy maji poslouzit lidem se spoustou penéz.
Obsahuji adresy a telefonnf ¢isla luxusnich no¢nich podnikd, vychvaluji jejich
jazzovou hudbu a zvou zédkazniky ke straveni noci plnych veseli. Tanec, $amparn-
ské, nejvybranéjsi likéry. Dalsi reklamy nabizeji ddmam ty nejlepsi parfémy v cené
200 rublti za flakon (Izvestija, 4. 2. 1936) a panenky pro jejich déti po 95 rublech
(Izvestija, 2. 2. 1936). [...] Jedna podnikavé restaurace - proletafskda vlast musi
»dohnat a predehnat” kapitalismus! - nabizi pofadédni oficidlnich i soukromych
bankett, pro néz zabezpeci vse, co je tieba, véetné obsluzného persondlu. Staci
vytocit Cislo a statni lokajové vdm naserviruji vecefi ptimo ve va§em byté, ktera
bude stat 200-300 rubld pro jednoho."

15 [Viz A. Ciliga, Au pays du grand mensonge (Pafiz: Gallimard, 1938), resp. anglicky pteklad:

Anton Ciliga, The Russian Enigma (Londyn: The Labour Book Service, 1940).]

16 [Viz Victor Serge, Destin d’une révolution. U.R.S.S. 1917-1937 (Patiz: Bernard Grasset, 1937), resp.
anglicky pieklad Maxe Shachtmana Russia Twenty Years After (New York: Hillman-Curl, 1937)]
7 [Tento znamy vyrok zaznél v projevu proneseném 17. listopadu 1935. Srov. Josif Vissarionovi¢
Stalin, ,Re¢ na Pervom Vsesojuznom sove$canii stachanovcev 17 nojabrja 1935 goda“, in Soci-
nénija, sv. 14, s. 85.]

18 [Ve skuteénosti stravil Yvon, vlastnim jménem Robert Guiheneuf, v zemi 10 let a nékolik
mésict mezi lety 1923-1933.]

19 yvon [Robert Guiheneuf], L'U.R.S.S. telle quelle est (PaiiZ: Gallimard, 1938), s. 212-213. Vydédna
byla i kratsi verze pod titulem Ce qu’est devenue la Révolution Russe (Patiz: Librairie du travail,
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Nejeden nadseny pritel Sovétského svazu nds zpravuje o tom, Ze tyto slavnostni hostiny
se konaly i béhem chmurnych véale¢nych let.

»Nalezneme zde také zvlastni vily pro vysoce postavené odborniky, inzenyry, spi-
sovatele a ucence,” pise na jiném misté Yvon. ,,Nové byty jsou vybaveny nejen nejpte-
pychovéjsim zafizenim, ale také zvlastnimi pokoji pro sluzky o velikosti 6 m?, zatimco
pro jednotlivé panské pokoje je vyhrazena plocha 12-24 m? (Izvestija, 3. 9. 1936).“*

Avsak ze vSeho nejvymluvnéjsi je moznad ta skutecnost, Ze mezi lety 1932-1936 se
vyroba luxusniho zbozi zvySovala mnohem rychleji nez vyroba levného spotfebniho
zbozi. Produkce parfémt se zvysila o 270 procent, gramofont o 450 procent, fotoaparatt
0 1750 procent a hedvabi o 2220 procent, kdezto produkce bavlnénych latek stoupla
za stejné obdobi jen o 44 procent.” Rovnéz dan z prodeje zbozi zadkladni potieby je
mnohem vyssi nez v pfipadé luxusniho zbozi: 100 procent u bavlnénych vyrobka, 300
procent u chleba a pouze 50 procent u hedvabi.?

Mzdy a platy

Kdyz dojdeme k ozehavé otdzce mzdovych rozdild, proméni se mlc¢ent oficidlnich so-
vétskych statistik v piimo hrobové ticho. ,,Pokud je mi znamo," pise Hubbard ve své
knize Soviet Labour and Industry (Sovétsti pracujici a pramysl), ,sovétské vlada nikdy
nedovolila zvefejnit idaje o tom, jaké jsou relativni podily jednotlivych mzdovych
skupin délnictva.“? A tentyz autor v knize Soviet Trade and Distribution (Sovétsky ob-
chod a distribuce) pise: ,,Chceme-li zjistit, jaké jsou rozdily v odménovani za rtizné
druhy prace, tabulky mezd nam nijak nepomohou. Z pfilezitostnych zminek v novinach
artznych publikacich Ize ovSem jasné vyvodit, Ze rozdil mezi nejvy$$imi a nejniz8imi
pramyslovymi mzdami je neobycejné velky.“**

Ale jak ptesné velky? Podle Yvona pracovala moskevskd sluzebnd ke konci roku 1937
za 50-60 rublt mési¢né plus stravu a ubytovani; mési¢ni délnické mzdy se v Moskvé
pohybovaly mezi 110 a 440 rubly, obvykle v§ak mezi 150 a 250 rubly; niz$i Gfednici
dostéavali mezi 110 a 300 rubly, obvykle mezi 130 a 225 rubly; stfedni ifednici a tech-
nici pobirali mezi 300 a 1000 rubly mési¢né; ,pracovnici v odpovédnych funkcich” pak
dostéavali mezi 1500 a 10 tisici rubly, ale ¢asto i mezi 20-30 tisici mési¢né.*

1936). Ta byla pfeloZena do angli¢tiny a vy$la jako brozura pod titulem What Has Become of the
Russian Revolution (New York: International Review, 1937).

20yvon, L'U.R.S.S., s. 204-205.
21 Hubbard, Soviet Trade, s. 219.

22 Srov. F. Forest, ,An Analysis of Russian Economy*, The New International 9, ¢. 1 (leden 1943),
s. 17-18.

23 Hubbard, Soviet Labour, s. 170.
24 Hubbard, Soviet Trade, s. 369.
25 Yvon, L'U.R.S.S., s. 215-218.
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Tuto skutec¢nost potvrzujii dal$i zdroje. Uvedme jen jeden ilustrativni pfiklad rozdéleni
namezdnych pracujicich do réiznych mzdovych kategorii: Ze 1535 zaméstnancti dolu
v Donécké uhelné panvi v roce 1935 vydélavalo Sest desitek 1000-2500 rubli mésicné,
75 zaméstnancli pak 800-1000 rublii, 400 mezi 500-800 rubly a zbyvajici tisicovka si
meésicné vydélala v prameéru 125 rublii.?® Neni proto zddnym pirehanénim, kdyz Lev
Sedov poznamenal:

Stézi najdeme vyspélou kapitalistickou zemi, v nizZ jsou rozdily ve mzdach pracuji-
cich tak velké jako v sou¢asném SSSR. [...] Mohli bychom snadno dokazat, Ze mzdy
privilegovanych vrstev pracujici tiidy byvaji dvacetkrat vyssi nez mzdy $patné
placenych vrstev a nékdy je tento rozdil jesté vétsi. [...] Ostrogljadov, hlavni inZenyr
dolu, dostéva 8600 rubli mésicné; nejedna se o spickového odbornika, a jeho
mzdu tudiz nelze povazovat za vyjimecnou. InZenyfi tedy vydélavaji 80-100krat
vice nez nekvalifikovany délnik.*

Nijak nepfehdnél ani Trockij, kdyz napsal: ,V rozsahu nerovnosti mezd SSSR nejen
dostihl, nybrz jesté daleko pfekonal kapitalistické zemé.“*® V roce 1936 Casopis The
New Republic odhadoval, Ze pomér platti vedoucich fediteltt Chile Copper Company
k primérné mzdé tamnich délnik ¢inf 41:1. V Curtis Publishing Company byl tento
pomér 51:1. Na§ Ostrogljadov nikterak nezaostéva, nebot jeho plat 8600 rubli je témér
48krat vyssi nez primérnd ruskd meésicni mzda za rok 1935. Pan Harry F. Sinclair z Con-
solidated Oil v roce 1935 obdrzel 82krat vétsi sumu, nez ¢inila primérna mzda v jeho
spolecnosti. Le¢ v Sovétském svazu nékteti lidé pobiraji platy, které jsou 100krat vyssi
nez primérnd mzda a 300krét vyss$i nez minimalni mzda.

Nékdo by mohl namitnout, Ze feditelé kapitalistickych koncernt maji kromé svych
fixnich platti i jiné ptijmy. To je do velké miry pravda, ale totéz se dé fici také o sovét-
skych feditelich. Na zakladé vynosu z 19. dubna 1936 je v kazdém sovétském koncernu
ziizen feditelsky fond, do néjz putuji 4 procenta vydélki zajistovanych plnénim pldnu
a 50 procent vydélkt z ptekracovani planu. Jelikoz ceny jsou direktivné stanovova-
ny shora, miize byt ,vydélka z ptekracovani planu“ dosahovano jen na tikor délnik.
Uvedme jeden typicky pfiklad toho, jak se prostfedky z takového feditelského fondu
rozdéluji. Vroce 1936 rozdélila charkovskd tovarna 60 tisic rublt ze svého feditelského
fondu nasledujicim zptisobem: 22 tisic rubla fediteli, 10 tisic tajemnikovi strany, 8 tisic
vedoucimu vyrobniho oddélent, 6 tisic vedoucimu administrativniho oddélent, 4 tisice

26 B. Lev, ,Narodiné Alexeja Stachanova“, Trud 16 (1936), ¢. 16 (20. 1), s. 3 [cituje Yvon, L'U.R.S.S.,
s. 217].

27 N. Markin [Lev Sedov], ,The Stakhanovist Movement*, The New International 3, ¢. 1 (Gnor
1936), s. 11.

28 Trockij, Zrazend revoluce, s. 131.
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ptredsedovi odbord, 5 tisic jednomu z dilovedoucich a 5 tisic v§em ostatnim dohro-
mady.*

Avsak rozdily v pfijmech maji jeSté mnoho dalsich podob. Piesné této véci se tyka
tato vystizna pasaz z Yvona:

Postaveni novych pdnti je nesrovnatelné lepsi nez postaveni ostatnich spolecen-
skych vrstev. Jejich piijmy jsou desetkrat az dvacetkrat vys$si nez piijmy délnika.*
Pridéluji se jim lep$i byty, maji pravo na vétsi vymeéru obytného prostoru a bytové
zatizeni je pro né ¢asto zdarma. Maji k dispozici 1dzné i nejkrasnéjsi plaze. [...]
Cestuji ,mékkymi“ nebo ,mezindrodnimi“ vlaky (sovétské terminy pro vozy prvni
tfidy ¢i salénni vozy) a pod zdminkou sluzebni cesty obvykle i zdarma. A pak
mohou Cerpat z ,tajnych fonda jejichz vyuzivani je povoleno dilezitym lidem,
ktefi potfebuji pomoci v nesnédzich. V piipadé nemoci se jim dostane nejlepsi péce
v prvotfidnich nemocnicich, samoziejmé bezplatné. [...] Automobil se Soférem
nebo brycka s ko¢im jsou zdarma a svym zptisobem nahraditelné, protoze jsou
spojeny s pracovnim mistem, a nikoli s konkrétnimi osobami pracovnikd. Ti je
navic mohou ¢im dal vice vyuzivat dle libosti. Piilezitosti k osobnimu spofeni je
sice poskrovnu, ale Gspory uz nejsou nezbytné, kdyz pracovni misto predstavuje
lepsi zaruku vysoké zivotni irovné nez bankovni ucet.*

Rovnéz v kolchozech se vy$ky pracovnich odmén vyrazné lisi. Mzdy jsou vyplaceny v tzv.
»pracovnich dnech® coz nejsou skutec¢né pracovni dny, nybrz fiktivni jednotky. Cely
pracovni den pomocnika méd hodnotu poloviny ,pracovniho dne, den traktoristy pak
hodnotu péti ,pracovnich dni*“. Jesté vice ,pracovnich dnt“ silze za jediny den vydélat
ptekrocenim stanovenych vyrobnich norem. Bézni pracovnici dostévaji zaplaceno jen
za dny skutec¢né stravené v préci, zatimco v ptipadé vedoucich pracovnik a tajemniki
se kazdy den zapocitava jako oficidlni pracovni den. V roce 1929 tudiz jen 25 procent
¢lenti kolchozi vydélavalo vice nez 300 ,pracovnich dnt“ za cely rok; pramér byl 150
»pracovnich dnti“. Ba co vic, hodnota ,pracovniho dne“ se pti piepoctu na produkty
pohybuje v rozmez{ 1-3 a pti pfepoctu na penize se dokonce pohybuje mezi 1-10.3
Materidlni zmény se obvykle odréazeji v ideologii a historicky vyvoj ruskych ndzort
na rovnost pifjmi - a rovnost viibec - je toho krasnym piikladem. Ve své préci Stdt
a revoluce Lenin ptedpokladal, ze hlavni zarukou proletadfského charakteru sovétské
moci bude skute¢nost, ze zadné ifedni osoba nebude moci pobirat vyssi plat, nez je

29 A. Barsukov, ,Délezka direktorskogo fonda*, Za industrializaciju 16 (1937), & 99 (29. 4.), s. 3
(cituje Yvon, L'U.R.S.S., s. 110-111).

30Yvon ma na mysli fadové odborniky, nikoli nejvy$e postavené osoby.
31 Yvon, L'U.R.S.S., s. 162-163.
32 Hubbard, Soviet Agriculture, s. 164-179.
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primérnd mzda kvalifikovaného délnika.* Brzy po revoluci dostali vy$si platy burzoazni
odbornici, aby se jejich znalosti vyuzilo ke zvyseni vyroby a vyskoleni proletaiskych
odbornikti ochotnych pracovat z idealistickych pohnutek. Nicméné pro Cleny strany
naddle platilo tzv. stranické maximum: i kdyz zastdvali nejvyssi funkce, nemohli brat
vétsi penize. Privilegovana vrstva, tehdy teprve ve stadiu zrodu, si sviij ptijem dopl-
tiovala honorati z ,novinatské ¢innosti, rozmanitymi piiplatky a prémiemi a nako-
nec i hmotnymi vyhodami v podobé sluzebnich bytd, sluzebnich automobild atd. atd.
Fakt, Ze ideologie této vrstvy se tehdy uz meénila, dosvédcuji vyktiky vSeobecné nevole
a nesouhlasu, které se ozvaly poté, co nestastny Zinovév v roce 1925 napsal ¢lanek,
v némz hledal ,filosofii doby“ v mys$lence rovnosti.** V té dobé jesté mohly odbory
trvat na myslence vyrovndni pfijmu jako na urcité vzddlené perspektivé. Do poc¢éatku
prvni pétiletky se uz nerovnost prohloubila velmi silné, i kdyz se neprojevovala ani
tak v penéznich prijmech jako spiSe v existenci zvlastnich obchodi a restauraci pro
hornich deset tisic, kde bylo mozné sehnat a dostat v§e, co zbytek obyvatelstva postra-
dal. V ¢ervnu 1931 Stalin pfednesl svoji slavnou fec¢ proti uravnilovce neboli rovnosti
piijmi.** Kazdé snaha o rovnost pfijmi se od té chvile stala ,maloburzoazni tchylkou“.
S nastupem stachanovského hnuti a po zruseni piidélového systému se rozdily zacaly
nespoutané projevovat také v penéznich piijmech. S vysledky jsme se seznédmili vySe.

,»[...] musime prohlésit,“ napsal Trockij, ktery stale pokladal Rusko za délnicky stét,
»Ze na téchto 15 az 20 procent obyvatelstva pfipada stejny podil jako na zbyvajicich
80-85 procent.“*

Souhrnné lze fici, ze ptijmové rozdily v Rusku kvantitativné nijak nezaostavaji za
rozdily v kapitalistickych zemich. A stejné jako nevysvétlime rozdily mezi burzoazii
a proletariatem odlisnym mnozstvim vykonané préce, rozdilnou kvalifikaci a odbornosti
a podobnymi pfi¢inami, tak i tady si s takovym vysvétlenim uz nevystacime. Ddvno
jiz dosahly stupné, kdy chudoba Sirokych mas ostte kontrastuje s ptepychem hornich

33 [Srov. Vladimir Ilji¢ Lenin, Stdt a revoluce. Marxistické uceni o stdtu a tikoly proletaridtu v revo-
luci, in: Sebrané spisy, sv. 33, prel. kolektiv piekladatelti (Praha: Nakladatelstvi Svoboda, 1987),
s. 74,75, 81 a 147.]

34 [Vydan byl i jako brozura, viz Grigorij Jevsejevi¢ Zinovév, Filosofija epochi. Delegatu XIV-go
sjezda Rossijskoj Kommunistic¢eskoj Partii (bolsevikov) (Leningrad: Raboceje izdatélstvo ,Priboj*,
1925). Aby ¢lanek mohl vyjit v zafi 1925 v Pravdé, musel Zinovév na natlak politbyra vypustit
nékteré pasaze; dalsi silné kritické hlasy pak zaznély i na XIV. sjezdu VSesvazové komunistické
strany (bol$evik) v prosinci téhoZ roku. Viz napf. projevy Kalinina, Rykova a Stalina: XIV sjezd
Vsesojuznoj Kommunisticeskoj partii (b), 18-31 dékabrja 1925g. Sténograficeskij otcjot (Moskva
- Leningrad: Gosudartvennoje izdatélstvo, 1926), s. 317-322, 405-420 a 497-501. Viz také Zinové-
vovu odpovéd na s. 441-446.]

35 [Srov. Josif Vissarionovi¢ Stalin, ,Nové poméry - nové tikoly hospodaiské vystavby. Projev na
poradé hospodéiskych pracovniki 23. ¢ervna 1931 in Spisy, sv. 13 (Praha: Statni nakladatelstvi
politické literatury, 1953), s. 66-70.]

36 Trockij, Zrazend revoluce, s. 142.
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deseti tisicli. Jdou ruku v ruce s rozdily ve spole¢enském postaveni a prestizi. A ne-
zmen$uji se, ba naopak se prohlubuji. VIddnouci oficidlni minéni je nevnima jako zlo,
nybrz je oslavuje. Nejen ze vyrovndni pfijmi neni oficidln{ politikou, ale uz jeho pouhd

7y 2

propagace je zakdzéna a pohlizi se na ni jako na tichylku, tj. jako na zloc¢in proti statu.

Vlddnouci a ovladani

Mald sovétskd encyklopedie (prvni vydani{) definuje pojem tfidy citdtem z Lenina: , T¥idy
jsou velké skupiny lidi, které se od sebe li§i svym mistem v historicky pevné stanoveném
systému spolecenské vyroby, svym vztahem (vét$inou zakotvenym a pravné upravenym
v zdkonech) k vyrobnim prosttedktim, svou tlohou ve spole¢enské organizaci prace,
a tedy formou ziskdvani a rozsahem té ¢asti spolecenského bohatstvi, kterou disponuji.
Ttidy jsou takové skupiny lidi, z nichz jedna si mize privlastiiovat praci druhé diky
rozdilnému postaveni v urcité soustaveé spolecenského hospodaistvi.“*” Encyklopedie
poznamendavd, Ze prvni dva momenty (postaveni v systému vyroby a vztah k vyrobnim
prostiedktim) jsou zakladni a tteti moment (rozdil v ptijmech) jejich dasledek.

Uvedend definice je mezi marxisty Siroce pfijiména; oficidlni sovétsky zdroj citujeme
pouze proto, abychom celé véci dodali na pikantnosti. Z této definice vychazel i Trockij,
kdyz v roce 1936 ve svém ¢lanku o sovétské ustavé napsal, ze ackoli ptijmové rozdily
mezi mar$alem a posluhovackou jsou obrovské, jejich vztah k vyrobnim prostiedkiim
je v podstaté totozny.*® A prestoZe se Trockij nékolikrat pokousel tuto teorii poopravit,
nikdy ji pfimo nerevidoval.*’

Pozorovatele zbéhlého v marxismu jisté hned zarazi podivna myslenka, ze by se pti-
jmové rozdily, natolik velké, nenahodilé a vzristajici jako ty sovétské, mohly objevovat
bez rozdill v rolich, které takto rozclenéni lidé hraji ve vyrobnich procesech - vzdyt
neni koufe bez ohné. Navic je ndm znédmo, Ze rozdilim ve spotfebé ¢asové v Rusku
piedchézely spolecensko-mocenské rozdily mezi privilegovanymi a vydédénci. Vytvaret
predstavu, Ze nejdiive vznikly rozdily ve spottebé, které teprve ndsledné zacaly pronikat
do oblasti vyroby, by bylo zjevné naprosto klamné. Prozkoumejme v§ak samotna fakta.
Jaké pozice zaujimaji jednotlivé vrstvy ruské spolec¢nosti ve vyrobnich procesech? Jak
se lis{ jejich vztah k vyrobnim prostiedkiim?

Kazdy rusky pracujici musi mit pracovni knizku. Po celou dobu zaméstnani ji ma
u sebe vedeni podniku. Od roku 1938 nikdo nesmi nastoupit do zaméstndni, aniz by
mél pracovni knizku, a nikdo nesmi zaméstnat pracujiciho bez knizky. Do knizky se

37 [Citovéano podle Vladimir Ilji¢ Lenin, ,Velkd iniciativa (O hrdinstvi délnikd v zdzemi. O ,ko-
munistickych subotnicich’)“, in: Sebrané spisy, sv. 39, piel. kolektiv piekladatelti (Praha: Nakla-
datelstvi Svoboda, 1988), s. 37.]

38 Klassy*, in Nikolaj Leonidovi¢ Me$éerjakov (ed.), Malaja sovétskaja enciklopedija, sv. 3 (Moskva:
Akcionérnoje obséestvo ,Sovétskaja enciklopedija“, 1929), sloupce 887-888.

39 [Viz Leon Trotsky, , The New Constitution of the U.S.S.R.“, New Militant 2 (1936), ¢. 18, s. 3.]

40 Srov, Trockij, Zrazend revoluce, s. 207-211.
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zaznamenavaji véechny , pfeciny proti pracovni kazni“ a vS§echny nasledné tresty, zejména
propusténi z prace.*! Jednodenni neomluvend absence nebo vice nez dvacetiminutové
zpozdéni pii pfichodu do prace byly do roku 1940 pravnim déivodem pro propusténi.*?
Dokud trval piidélovy systém, vedlo propusténi ke ztraté potravinovych listkii, a pozdéji
dokonce k zaniku prava na bydleni. Ale oném $tastnym dntim je uz konec. Od roku
1940 nemuze zadny pracujici ukoncit pracovni pomér bez zvlastniho povoleni feditele
podniku (¢i vedouciho pracovnika instituce), které ale dostane pouze tehdy, predlozi-li
lékarské potvrzeni, jez ho prohlasi nezptisobilym pro vykondvéni dosavadni préce,
a nebude-li pro néj mozné najit v podniku zadné jiné misto.** Kdokoli opusti zamést-
nani bez povoleni, bude potrestan dvéma meésici vézeni. Docasnd absence ¢i pozdni
prichod (sta¢i 20 minut) jsou trestdny nucenymi pracemi po dobu az $esti mésict,
vykondvanymi - pokud je to mozné - ve stejném podniku, ale pod dozorem a za mzdu
o ¢tvrtinu niz§i. Stejny zdkon natizuje, aby vSechna tato soudni fizeni byla ukonc¢ena
rozhodnutim do péti dnti a aby rozhodoval jediny soudce bez jinak obvyklych soudcti
z lidu.** Soudctim, ktefi by v takovych pfipadech projevili shovivavost,” a feditelim
a vedoucim pracovnikiim, kteti by nepfedali provinilce soudu,*® hrozi tézké tresty.
Tato opatieni plati ,pro vSechny statni, druzstevni a vefejné podniky“ a véechny jejich
zameéstnance. Pozdéji se rozsifila i na strojni a traktorové stanice,*” femeslné druzstva*®
a dalsi podniky. Na podzim roku 1940 publikoval sovétsky tisk zdplavu dopisti od Zen

1 Usneseni Rady lidovych komisaiti SSSR z 20. prosince 1938 [,,0 vvedénii trudovych knizek*].

2 Usneseni Rady lidovych komisafti SSSR, Usttedniho vyboru Véesvazové komunistické strany
(bolsevikt) a VSesvazové tstiedni rady odborti z 28. prosince 1938 [,,0 meroprijatijach po uporja-
doceniju trudovoj discipliny, ulué¢seniju praktiki gosudarstvennogo socialnogo strachovanija
i borbe s zloupotreblenijami v etom déle“].

vy

3 Vynos prezidia Nejvy$siho sovétu SSSR z 26. &ervna 1940 [,0 perechodé na vosmiéasovoj
rabocij dén, na semidnévnuju raboc¢uju nédélju i o zaprescenii samovolnogo uchoda rabocich
i sluzas¢ich s predprijatij i uérezdénij“]. Usneseni Rady lidovych komisaiti SSSR z 11. fijna 1940
[,,O predostavlenii zenam vojennosluza$c¢ich prava uchoda s predprijatij i iz u¢rezdénij v slucaje
perevoda ich muzej v druguju mestnost“] pfidalo dalsi vyjimku, a sice pro manzelky vojakt
z povolani, které se stéhuji spolu s pfevelenymi manzely.

44 [Ptisedici zrusil az o néco pozdéj§i vynos prezidia Nejvyssiho sovétu SSSR z 10. srpna 1940
(,O rassmotrenii narodnymi sudami dél o progulach i samovolnom uchodé s predprijatij i u¢rez-
dénij bez ucastija narodnych zasedatélej“).]

45 Vynos z 24. ¢ervence 1940. [Vynos ¢i usneseni se nepodafilo identifikovat.]

6 Vynos prezidia Nejvyssiho sovétu SSSR z 26. ¢ervna 1940 [, 0 perechodé na vosmi¢asovoj
rabo¢ij dén ...“].

7 Viynos prezidia Nejvyssiho sovétu SSSR ze 17. éervence 1940 [, 0 zapre$éenii samovolnogo
uchoda s raboty traktoristov i kombajriorov, rabotajuséich v masino-traktornych stancijach”].

48 Usneseni Rady lidovych komisaitt SSSR z 22. ¢ervence 1940 [O porjadke primenénija na pred-
prijatijach promyslovoj kooperacii Ukaza Prezidiuma Verchovnogo Soveta SSSR ot 26 ijunia 1940g.
,0 perechodé na vosmicasovoj rabocij dén, na semidnévnuju raboc¢uju nédélju i o zaprescenii
samovolnogo uchoda rabocich i sluzaséich s predprijatij i uérezdénij*“].
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z onéch privilegovanéjsich kruhti. Tyto Zeny zadaly, aby se stejnd opatfeni dotykala
i sluzek, na jejichz ,lenivost” a ,,nedbalost” si stézovaly ténem, ktery v civilizovanych
kapitalistickych zemich piezivé jen v humoristickych obrazkovych seridlech.

Na zékladé dalsiho vynosu* doslo ke zruseni vSech individudlnich pracovnich smluv.
Zaméstnanci mohou byt pfidéleni do kteréhokoli podniku po celém SSSR.

Kazdoroc¢né je odvedeno do pracovni sluzby 800 tisic az jeden milion mladych chlap-
ct. Po vyskoleni, které trva Sest mésicti az dva roky, maji povinnost pracovat po Ctyti
roky tam, kam jsou posldni.*® Po vyprSeni téchto Ctyf let nemohou své mista opustit
bez tfedniho povoleni, pokud zdkon o povinné pracovni sluzbé ziistane v platnosti.

Vynos z 26. Cervna 1940 také zavedl Sestidenni pracovni tyden s osmihodinovou pra-
covni dobou, ¢imz byl nahrazen dfivéjsi pétidenni se sedmi hodinami prace denné.*
Délka pracovniho dne pro mladistvé starsi 16 let se prodlouzila ze Sesti na osm hodin;
podle pozdéjsiho vynosu se na né vztahuje i prace prescas a v noci.* Zvlastni zdkon
pak snizil pocet svatkli na pét™ ro¢né a zakdzal zkracovani sobotni pracovni doby.**
Soucasné s prodlouzenim pracovni doby bylo vyslovné natizeno, aby mési¢ni mzdy
zustaly stejné; vSechny hodinové a tikolové sazby se upravily tak, aby pracovnikiiv
vydélek nebyl vys$si nez pti kratsi pracovni dobé.

V priimyslu ma vét§ina prace podobu tikolové prace. Pracovni kvéty a normy stanovuje
vedeni podniku. Za préci navic se poskytuji piiplatky; nejsou-li kvéty splnény, nésleduji
srazky ze mzdy, pficemz kvéty se Casto zvysuji a délnikt se na ndzor nikdo neptd> -
podle oficidlniho zdroje nedokdze 22-32 procent z nich normy splnit.*®

Mistti nesou odpovédnost za jim podiizené délniky. Maji pravo najimat a propoustét
podle potfeby, pridélovat praci, hrozit disciplindrnimi opatifenimi a rozdélovat odmény
podle svého uvazeni. Jsou vSak odpovédni svym nadfizenym za pracovni kazen.'?

49 Viynos prezidia Nejvyssiho sovétu SSSR z 19. ijna 1940 [,0 porjadke objazatélnogo perevoda
inzenérov, technikov, mastérov, sluzascich i kvalificirovannych raboc¢ich s odnich predprijatij
i uérezdénij v drugije”].

50 Vynos prezidia Nejvy$siho sovétu SSSR z 2. tijna 1940 [, 0 gosudarstvennych trudovych re-
zervach SSSR”].

51 Vynos prezidia Nejvyssiho sovétu SSSR z 26. ¢ervna 1940 [, 0 perechodé na vosmi¢asovoj
rabo¢ij dén ...“] a usneseni Rady lidovych komisait SSSR z 3. ¢ervence 1940 [, O povy$enii norm
vyrabotkiisnizeniirascenok v svjazi s perechodom na 7-dnévnuju rabocuju nédélju dlja raboc¢ich
i sluzagéich, imevsich 8-¢asovoj rabocij dén“].

52 Usneseni Rady lidovych komisaiti SSSR z 12. ¢ervence 1940 [,O sverchuroénych noénych
rabotach i prodolZitélnosti otpuskov dlja rabocich i sluzaséich, dostigsich 16-ti letnégo vozrasta“].
%3 [Usneseni uvadi $est svatki.]

% Usneseni Rady lidovych komisaiti SSSR z 27. ¢ervna 1940 [,,O porjadke provedénija Ukaza
Prezidiuma Verchovnogo Soveta SSSR ot 26 ijunia 1940g. ,0 perechodé na vosmicasovoj rabocij
dén, na semidnévnuju rabocuju nédélju i o zaprescenii samovolnogo uchoda rabocich i sluzas-
¢ich s predprijatij i u¢rezdénij*“].

55 Srov. Gordon, Workers, s. 171 a Yvon, L'U.R.S.S., s. 117.

% prohlaseni Svernika, nejvys$$iho predstavitele sovétskych odborti, 16. dubna 1941.
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Délnici nemaji zadny vliv na vysi pracovnich odmén ani na kvalitu pracovnich pod-
minek. ,,Uroveri mezd musi ztistat zcela v rukou vedoucich priimyslovych pracovniki. Ti
urcuji normu.“*® Takzvané odbory vyvijeji tlak stejnym smérem. ,Jejich hlavnim ticelem
je vést boj za splnéni a piekroc¢eni pracovnich norem kazdym jednotlivym délnikem.“*®

Nutnost regulace prace a spravného stanoveni mezd vyzaduje, aby tato véc spadala
do kompetence a sféry zodpovédnosti vedoucich administrativné-hospodéaiskych
pracovnikt a technickych feditelt. Pfivadi nds k tomu i potfeba jednotného ve-
denf a zajistén{ hospodarnosti v podnicich. [... Délnici] nesméji hajit své z4jmy
proti podnikovému vedeni. Néco takového je zcela nespravné. Je to nahrazovani
¢innosti administrativné-hospodaiskych orgdnti. Je to levic4dcka oportunisticka
uchylka, je to podryvani jednotného vedeni a zasahovani do pravomoci admi-
nistrativné-hospodéiskych orgédnti.®

V roce 1932 ,ustiedni vybor odborového svazu strojirenstvi upozornil vladu na sku-
te¢nost, Ze v nékolika strojirnach se vyplacely vys$si mzdy, nez dovoloval [...] rozpocet.
Odborovy svaz se vynasnazil, aby se véc dostala k prokuratorovi a ten mohl na feditele

tovaren podat obzalobu.“®!

Sovétska listina prav

Podivejme se blize na jesté jednu stranku sovétskeé reality: pravni ochranu majetku pred
délniky a kolchozniky. Za rozkrddéani , kolektivniho majetku” statu nebo kolchozu hrozi
az desetileté vézeni nebo trest smrti.®* Tento zdkon se vztahuje i na déti starsi 12 let;
podle zvlastniho vynosu se maji postihy za kradez ¢i zni¢eni majetku (ba i za dalsi
zlodiny) uplatriovat vii¢i nim stejné jako viici dospélym a soudit je maji stejné soudy.*
Yvon cituje ze sovétskych zdroji zminky o dvou piipadech: dva rolnici byli odsouzeni

57 Usneseni Rady lidovych komisafti SSSR a Ustiedniho vyboru Viesvazové komunistické strany
(bolsevik) z 27. kvétna 1940 [,,O povysenii roli mastéra na zavodach tazelogo masinostrojenija“].

%8 Andrej Andrejevi¢ Andrejev, ,Stachanovskoje dviZenije i nasi zadacdi“, Pravda, 1935, &. 358
(29. 12.), s. 5; citovano podle Gordon, Workers, s. 104.

59 Gavriil Davidovi¢ Vejnberg, ,Ogon bolevistskoj samokritiki po nédostatkam v raboté prof-
sojuzov”, Trud 13 (1933), ¢. 155 (8. 7.), s. 3; citovano podle Gordon, Workers, s. 102.

50 yiyrok odborového predéka Vejnberga, ktery zaznél v tomtéz projevu. Ibid., s. 2; citovino podle
Gordon, Workers, s. 104-105.

61 Gordon, Workers, s. 103; srov. , K ugolovnoj otvetstvennosti za pereraschod fondov zaplaty*,
Trud 12 (1932), &. 39 (16. 2.), s. 1.

62 Usneseni Ustiedniho vykonného vyboru SSSR a Rady lidovych komisafti SSSR ze 7. srpna
1932 [,,Ob ochrané imus$cestva gosudarstvennych predprijatij, kolchozov i kooperacii i ukreplenii
obsc¢estvennoj (socialisti¢eskoj) sobstvennosti“].

63 Usneseni Ustfedniho vykonného vyboru SSSR a Rady lidovych komisatii SSSR ze 7. dubna
1935 [,,0 merach borby s prestupnostju sredi nésovers¢ennoletnich“].
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na deset let vézeni{ za kraddez Ctyf kilogramt zrna ze svého kolchozu; jini kolchoznici
byli v souladu s timto zdkonem dokonce odsouzeni k smrti, protoze pro svou potiebu
ilegdlné uzivali koné a lodku pattici kolchozu.** V obou ptipadech soudy vyssi instance
tresty zmirnily. Kolikrat ov§em k zddnému zmirnéni nedoslo?

Tak vypada svoboda, které se tési rusky pracujici v praci, avsak stejné malo svobody
mé také v jinych ohledech. Od roku 1932 musi mit kazdy sovétsky ob¢an vnitfni pas.
Misto pobytu nesmi opustit na dels$i dobu nez 24 hodin, aniz by pas piedlozil na poli-
cii. Bez zvlastniho povoleni nemize bydlet ve velkém mésté nebo v okruhu 50-100 km
kolem meésta. Propadnuti povoleni znamené deportaci na Sibit.*® Cesty do ciziny jsou
prakticky zakdzany - s vyjimkou oficidlnich cest byrokratti. V poslednich patnacti letech
jste skoro z4dné jiné sovétské obéany za hranicemi Ruska nepotkali. Zddat o povolen{
k cesté do ciziny se rovna sebeobzalobé z velezrady. IlegdIni pokusy o piekroceni hranic
se trestaji v ptipadé civilisty desetilety vézeni nebo smrt{, v pfipadé vojaka pak vylu¢né
smrti. Dospéli rodinni prislusnici byvaji uvéznéni na pét az deset let, jestlize o vyleté
védeéli, nebo jsou na pét let poslani na Sibif, jestlize o ném nevédeéli.*

Nepovazuji za nutné se zde zmirtiovat o politickych pravech a svobodach. Zadné totiz
nejsou - nepocitame-li svobodu ptizvukovat oficialni politice a velebit Stalina. Jakykoli
opozi¢ni projev, ba i ten nejmirnéjsi, nebo také jen pouhé pochyby, to vSe se tresta -
a velmi casto smrti. Rovnéz jen ztistat zticha béhem oficidlniho chvalozpévu je velmi
riskantni a zdrzet se hlasovéni pfi pfijiméni pochvalného usneseni se pokldda za zlo¢in
proti statu. Vsichni maji povinnost donaset na ostatni, dokonce i na blizké ptibuzné.
Neudate-li ,protistatniho zlo¢ince", stavate se spoluvinikem a cekd vés piisny trest.

Ti, kdo odmitaji uznat tato obecné zndmé fakta, necht uvedou za poslednich deset
let alespon jeden ptiklad - jen jeden jediny ptiklad! - nékoho, kdo v Sovétském svazu
kritizoval rezim, tj. Stalina, at Gstné nebo pisemné, at mirné nebo ostfe, a nebyl zaroven
potrestdn, jakmile se o tom statni orgdny dovédély. A necht si vzpomenou, Ze 21. srpna
1939 podporovalo 180 miliont sovétskych poddanych jednomyslné a nadsené kolektivni
bezpecnost, lidovou frontu a demokratickou valku proti Némecku a Ze jen o dva dny
pozdéji byli v§ichni pravé tak jednomyslné a nadsené pro pakt mezi Hitlerem a Stalinem
a proti anglické a francouzské imperialistické vdlce. Celych 180 milionti lidi a ani jeden

64 Ivan Alexejevi¢ Akulov, ,Sovétskij sud - mo$énoje orudije ukreplenija socialisti¢eskogo pravo-
soznanija“, Pravda, 1934, ¢. 117 (28. 4.), s. 2; Andrej Januarjevi¢ Vysinskij, Sudoustrojstvo v SSSR.
Ucebnoje posobije dlja juridiceskich kursov v cetyrech ocerkach, sv. 1, Socialisti¢eskoje stroitélstvo,
socialisti¢eskaja zakonnost i zadaci sovétskoj justicii (Moskva: Gosudarstvennoje izdatélstvo
»Sovétskoje zakonodatélstvo®, 1935), s. 45 (2. vyd.); srov. Yvon, L'U.R.S.S., s. 256.

% Usneseni Ustiedniho vykonného vyboru SSSR a Rady lidovych komisatti SSSR z 27. prosince
1932 [,,0b ustanovlenii jedinoj pasportnoj sistémy po Sojuzu SSR i objazatélnoj propiski paspor-
tov*].

% Usneseni Ustfedniho vykonného vyboru SSSR z 8. ¢ervna 1934 [,0 dopolnénii poloZenija
o prestuplenijach gosudarstvennych (kontrrevoljucionnych i osobo dlja Sojuza SSR opasnych
prestuplenijach protiv porjadka upravlenija) statjami ob izmené rodiné”].
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jediny ¢lovék nevyjadfil nesouhlas, nebo alespon pochybnosti, kdyz nastal tak ndhly
a uplny obrat. Jednomyslné nadseni pro novy a opacny kurs bez jediné malé vyjimky
- vzdyt néco takového by se rovnalo zazraku, vedle néhoz ty biblické vypadaji jen jako
laciné kejkle. Anebo musime konstatovat, ze v SSSR nenf ani kousek politické svobody.

Avsak jak jsme uz vidéli, tato absence politické svobody ptfedstavuje pouze jednu
stranku zotroceni spjatého s vyrobnimi procesy, ¢imz se dostdvdme zpét k otdzce tiid.

Zakladni a ptechodné tridy
V sovétské spolecnosti existuji dvé zakladni t¥idy. Jedna ttida se co do svého ,mista ve
vyrobé“ a ,vztahu k vyrobnim prosttedkiim“ vyznacuje tim, zZe zcela postrada indivi-
dudlni nebo kolektivni moc nad vyrobnimi prostfedky. Nema zadné slovo, pokud jde
o otazky, co, jak a kde se ma vyrdbét, popfipadé jak se mé vyroba organizovat, jak se
maji jeji produkty distribuovat a jak se maji stanovovat jejich ceny.®” Piislu$nici této tiidy
se nemohou podilet ani na rozhodovéni o tom, jaké budou jejich pracovni a mzdové
podminky. Museji pracovat, poslouchat a zit v chudobé. Nejsou ani ndznakem pany
vyrobnich prostiedkt, ale naopak jejich privésky, a to v mnohem doslovnéj$im smyslu
nezjejich druhové v burzoaznich demokraciich. Jejich pfijmy staci jen na to nejnutnéjsi
a nejzékladnéjsi zivobyti, a kolikrat dokonce ani na to, pfestoze jsou to oni, kdo celou
spolecnost zivi svou praci. Jsou to vykofistovani.

A pak je tu dalsi tfida lidi, a sice téch, kdo nad vyrobnimi prostfedky maji kontrolu.
Ti rozhoduji o tom, co, jak a kde se mé vyrabét, jaké ceny se maji platit a jaké mzdy,
piiplatky a prémie se maji vyplacet. Jejich fidici moc nad vyrobnimi prostiedky a vy-
robnimi procesy, stejné jako moc volné naklddat s produkty, neni nijak omezena zdola,
ale podfizuje se pouze kazdé vyse postavené mocenské instanci v jejich vlastni tfidé.
Pomoci této kolektivni, hierarchické organizace kontroluji vyrobni prosttedky mono-
polné, tj. na tkor vech ostatnich, neprivilegovanych vrstev spole¢nosti. Rozhoduji tudiz
o rozdélovani narodniho diichodu a ptivlastnuji si z néj lvi podil. Jsou to vykofistovatelé.

Nyni uz vime, pro¢ ,rudi feditelé“, marsalové a stranic¢ti tajemnici ,ziji 1épe a veseleji“:
patti totiz ke t¥idé, kterd ovladd vyrobni prostiedky. Sluhové a délnici ziji v bidé, protoze
patii ke tiidé, kterd nemé nad vyrobnimi prostfedky naprosto Zddnou moc. Rozdily

67 Je zcela zjevné, Ze sami délnici nemaji z4dné slovo pti rozhodovani o tom, jak mé byt aku-
mulovany kapitél investovédn, a od samého pocétku tato tiloha pfislusi pouze vladé.“ Hubbard,
Soviet Trade, s. 322-323; Ve skute¢nosti maji kolchoznici jen minimdlni vlivna organizaci prace ve
svém kolchozu. Nejen Ze se v§echny ¢innosti v kolchozu fidi pldnem, ktery urcuje, jaké plodiny se
maji vysazovat, jakd hospodarska zvirata chovat a jaké technické postupy vyuzivat, ale i stupnice
a forma pracovnich odmeén se fidi zdkonem. [...] Jakmile je pfidélen k brigadé, musi kolchoznik
poslouchat pfikazy vedouciho Cety; nad nim stoji vedouci brigédy, ktery se pak zodpovida ptimo
predsedovi.“ Hubbard, Soviet Agriculture, s. 165-166; ,Piedseda kolchozu je obvykle stranicky
funkcionar, nikoli zemédélec, a fakticky jen velmi malo pfedsedi se rekrutuje z mistnich nebo
pochdziz daného mista [...] Profesionédlni pfedsedové [...] v soucasnosti vedou vétsinu z 240 tisic
kolchozt.” Ibid., s. 162.
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v ,oblasti spotteby“ vyplyvaji z rozdilného postaveni ve vyrobnich procesech. Politickou
moc ma v rukou tfida, kterd drzi moc hospodaiskou: oboji pfedstavuje pouze odlisnou
stranu jediného zdkladniho spole¢enského vztahu, vztahu vykofistovani a ttlaku.

Vztahy mezi témito dvéma tfidami jsou vztahy mezi témi, kdo rozkazuji, a témi,
kdo poslouchaji, mezi témi, kdo vykoftistuji, a témi, kdo jsou vykofistovani. Potud pfi-
pominaji vztahy v8ech ostatnich tfidnich spole¢nosti, véetné kapitalistické.®® Jakmile
pokroc¢ime dale, vystoupi rozdily. Kapitalisté ovladaji vyrobni prosttedky z titulu sou-
kromého vlastnictvi, zatimco ruské vladnouci tfida z titulu spole¢nosti ji proptijcené
spravy. Kazdy ptislusnik burzoazie - alespon v klasickém kapitalismu - ovlad4 ,svoje“
vyrobni prosttedky individudlné, kdezto ruska vladnouci tiida jimi disponuje kolek-
tivné, prostfednictvim hierarchické organizace. V kapitalistické spole¢nosti si délnik
miize vybrat, kterému kapitalistovi prodd svoji pracovni silu - ale nékterému z nich ji
prodat musi, protoze jinak by nepfezil. V Rusku pracovni sila vS§ech délnikt patii v prvé
radé celku vykoftistovatela. V kapitalistickém systému prodavé délnik svou pracovni
silu docCasné a ve spolecenském priméru je mu za ni vyplacena jeji hodnota, zatim-
co kapitalista si pfivlastiiuje nadhodnotu. Hranice mezi hodnotou a nadhodnotou je
urc¢ovéana na volném pracovnim trhu automaticky ptisobicimi ekonomickymi zakony.
V Sovétském svazu patif pracovni sila statu, aniz by si ji kupoval: hranice mezi podilem
délnika a nadvyrobkem neni urcovdna zdkony hodnoty. Shora je stlacovana prakticky
neomezenymi vykotistovatelskymi choutkami byrokracie a zdola je mnohem slabéji
drzena hrozbou vyhynuti délnické ttidy.5

Nékdo by mohl namitnout, Ze jsme podali zjednoduseny obraz. V SSSR pfece nejsou
jen vladnouci byrokraté a délnici. Véc jsme nepochybné zjednodusili, ale zajimaly nés
v prvé fadeé ty vztahy, které jsou zdkladni a nové a které jsou zaroven pro tuto spolec-
nost typické.

Po 150 letech trvani kapitalismu nenalezneme nikde zddnou kapitalistickou spo-
le¢nost, kterd by se sklddala pouze z kapitalistli a délniki. Vedle téchto zdkladnich

68 Zdkladni t¥idy uréité spolecenské formy |[...] byvaji dvé: jednak t¥ida, ktera dava rozkazy
a ma monopol na vyrobni prostiedky, jednak tiida, kterd vykonava rozkazy, postradd vyrobni
prostiedky a pracuje na téidu prvni. Specificka forma tohoto vztahu [...] vykofistovani a poroby
pak urcuje formu dané tiidni spole¢nosti. Kdyz se napi. vztah mezi prikazujici a vykonavajici
tiidou reprodukuje kupovdnim pracovni sily na trhu, jde o kapitalismus. Jestlize se reprodukuje
kupovénim osob, plundrovanim apod., nikoli pouze kupovdnim pracovni sily, a jestlize mé
prikazujici ttida moc nejen nad pracovni silou, ale také nad ,dusi a télem’ vykotistovanych, pak
jde o otrokérsky systém.” Nikolai Bukharin, Historical Materialism. A System of Sociology (New
York: International Publishers, 1925), s. 282. [Srov. Nikolaj Ivanovi¢ Bucharin, Téorija istoriceskogo
matérializma. Populjarnyj ucebnik marksistskoj sociologii (Moskva - Leningrad: Gosudarstvennoje
izdatélstvo, 1925), s. 321.]

%9 Rozumi se samo sebou, e v jakékoli t¥idni spoleénosti se utiskovana t¥ida musi n&jak uZivit
a byt schopna se reprodukovat a ze vlddnouci tfida ziskdvéa nadvyrobek, ktery existen¢ni mi-
nimum presahuje. Jednotlivé tfidni spolec¢nosti se vSak odliSuji specifickym zptisobem, jakym
je nadvyrobek privlastriovan.
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tfid existuji prechodné tfidy charakteristicky kapitalistické a ddle pocetné poztistatky
predkapitalistickych tiid.

Podobné jevy se vyskytuji také v Sovétském svazu. K pozistatktim piredsovétskych
tfid patii pfedevS§im samostatni rolnici a femeslnici. Ti se podobaji ,prostym vyrobctim
zbozi“ v kapitalistické spole¢nosti, av§ak maji mnohem omezenéjsi kontrolu nad svymi
vyrobnimi prostfedky i nad svymi produkty.” Jejich pocet je relativné maly a jejich
role v celku vyrobnich procest je nevyznamnd. Kolchozni rolnici, ktefi tvoii drtivou
vétsinu zemédélského obyvatelstva, jsou smiSenym typem. Pokud pracuji za ,,mzdu”
v ,zespolecensténém” sektoru kolchozu a museji produkty dodavat statu, potud patii
k ,proletaridtu” sovétské spolecnosti a jejich situace je obdobna situaci pramyslového
délnika. Pokud pracujf na vlastnich zdhumencich a proddvaji své produkty na otevie-
ném kolchoznim trhu, potud jsou ,prosti vyrobci zbozi“. Lze je tedy z¢4asti oznacovat
jako ,sovétsky proletariat” a z¢asti jako prosté vyrobce zbozi.

Kromeé toho se setkdvame i se stfednimi vrstvami, které organicky nélezeji k sovét-
ské spolec¢nosti a hraji v ni ptiblizné stejnou socialni roli jako maloburzoazie a ,nova
stfedni tfida“ v kapitalistické spolecnosti. Do stfednich vrstev patti délnicka aristokracie
(stachanovci) a stfedné postaveni techni¢ti odbornici a Gfednici. Maji vétsi piijmy nez
délnici, ale mnohem mens$i nez vysoce postaveni byrokraté. Zastévaji ulohu snaziv-
cti, ktefi stupnuji pracovni tempo ve vyrobnich procesech, slouzi jako socidlni opora
byrokracie a ptipadné jako zdroj, z néhoz vladnouci tfida cerpd nové a Cerstvé sily.

Uzavirani tfidnich hranic

Kdyz na stalinisty a jejich dobrovolné i nedobrovolné pratele ptijdete s teorii, Ze v So-
vétském svazu existuje tiidni nadvlada, nejcastéji pronesou repliku, Ze tamni obcané
maji ,neomezené prilezitosti se vypracovat”. Klasickd americka bajka zni, ze ,kazdy
chlapec se mtiZe stat prezidentem* - a podle stejné logiky nosi kazdy sovétsky vojak
v torné marsdlskou hal.

Na tom je néco pravdy, nebo spiSe bylo na tom néco pravdy, a sice v pocate¢nich fazich
vyvoje sovétské spolecnosti. Avsak ani tehdy to nedokazovalo neexistenci tfid. Také
ve Spojenych stdtech se z ¢isticti bot stali milionéfi, ale Zddného rozumného c¢lovéka
nikdy nenapadlo tvrdit, Ze by tato spole¢nost nebyla spole¢nosti tfidni.

A tfebaze byly tfidni hranice v sovétské spole¢nosti zpocatku pomérné oteviené
a pruzné, uzavrely se zavratnou rychlosti. V souc¢asné generaci byrokrati najdeme
stale mnoho synt z délnickych a rolnickych rodin, nebot tato vlddnouci tfida vznikla
diferenciaci délnické a rolnické tfidy. Ale byrokraté zittka budou pfevazné détmi by-
rokrati a celd politika vladnouci tiidy se orientuje timto smérem. Stéle vice se stdva
pravidlem, Ze syn délnika se stdva délnikem, kdezto syn byrokrata - nebo nanejvys
syn nékoho ze stfedni vrstvy - se stdvd byrokratem.

70 Prosty vyrobce“ zboZi je v marxistické terminologii vyrobce, ktery vlastni své vyrobni
prosttedky, pracuje pro otevieny trh a nenajimé si pracovni silu nikoho jiného.
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Privilegia se pfeddvaji dalsi generaci ttemi zptisoby: odkdzdnim majetku, monopolem
na vzdélani a protekci. Dédéni majetku je nejméné diilezité. Pravo na dédictvi sice
bylo obnoveno a SSSR je jedinou zemi, kde ptimo dstava zarucuje pravo neomezené
nakladat s majetkem prostfednictvim zavéti, ale odkazat mizete pouze to, co vlastni-
te: nabytek, umélecka dila, dacu, hotovost, bankovni vklady ¢i statni obligace. To vse
mad uprostfed vSeobecné bidy ohromnou cenu - ale problém vézi v tom, Ze nemuzete
odkazat tovarny a akciové podily.

Privilegovanilidé vS§ak mohou nechat své déti vystudovat. A pouze oni maji tuto moz-
nost. ,Co se tyCe studentty,” piSe Yvon, ,ekonomicky faktor hraje Casto nejdtlezitéjsi roli
a syn bohatého otce se tési velké vyhodé oproti tém, kteti maji vzdy hluboko do kapsy.“”

Od doby, co byla tato slova napsana, se situace v mnoha ohledech jesté vice zhorsila.
V roce 1935 soveétsky tisk s velkym jdsotem zaznamenal skutec¢nost, Ze vice nez polovina
studentt si vystaci s penézi od rodici - zatimco tésné po revoluci vétSina z nich zila
z podpory od riznych vefejnych instituci. Leckde najdeme lepsi $koly ur¢ené pro déti
byrokratti, nebo dokonce i lepsi jesle a skolky. V roce 1940 se opét zavedlo $kolné za
posledni tfi roéniky stfednich $kol a za studium na vysokych skoldch;? tento ptiklad
brzy nésledovaly v§echny stfedni skoly technické, pedagogické, zemédélské, zdravot-
nf a jiné.” Skolné na stfednich $koldch ¢ini 150-200 rubld, na $kolach vysokych pak
300-500 rubld. Stipendia se poskytuji jen za nejlepsi znamky - alespon dvé tietiny
»vybornych“ a zbytek , dobrych”. Po zavedeni tohoto zakona se $kolné za prvni semestr
muselo uhradit do &ty tydni; jestlize nebylo zaplaceno, néasledovalo vylouceni. Skoly
tudiz muselo opustit 600 tisic studentd.

Zakladani suvorovskych vojenskych ucilist s pfednostnimi misty pro syny diistojniki
také predstavuje krok stejnym smérem. UZ jen chybi, aby na kremelském dvote zavedli
vojenskou gardovou $kolu podle carského vzoru...

Tteti zptisob pfeddvani privilegii, tj. protekce, mé podle Yvona nésledujici podobu:
»Vysokoskolské diplomy sice jsou nepostradatelné, ale samy o sobé nestaci. Kvalifikuji
k rizné pritazlivym pracovnim mistim, ale uspét bez zndmosti je ¢im dal obtiznéjsi.
Vysoce postaveny otec tak mtiZze byt svému synovi velmi k uzitku. Nenecha ho zacit
kariéru ve svém oddéleni, nybrz nékde u kolegy, coz nepfitdhne tolik pozornosti. Jak-
mile se syn uchyti, sta¢{ mu par obratnych manévrti, aby postoupil na misto, které ma
stejnou hodnotu jako zdédéné penize po kapitalistovi.“™

'Yvon, LU.R.S.S., s. 171.

2 Usneseni Rady lidovych komisaiti SSSR z 2. fijna 1940 [,Ob ustanovlenii platnosti obuéenija
v starsich klassach srednich $kol i v vys§ich u¢ebnych zavedénijach SSSR i ob izmenénii porjadka
naznacenija stipendij“].

3 Usneseni Rady lidovych komisatii SSSR z 12. fijna 1940 [,,0b Utverzdénii prikaza VKVS,0 me-
roprijatijach po vypolnéniju Postanovlenija Sovnarkoma SSSR ob ustanovlenii platnosti obucenija
v vys$ich u¢ebnych zavedénijach i ob izmenénii porjadka naznacenija stipendij studéntam“].

“Yvon, L'U.R.S.S., s. 171.
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Tato fakta berou vitr z plachet dalsimu oblibenému argumentu. Byrokracie pry sku-
teCné spotfebovava nepriméteny dil toho, co se vyprodukuje, a déje se tak na tukor
délnikd, ale nejvétsi cast produkce nakonec nespotiebuji ani délnici, ani byrokraté,
nybrz se akumuluje. A komu slouzi nové postavené tovarny a silnice - a nové vyrobené
pusky? Prece lidu. Lid je sice vykofistovan, ale tato akumulace sleduje dobro celku.
Na to lze odpovédét, ze prdvé tak i za kapitalismu ptispiva produkce tovarny a pouzi-
vani novych dopravnich prostiedkt k blahu ,v§eho lidu“. Kapitalisté nesnédi vsechen
margarin a Spagety, které jejich tovarny vyrobily, ani nejezdi podzemni drahou zcela
sami a ani se navzdjem nevysttileji puskami, nybrz je pouzivaji na obranu proti vnéj-
$im neptateliim svych zemi a proti vnitfnim neptatelim svého spole¢enského radu.
Pro¢ akumulace spocivd v budovani novych tovaren? Je tomu tak proto, aby kapitalisté
a jejich déti mohli i nadéle vykofistovat délniky. A podobné také ruské vladnouci tiidy
provadéji akumulaci stavénim novych zévodt, aby v nich pfislu$nici téchto tfid a jejich
potomci mohli pokracovat ve vykotistovani délnikd. Kdyby Rusko tvoftilo jednu jedinou
velkou kapitalistickou firmu, nijak by se v tomto sméru neodli$ovalo.

Rozpory a disproporce

Ale co kdy?z se sovétské spole¢nost - navzdory rozdiliim v ptijmech - nakonec dokédze
rozvinout do harmonické podoby? Pfedstavme si, ze produktivita prace poroste, spolu
s ni celkové mnozstvi produktti, a Ze délnici budou dostévat lepsi mzdy a byrokraté
lepsi platy; pfesto ztistane dost pro potteby dalsi akumulace a nové tovarny zvysi pro-
duktivitu jesté vice - vSechno dopadne dobie v tomto nejlepsim ze vS§ech moznych
svétd.

Bohuzel tato pfedstava neodpovida vyse uvedenym fakttim. Pro¢? ProtoZe pro tota-
litni spole¢nost, v niz délnici nemaji zadnd prava, je nejsnadnéjsi jit tou cestou, Ze se
snizuje jejich zivotni droven a ulozi se jim povinnosti vydrzovat vyse postavenou tiidu
a zajistovat dalsi akumulaci. Postaveni kazdého piislusnika vladnouci tiidy, jeho prestiz,
jeho sluzebni postup, jeho plat, jeho zaméstnani, a nékdy dokonce i jeho zivot zaviseji na
tom, zda dokéze splnit a piekrocit plan a zda dosahne urceného c¢i jesté vyssiho zisku.
Ponévadz ndkupni a prodejni ceny se direktivné stanovuji shora, nabizeji se mu jen
nastroje jako snizovani mezd, zvy$ovani pracovniho tempa a prodluzovani pracovni
doby. Cely spolecensky systém m4d ze své podstaty sklon k nadmeérnému vykotistovani
préce, jak je tomu vlastné vsude, kde pracujici nejsou svobodni. Hubbard kriticky po-
znamenav4, ze na smrt miliont lidi za hladomoru v roce 1932 ,musime pohliZet jako
na narodni kapitdlovou ztratu“.” Ale byrokracie si v tomto nemutze pomoci. Relativné
nadmeérna spotieba hornich desitek tisic a nadmérna akumulace jsou doprovazeny
podvyzivou Sirokych mas, coz vede k nizsi produktivité préce, kterd ndsledné snizuje
mnozstvi spolecenskych produktd, které jsou k dispozici. Zostfuje se tudiz boj o distri-

> Hubbard, Soviet Labour and Industry, s. 180.
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buci produktti. Krizi byrokracie fesi obvyklym zptisobem. Aby udrzela a zvysila tempo
akumulace a aby pfijmy vladct neutrpély 4jmu, jednoduse ddle snizuje zivotni tiroven
mas - branit se koneckoncti nemohou. A bludny kruh se roztaci znovu.

Nedostate¢nd spotfeba mas je jednim zdrojem rozport. Avsak o dalsi disproporce
neni zddnd nouze. Nevyhnutelné jsou chyby v pldnovéni. V kazdé moderni spolecnosti
existuje néjakd metoda, jak regulovat rozdélovani vyrobnich prostfedkt a pracovnich
sil mezi rizna odvétvi a procesy produktivni ¢innosti. V kapitalismu se o to, at se uz
stane cokoli, stard mechanismus cen a ziskti, zatimco o nédpravu omyli se nakonec
postaraji hospodafské krize a ztraty. Zivelné ptisobici ekonomické zdkony se projevuji
ekonomickymi katastrofami; jak pozoruhodné poznamenal Mar, tyto zdkony ptisobi
stejné jako zadkon zemské pritazlivosti, kdyz vdm na hlavu spadne diim. V socialistické
spolecnosti by slepé vladnouci zakony nahradila védoma demokratickd kontrola mas
spojend s tim, ze UCty se predklédaji zcela vetejné. Za vykotistovatelské vlady byrokracie
v$ak staré metody regulace ztraceji i¢innost, zatimco nové a demokratické metody
nepftipadaji v ivahu, nebot by odhalily vykotistovani - a tudiz jsou nejzakladnéjsi
hospodériska fakta drzena v tajnosti. Ale to neni jediny dlisledek: pokud se reguluje
a kritizuje ,pouze shora“ nijak tim nenahradime vefejnou kontrolu. Nesmi-li se ptikazy
shora kritizovat, i kdyZ jsou nesmyslné a neproveditelné, pak se jejich provedeni musi
predstirat. Despoticky systém nuti kazdého lhat. Ani jeden tdaj ¢i fakt neni spolehlivy.
Na XVIII. v8esvazové konferenci VKS(b) v tinoru 1941 tajemnik dstfedniho vyboru
Malenkov prozradil, Ze v jedné tovarné byly soucasné podéany Ctyti odli§né zpravy
o zasobach zdkladniho materialu: jedna vedoucim zasobovaciho oddéleni, druhé hlav-
nim ucetnim, tfetf feditelem zavodu a ¢tvrtd komisi pfi provérce.” Objevily se Ctyti
razné soucty, které se lisily o nékolik stovek procent, pfestoze inventura zdkladniho
materidlu v tovarné je tim nejsnadnéjs$im statistickym tikolem. Co se déje tehdy, kdyz
se do vypocta zahrnou také ceny a zaroven je ménovy standard natolik nestabilni, Ze
otevira prostor k riznym manipulacim? Malenkov zminoval tento pfipad jako typicky
amy uzlépe rozumime tomu, jakym zptisobem se byrokracii i pti s¢itani lidu dati délat
chyby v ¢islech, ktera jdou do milionti.

Chyby v pldnovédni jsou nevyhnutelné i pfi nejlepsich statistikach, ale za takovych
podminek se stavaji pravidlem. Jakmile v tomto systému dojde k omylu, ma tato chyba
ohromné dtsledky. Yvon piSe: ,Jednotlivé chyby mohou mit zna¢né velky dosah, coz
je jednim z nejzdpornéjsich jeva v zivoté této zemé. [...] Skutec¢nost, ze nékteti lidé

6 Georgij Maximilianovi¢ Malenkov, ,O zada¢ach partijnych organizacij v oblasti promys$lennosti
itransporta, Pravda, 1941, ¢. 46 (16. 2), s. 2. [Autor znal projev - ¢i pasaz z projevu - pravdépodobné
z nepfesného anglického prekladu. Ptesné znéni je nésledujici: ,Reditel Kol¢uginského zévodu
pro zpracovani barevnych kovti [...] potfeboval zjistit, kolik materidlu zbyva v dilné ¢&. 2. U¢etn{
oddéleni zdvodu mu nahlasilo 81,6 tuny, planovaci oddéleni uvedlo 47,7 tuny, podle zdznamu
v dilné zde bylo 51,5 tuny, ale pti kontrole se ukazalo, ze skute¢né mnozstvi je 11 tun.”]
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maji nad spole¢nosti téméf neomezenou moc, snadno vede k pfijimani nesmyslnych
rozhodnutf, ktera se pfesto vykondavaji.“””

Kdokoli obeznameny s ¢etnymi ptiklady chybnych investic a nesmyslnych pldnova-
cich rozhodnuti, o nichz referuje sovétsky tisk nebo cizinci, musi pfipustit, ze naklady
$patného byrokratického hospodaieni nejsou v zadném piipadé nizsi nez ty, které
s sebou nese kapitalisticka konkurence.

Vedle toho se ale setkdme také s pfimym parazitismem. Neproduktivni spravni
arepresivn{ aparat soucasné sovétské spolecnosti patii v poméru k ndrodnimu diichodu
mezi nejndkladnéjsi na svété.

Cas od ¢asu vyjdou na svétlo nékteré kiiklavé piipady tohoto parazitismu. Na jate
roku 1941 se oficidlné zjistilo, Ze pouze v samotné Rostovské oblasti bylo v adminis-
trativnim aparatu kolchozti zaméstnano 50 tisic osob, které byly zcela nadbytecné
i podle métitek byrokratické statni exekutivy. Soucasné se vypatralo, Ze v moskevskych
tovarnach méli vedouci pracovnici k ruce nékolik stovek zvlastnich pomocnikd, jejichz
jedinym tkolem bylo najimat nové délniky. A podle odhadii najal kazdy pomocnik
v praméru jen jednoho délnika denné. Zminovany Malenkov pak sezndmil konferenci
strany s timto piipadem: jeden uralsky zavod pro taveni médi prodal statnimu trustu
pro zpracovani barevnych kovii jisté opotfebené zatizeni za 100 tisic rublt. Jiny fedi-
tel téhoz zdvodu nemél o tomto obchodu ani tuseni a koupil totéz zatizeni od trustu
zpét za 111 tisic rubld. A oba feditelé dostali odmény, jeden za vyhodny prodej, druhy
za levny ndkup.” Takové ptipady nejsou ojedinélé; svédci o tom skutecnost, ze byl
vyhlasen zvlastni zékon, ktery takové obchody s opotiebenym zatizenim zakéazal.”
Dalsi pfiklady bychom mohli vrsit donekonecna.

Byrokracie si tedy dokaze drzet svoji pozici jen za cenu velkych ztrét pro celou
spole¢nost. Dezorganizovanost, disproporce a parazitismus omezuji rozvoj vyrobnich
sil a snizuji zivotni tiroven mas. Pldnované hospodafstvi mé vSak piece jen jednu velkou
vyhodu: v pfipadé nouze lze soustfedit vSechny dostupné zdroje a pracovni sily na
Jjednu ¢innost a neohlizet se pfitom na cokoli jiného.

V tom se také skryvé kli¢ k vysvétleni, proc¢ sovétské Rusko dokdzalo na némeckou
invazi odpovédét tak i¢innym odporem. Pravé za vélky je takové soustiedéné usili tou
nejpodstatnéjsi véci ze vSech. V Sovétském svazu nepiipada v ivahu, aby se valecnému
asili pletly do cesty zdjmy soukromého vlastnictvi nebo zdkonnd préva pracujicich. Vy-
robni odvétvi, kterd jsou podle mirovych norem neproduktivni a neziskovd, 1ze udrzovat
po skoro neomezenou dobu a jejich ztraty se rozlozi po celém narodnim hospodatstvi.

“TYvon, L'U.R.S.S., s. 22. P¥ikladt existuje celd fada.

78 Malenkov, ,0 zadatach® s. 3.

s

" Viynos prezidia Nejvys$$iho sovétu SSSR z 10. inora 1941 (,,O zapre$éenii prodaZi, obmena
i otpuska na storonu oborudovanija i matérialovi ob otvetstvennosti po sudu za eti nézakonnyje
déjstvija“).
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Celé priimyslové oblasti mohou byt z vojenskostrategickych diivodd ptemistény bez
ohledu na nédklady. Lze rozsahle testovat a zavadét nové vynélezy a provadét technické
a spolecenské experimenty. Pracovni sily je mozné poslat tam, kde je jich nejvic potieba,
a pfimét je pracovat za désivych podminek. Obyvatelstvo miize byt donuceno pfindset
obéti, o jakych si ameri¢ti Rickenbackerové® netroufaji ani snit.*!

Tato koncentrace veskeré moci a veskerych zdrojt v rukou jediné skupiny vladci
nevysveétluje pouze ruské vale¢né tuspéchy, nybrz ndm také naznacuje, jak si byrokra-
cie - navzdory vS§em vnitinim disproporcim, $patnému hospodafeni a spole¢enskym
konfliktim - dokédzala udrzet svoji moc i v dobé miru. At byly ztraty sebevétsi, byrokracie
méla k dispozici vSechny zdroje obrovského impéria, aby je mohla zamaskovat a aby
umoznila systému preckat krizi.

Stat a hospodatstvi

Poté, co jsme nacrtli socidlnf stratifikaci sovétské spolecnosti a spolecenské rozpory,
radi bychom se na chvili zastavili u vztahu mezi stditem a hospoddistvim.

Marxisté vzdy byvali hrdi na to, ze dokdzou za pravnimi fikcemi a ideologickymi
zavoji odhalit skute¢né spolecenské vztahy. O to pozoruhodnéjsi tudiz je, Ze by mnozstvi
autor, ktefi prosli $kolou marxismu, mélo uvétit tomu, ze vyrobni prostifedky v Rusku
patii ,,vSem"“ nebo ,délnické tfidé”, protoze se to pise v zdkonech. Jenze vyrobni prostiedky
v Rusku nepatii v§em, nybrz statu. Podle marxistického uceni je stét organizovanym
nasilim vladnoucich tiid slouzicim k ttlaku t¥id utiskovanych a sama jeho existence,
a dokonce jeho neustalé posilovani by mély marxistiim stacit jako varovny signadl, Ze
maji co do ¢inéni s tfidni spole¢nosti. Trockij jednou napsal, Ze vyrobni prostiedky
v Rusku patfi statu a stat patii byrokracii.®? V této myslence, kterou pozdéji Trockij
bohuzel zavrhl jako pouhy aforismus, je vice moudrosti nez v celé trockistické literature
o ,degenerovaném délnickém stateé“.*

80 [Autor narazi na Eddieho Rickenbackera (1890-1973), americké stihaci eso za prvni svétové

valky. Pravicoveé orientovany Rickenbacker se za druhé svétové valky zapojil do americké valecné
propagandy a mj. zadal po americkém délnictvu zvy$ené pracovni Gsili v zazemi. V roce 1943
podnikl oficidlni cestu do SSSR, kde se mu velmi zamlouvala tuhé pracovni disciplina. Podobné
pochvalné ndzory na SSSR zastédvali také nékteii predstavitelé amerického kapitalu.|

81 ptipojme pozndmku, Ze nerovnosti, které jsme vidéli v sovétském civilnim Zivoté, nalezneme
také v tolik propagované ,lidové“ Rudé armadé, kde jsou dokonce jesté vyraznéjsi. Vojin Rudé
armdady dostdva 10 rublt mési¢né, porucik 1000 rublt a plukovnik 2400 rubld. Americky zold je
rozhodné vice rovnostarsky: 50 dolart pro vojina, 150 pro porucika a 333 pro plukovnika. Viz
,The Russian Worker*, New York Times 92 (1943), ¢. 31 257 (23. 8.), s. 14.

82 [Srov. Trockij, Zrazend revoluce, s. 214.]

83 Cely trockisticky argument, Ze Rusko je délnicky stat, stoji a pad4 s tezi, Ze uz samotné zestat-
néni vyrobnich prostiedki znamend vznik délnického statu - a nic dalstho uz zkoumat nemusime.
Toto tvrzeni je v naprostém rozporu nejen s realitou, ale rovnéz s celou marxistickou tradici.
Uz Engels si z takové piedstavy tropil zerty, kdyz napsal, ze kdyby na kazdém statnim podniku
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Nékolik autorti uz upozornilo na skute¢nost, ze v zestdtnéném hospodéaistvi vse
zéavisi na tom, kdo drzi v rukou statni moc.? Jestlize ji drzi S§iroké, demokraticky or-
ganizované masy vyrobct, pak jsou v jejich rukou také vyrobni prostiedky a Zijeme
v socialismu nebo jsme zdarné na cesté k nému. Jestlize se v§ak moc nachdzi vyhradné
v rukou zvlastni privilegované vrstvy, pak tato vrstva ovladd také vyrobni prostfedky
a zijeme v tfidni spole¢nosti.

Dochdazime tak k zavéru, Ze socialismus je nemozny a nepfedstavitelny bez demo-
kracie. Demokracie neni nahodilou a nadbyte¢nou ozdobou na stavbé socialistického
hospodaiského fadu, nybrz jejimi skute¢nymi zdklady, jeji podstatou.

Nebylo by vSak spravné tvrdit, ze jakmile byly vyrobni prostiedky zestatnény, hospo-
darské zdkony prestéavaji platit a i¢inkovat, Ze politika nahradila ekonomii atd. Politicky
utlak je totiz jen odvracenou stranou hospodatského vykoristovani. A stat haji tiidni
vztahy, které panuji v hospodéistvi.

Despotickd diktatura byrokracie neni nahodilou nadstavbou socialistického hospo-
dafstvi ¢i chorobnym vyrastkem na jeho téle. Je to adekvétni a zdkonity politicky projev
hospodatské skutecnosti, Ze byrokracie vykotistuje Siroké masy. Lze opravdu fici, ze
byrokracie vladne v tovarné, protoze ovlada stat, ale se stejnou opravnénosti miizeme
tento vyrok i otocit. Ve hte jsou totiz dvé strany jednoho zdkladniho tfidniho vztahu.
Nemylili bychom se, kdybychom fekli, Ze k uskute¢néni socialismu v Rusku chybi uz
jen zavést demokracii vyrobct; jenze takové zavedeni by zdaleka neznamenalo jen
,»Cisté politicky“ prevrat v ,nadstavbé, nybrz by si zaroven zadalo i socidlni revoluci.
Revoluce by nedokézala svrhnout byrokracii politicky, aniz by ji zbavila jeji hospodaiské
moci. Nemohla by zavést demokracii, aniz by vyrobni vztahy zaloZzené na poslusnosti
a vykoristovani nahradila vztahy zaloZzenymi na svobodé a rovnosti, na dobrovolné
spolupraci. Musela by prevést spolecenské vyrobni prostiedky z hierarchického ko-
lektivniho vlastnictvi byrokracie do demokratického kolektivniho vlastnictvi vyrobcti.
Pouze touto cestou Ize v Rusku dosahnout socialismu.

bylo néco socialistického, musel by byt prvnim socialistickym zatizenim rotni krej¢i od arméady.
[Srov. Engels, ,Pana Eugena Diihringa pievrat védy*, s. 275.] Trockisté tikaji, Ze rusky stat je ve
své podstaté délnickym statem, protoze jeho hospodéfsky zdklad neptestava byt socialisticky.
A tento zaklad spociva v zestdtnéni vyrobnich prostiedkti. Kdyby nékdo skromné namital, Ze
zestatnéni samo o sobé neni socialistickym opatfenim, ponévadz i stat vykotfistovateld mtze
zestatnovat, trockisté odpovédi, ze zestatnéni provedené délnickym stdtem je nutné socialistic-
kym opatienim. TudiZz se ukazuje, Ze Rusko je délnicky stét, protoze mé socialisticky zdklad, ale
tento zaklad je socialisticky jen proto, ze Rusko je délnicky stat. Anebo feceno strucnéji: Rusko je
délnicky stat, protoze je délnicky stat. A kdyz tomu nevéfite, jste filistr, maloburzoa a renegat...

84 Obzvlast dobfe se s touto otdzkou vyporadal Max Shachtman v riiznych éislech ¢asopisu The

New International. [Viz zvla$té Max Shachtman, ,Is Russia a Workers’ State?“, The New Internatio-
nal 6 (prosinec 1940), ¢. 10 (49), s. 195-205.]
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Abstract

This text presents Egon Bondy'’s political thought at the turn of the 1940s and 1950s, with
special focus on his texts “The Dictatorship of the Proletariat” and “2000” (both written
in 1949/1950), which represent one of the first expressions of Marxist criticism of Soviet-type
society after 1948 in Czechoslovakia. The introductory study analyses Bondy’s evaluation
of the Soviet Union as “fascism in its most advanced form”, and the implications of the
fusion of economic and political power. It also points to the continuity of this type of
Marxist criticism with earlier critiques written by Josef Guttmann and Zdvis Kalandra
in the 1930s and 1940s, while also pointing out how these texts by Bondy in some ways
anticipated his later analyses from the 1960s, in which he understood Eastern Bloc re-
gimes as examples of state capitalism. Following this introduction, we print a revised
and annotated edition of Bondy’s “Dictatorship of the Proletariat.”
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EGON BONDY O SOVETSKEM SVAZU
Petr Kuzel

Po tnorovém pievratu v roce 1948 doslo v Ceskoslovensku ke vzniku nedemokratic-
kého rezimu, ktery se zhroutil az po sametové revoluci v roce 1989. Tento rezim byl od
svého vzniku kritizovan z nejriiznéjsich stran politického spektra. Sou¢asny medialni
diskurz, ktery byvaly rezim oznacuje taktka vyhradné a ponékud nesmyslné za rezim
y2komunisticky*“, vSak v rdmci urcité binarni logiky zalozené na dichotomii dobra a zla
vyvolava dojem, ze kritici tohoto domnéle , komunistického” rezimu museli byt z lo-
giky véci nutné pravicovi ¢i pfinejmensim liberdlné orientovani, nebo dokonce pro-
kapitalisticti. Zcela se tak v béZném vetejném povédomi stird naptiklad ta skute¢nost,
Ze Milada Horédkova byla narodni socialistkou, Ze s ni popraveny Zavi§ Kalandra byl
pfesvédcenym marxistou, stejné jako jim byl i v obdobi normalizace nejdéle véznény
Cesky disident Petr Uhl.

Pravé to, ze byly tehdejsi rezimy ve sttedni a vychodni Evropé od svych pocatki
predmétem ostré kritiky i ze strany marxistickych autort, kteti pfedstavovali vyznam-
nou ¢ast levicového disentu, byvéa v sou¢asném vetejném prostoru skute¢nost pomérné
dosti upozadovana. Rozhodli jsme se proto v tomto svazku Kontradikci ptetisknout
politicky esej Egona Bondyho (vl. jm. Zbynék Fiser') z ptrelomu roku 1949/1950, ktery je
dokladem pravé takového typu marxistické kritiky. Dtivodem pro tento vybér je rovnéz
ta skute¢nost, ze Egon Bondy byl po roce 1948 zaroven jednim z prvnich - pfinejmensim
ve své generaci -, kdo rezimy vychodniho bloku kritizoval pravé z radikdlné levicovych
pozic. Bondyho kritika je vyjadiena jak v jeho uméleckych textech, a to jiz v jeho bés-
nich z ptelomu ¢tyficatych a padesatych let, tak rovnéz v politickém eseji ,Diktatura
proletariatu”, psaném na pfelomu roku 1949/1950. Ze stejné doby pochdzi rovnéz text
s ndzvem , 2000 ktery je urcitou kolazi umeélecké prézy, denikovych zdznamt a poli-
tickych tvah a ktery je datovan , psano v prosinci 49 - inoru 50 Tyto texty ptedstavuji,
jak jsme jiz naznacili, zajimavé historické dokumenty o poc¢étcich marxistické kritiky
reziml vychodniho bloku u nés po roce 1948. V roce 1951 vysly v edici Palnoc, prvni
samizdatové edici v Ceskoslovensku po roce 1948, kterou zaloZil pravé Egon Bondy
s Ivo Vodsedalkem. Spolu s texty naptiklad Josefa Guttmanna, jemuz se v tomto svazku
obsirné vénoval Pavel Siostrzonek, ¢i Zavise Kalandry, jejichz dilo zahrnuje marxistic-
kou kritiku Sovétského svazu z tficatych a Ctyricatych let, tak Bondyho texty ukazuji
urcitou kontinuitu tohoto typu kritiky v letech padesatych a nésledujicich. V ¢em tato

! Alkoli Zbyné&k Figer ptijal pseudonym Egon Bondy aZ na zadatku roku 1949, budu vzhledem
k tomu, Ze je tento pseudonym s jeho fyzickou osobou jiz natolik spjat, referovat o ném pouze
jako o ,Egonu Bondym®, a to i pro obdobi, kdy tento pseudonym jesté neuzival.
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kritika spocivala a co vznik tohoto kritického postoje podminilo, je pojedndno v pii-
spevku, ktery nasleduje.?

V roce 1947 byl Egon Bondy pfiznivcem KSC a v tomtéZ roce do ni jesté jako nezletily
ve svych 17 letech vstoupil.® V zimé 1947-1948 jel na Stavbu mlddeze do Lidic.* Po névratu
do Prahy jiz dochdazelo k pfipravé ,Vitézného inora“ a Bondy se v té dobé velmi aktivné
Ucastnil fady manifestaci a jiné aktivistické ¢innosti.® Nicméné, a z velké ¢asti pravé
proto, ze byl pfitomen pii pfipravach téchto manifestaci, uvédomoval si podle svych
slov stéle vice zmanipulovanost celé véci® a jiz béhem ,Vitézného tinora“ dosel k zavéru,
Ze se ,néco jaksi nepovedlo“’ Nésledujici vyvoj udalosti jen potvrzoval jeho podezieni.
Vyznamnou roli v Bondyho ndhledu na stalinisticky rezim hrélo vylouceni Jugoslavie
ze sovétského bloku v ¢ervnu 1948 a nédsledné Stvava kamparn ceskoslovenskych a so-
vétskych sdélovacich prostiedkt proti Jugoslavii, Titovi a jeho spolupracovniktim. S ni
zapocalo také ostrakizovéni jinak smyslejicich, a v§e se najednou pro Bondyho zacalo
»osvétlovat v jiném svétle“,® coz postupné vedlo k tomu, Ze se ,poprvé zacal trochu
orientovat a uvédomovat si, jak tu pervertovanou komunistickou politiku, kterou [...]
mél moznost pozorovat predchdazejiciho ptl roku, asi interpretovat®.®

Z iluze, Ze by zfizeni SSSR mélo socialisticky charakter a Ze by v ném postupné mohlo
dochézet k realizaci idedlti spojenych s emancipa¢nim projektem (rozsiteni demokracie

2 Text niZe je upravenou a na nékterych mistech doplnénou ¢4sti mé studie ,Politické myslen{
Egona Bondyho*, in Egon Bondy Pracovni analyza a jiné texty (Praha: Filosofia 2017), s. 13-59,
v niz se vénuji Bondyho politickému mysleni obsahleji.

3 Viz Egon Bondy, Prunich deset let (Praha: Mata 2002), s. 20. Bondyho paméti potvrzuje i Archiv
bezpecnostnich slozek, spis , Trockisté a trockistické skupiny, sv. L., ¢. 305_737_3_0082, podle néhoz
do KSC Egon Bondy vstoupil 30. zai{ 1947. Stejnd informace se objevuje i v Bondyho Zivotopisu,
ktery ptiklddal k obhajobé své kandidétské prace, vnémz se uvadi, Ze o vstup pozddal v Cervnu

=~y

1947 a ze ptijat byl v zati. Archiv Univerzity Karlovy, slozka Zbynék Fiser.

4 Petr Placak, ,Fladtitka antabusu. Kadrovy dotaznik Egona Bondyho*, in ty%, Kddrovy dotaznik
(Praha: Babylon, 2001), s. 29.

5 Ibid., s. 30.

6 ,M4 téast byla neobycejné aktivni, prakticky neptetrzita. Ovéem v dtsledku toho, Ze jsem
byl u toho ¢tyfiadvacet hodin denné, mohl jsem si po téch sedm dni ovéfovat, jak je cela ta véc
manipulovang, jak postradé jakoukoli $petku spontaneity, uptimnosti nebo néjakého revolu¢ni-
ho zaniceni, Ze to je normalni divadylko, ktery je rezirovany. To se stupiiovalo den ze dne, ne
dojem, ale jasna zkusenost, Ze to je v podstaté pustej $vindl, no a toho pétadvacatyho, kdyz se
oslavovalo vitézstvi pracujictho lidu, uz jsem se od toho distancoval. Misto na ty oslavy jsem
el do biografu [...], aby ten distanc od téch oslav byl jé ztetelnej.” Ibid., s. 30. V rozhovoru pro
¢asopis Inprekor k této udédlosti Bondy dodava: , O této vzpomince jsem si myslel, Ze ji nikdy
nebude mozno verifikovat, ale po vice nez Ctyficeti letech potvrdil Zdenék Mlyné¥, Ze se na to
pamatuje, Ze jsem mu to fikal téhoz dne.” Egon Bondy, ,Marxista se nemtize stat antikomunistou®,
Inprekor [6] (1991), ¢. 11, s. 24.

7 Bondy, Prvnich deset let, s. 25.
8 Srov. ibid., s. 27-28.
9 Plac4k, ,Flasti¢ka antabusu. Kédrovy dotaznik Egona Bondyho*, s. 31.
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na sféru ekonomické produkce, osvobozeni ¢lovéka od hladu a ndmezdni donucovaci
préace, moznost univerzalniho vSestranného rozvoje ¢lovéka, odstranéni vykotistovani
a nastoleni samospravné spole¢nosti atd. apod.), se Bondy vymanil (na rozdil od tady
svych vrstevniki: Pavel Kohout, Milan Kundera, Karel Kosik, Zdenék Mlynéft, Ludvik
Vaculik aj.) velice rychle - zhruba na podzim roku 1948."° Uvadi v této souvislosti, ze
na podzim 1948 mu uz ,charakter naseho ztizeni byl jasny“, i kdyz mél , dosud iluze
o moznostech néjak to zas privést na spravnou marxistickou cestu“.!! (K Bondyho
teoretickym ptfedpokladiim této moznosti se vratime nize.) Dle Pavla Pe¢inky Bondy
vroce 1948 (po Unoru!) z KSC odesel."? Této interpretaci nasvédcuji i nékteré poznamky
z Bondyho memoarové prézy Prvnich deset let. Ve skuteCnosti se Bondy jen pfestal
Gcastnit stranického zivota a byl vyloucen az 28. dubna 1950.%

Jednim z faktorq, ktery tehdy vedl Bondyho na cestu nesmifitelného kritika stalinismu,
byla i nova vlna antisemitismu, kterd se zac¢ala postupné v Ceskoslovensku rozméhat.
Bondy na ni reagoval iniciovdnim sborniku Zidovskd jména, v ném?z si autoti ,zvolili
népadné zidovské pseudonymy, jako protest proti opét zac¢inajicimu antisemitismu*“.*
Odtud také pochdzi pseudonym , Egon Bondy“. Sbornik vys$el v samizdatu v lednu
1949 a byl pravdépodobné prvnim povéle¢nym literdrnim samizdatem.!® P¥ispévky
Bondyho a Jany Krejcarové (druhé iniciatorky sborniku) v$ak jsou z konce roku 1948.'¢

10 0d z4ii 1948 jsem pak uz mél vcelku jasno. Mé prvni basné jsou také o tom, Ze Sovétsky svaz
je fasisticky rezim, Ze to, co tam je, nemd s marxismem nic spole¢ného, Ze to je Cirej fasismus,
jemuz je nutno se branit revoluéni cestou.” Ibid. A o tom, ze byl Bondy vici rezimu jiz zna¢né
kriticky v dobé, kterou uvadi, svéd¢i mj. jiz sbornik Zidovskd jména z prelomu let 1948/1949.

n Bondy, Prvnich deset let, s. 33.
12yiz Pavel Pedinka, Pod rudou vlajkou proti KSC (Brno: Doplnék 1999), s. 45.

13 7e dochovan dopis 18. mistni organizace KSC z 22. dubna 1950, v ném? piedseda mistni or-
ganizace KSC informuje adresata Zbyrka Fi$era, Ze vybor mistn{ organizace se usnesl na po-
dani navrhu ¢lenské schiizi konané 28. 4. 1950, aby byl zbaven ¢lenstvi, jelikoz se 1) del$i dobu
nezucastnuje ¢lenskych schtizi a jinych akci pofddanych mistni organizaci, 2) neplati ¢lenské
piispévky a 3) dopousti se ,hrubého poruseni bdélosti a ostrazitosti tim, Ze ¢lenskou legitimaci
vydavé do rukou jiné osoby, jez neni ¢lenem strany“. Osobni archiv EB v drzeni Martina Machov-
ce. Rovnéz v jiz zminovaném zivotopisu pfiklddaném ke kandidatské zkousce se uvadi, ze , byl
vyskrtnut ze strany“ v roce 1950. Archiv Univerzity Karlovy, slozka Zbynék FiSer. Oproti tomu
Archiv bezpecnostnich slozek mylné uvédi, Ze byl vyloucen jiz v roce 1949: ,Neplnil povinnosti
¢lena strany a projevoval trockistické smysleni. Proto byl vroce 1949 ze strany vyloucen.“ Archiv
bezpecnostnich slozek, 621754_MV_1_1_0010-1.

4 Bondy, Prvnich deset let, s. 34.

15 Neuvazujeme-li o protektoratnich ,éernych tiscich’, fe¢eno slovy Ludvika Kundery, pak or-
migové vydéni [Zidovskych jmen) zledna 1949 je vysoce pravdépodobné prvnim ¢eskym literarnim
samizdatem - tedy téméf jisté prvnim po tinoru 1948.“ Machovec, M., , Zidovskd jména rediviva®,
in: A2, 3, 2007, ¢. 51/52, s. 10.

16 Srov. Zidovskd jména: 1949 (Praha: Lidové noviny), s. 31.
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Nejvyznamnéjsi vliv na vyvoj Bondyho politického smysleni v této dobé mélo ziejmé
setkani se Zavisem Kalandrou. Bondy se s nim seznamil na konci roku 1948. Ve svych
pamétech uvadyi, ze ,byl nadsen, Ze konec¢né vidi skutecného nefalsovaného trockistu
ze starych dob“!” Kalandra predstavoval pro Bondyho ¢lovéka jemu velice blizkého,
Bondy dokonce tik4, ze Kalandra byl pro néj ,po urcitou dobu vic nez vlastni otec”,' byt
s nim zdaleka ne ve vSem souhlasil. Oponoval v té dobé naptiklad Kalandrové ndzoru,
ze i kdyby se v SSSR dostal k moci misto Stalina Trockij, byl by vyvoj v SSSR vicemé-
né kvalitativné obdobny. Pozdéji vsak, jak dosvédc¢uje napiiklad Bondyho Pracovni
analyza (1969), uznava, ze Kalandra mél v tomto bodé pravdu. Ptes dil¢i nesouhlas
je vsak ztejmé, ze Kalandriv vliv byl v té dobé na Bondyho v mnoha ohledech urcu-
jict.

Pfejdéme nyni od vlivi, které souvisely s osobnim ptisobenim a zku$enosti bez-
prostiedné zakou$ené reality, k vliviim teoretickym (byt tyto vlivy nelze pochopitelné
zcela oddélovat, resp. l1ze je oddélovat jen v abstrakci), jez Bondyho politické mysleni
na konci Ctyficéatych let utvérely.

Zhruba v poloviné roku 1948 (tedy jesté pfed setkdnim s Kalandrou) ¢te Bondy podle
svych pameéti Trockého Zrazenou revoluci'® a souhlasi v hlavnich rysech s Trockého hod-
nocenim SSSR, deklaruje se oteviené jako trockista,* a co je horsi, vidi ho takto i tajnd
policie.” Velmi rychle v§ak dospivéd k nézoru, ze se Trockij mylil, kdyz povazoval SSSR

7 Bondy, Prvnich deset let, s. 37.

18 Viz televizni dokument , Fi$er alias Bondy I*: ,Mezi nami vznikl neoby¢ejné blizky vztah. Az
do jeho zatcenti, které bylo na konci roku 49, jsem s nim trévil prakticky kazdy den.“ Viz také napf.
Homeless & Hungry [Drozd, L.], ,Sdm v apokalypse - Egon Bondy*, Vokno 2000, 1997, ¢. 1, s. 69.

19 1 ev Davidovi¢ Trockij, Zrazend revoluce: co jest SSSR a kam spéje? piel., Vladislav Burian,
(Praha: Ladislav Sotek, 1937).

20 Byl jsem vak trockistou velice akcechtivym.“ Bondy, Prvnich deset let, s. 32, viz rovnéZ napf.
s. 51-52. Srov. téZz Egon Bondy, ,Knizka o tom, jak se mi filosofovalo®, in tyz, Filosofické dilo,
sv. IV. Postpribéh, prilezitostné eseje a rekapitulace. Texty z poziistalosti II (Praha: DharmaGaia
2013), s. 189 aj.

21 Na Figera byl zaloZen osobni svazek pro podezieni z protistatni ¢innosti a pro jeho styky
s trockisty Karlem Teigem a ZaviS§em Kalandrou.” Viz Archiv bezpeénostnich slozek (déle jen ABS).
sv. 11135 MV, s. 6. [1_9_0014-1]. Tento svazek byl zalozen v roce 1949 (prvni zdznam z 28. prosin-
ce 1949), odloZen byl az 20. z4t{ 1954. PiSe se zde mimo jiné, Ze ,Fiser jest svym piesvéd¢enim
zarytym trockistou” (ibid., s. 32-33 [11135_MV_1_9_0051-1]), ,ze v roce 1949 bylo jedno z [troc-
kistickych] center u Jany Fischlové“ a Ze , toto centrum tvofili lidé jako Zbynék Fiser“. Ibid., s. 14
[11135_MV_1_9_0028-1]. Ten je v jinych zprdvéch oznacovan dokonce ,za hlavniho organizétora

skupiny“ (ibid., s. 16 [11135_MV_1_9_0031-1]), pficemz skupina méla byt jeho prostfednictvim

navazdna na Zavise Kalandru a Karla Teiga (ibid., s. 18. [11135_MV_1_9_0033-1]. Je zde také trestni
oznamenina Z. Fiera za opakovany ilegalni pfechod hranic a pomérné detailni zpravy o téchto
dvou pfechodech a jeho pobytu a zadrzeni ve Vidni. Nékolikrat je akcentovano praveé jeho spojent
s Kalandrou, kdy jedna ze zprav StB naptiklad uvdadi, ze ,Kalandra jej [tj. Zbyrika FiSera] mél

nékolikrate vyslati do Vidné, kde mél idajné navdzati spojeni s francouzskou §pionédzni sluzbou,
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za pouze tzv. degenerovanou formu délnické vlddy, a napriklad jiz ve zminovaném textu
»2000“ explicitné oznacuje tento Trockého nazor za jeho ,nejvétsi teoreticky omyl“.?*
V souladu s Trockym ov§em pfijimd pfesvédcenti, Ze stalinismus nema nic spole¢né-
ho se socialismem, a ziizeni Sovétského svazu a jeho satelitii dokonce charakterizuje
jako fasistické. Bondy, kterému je v té dobé 20 let, tak radikalizuje Trockého tvrzeni
o jisté podobnosti fasismu a stalinismu.?®* V tomto duchu piSe i své bésné z té doby.*
Nézor, Ze SSSR ma piimo fasisticky charakter,® vyristd u Bondyho z presvédceni, ze
SSSR neni jiz pouze degenerovanou formou délnické vlady, jak se domnival Trockij, ale
ze zde doslo ke konstituci nové vladnouci tfidy, kterd ovlada stat, jenz je ,nezakrytym
exploatatorem a jeho ptredstavitelé jsou jeho prvni akcionafi (to uz je ovsem zakryto)“.?®
Stat se tak stal de facto ,prvnim a jedinym vykotistovatelem®, a ztraci tak i funkci ur-
¢itého smirovatele a ,tfidniho ndrazniku“ mezi vykotistovanymi a vykofistovateli. To
miize mit podle Bondyho za nésledek jediné jesté vétsi rozvinuti intenzity tfidniho boje.
Znémou Stalinovu tezi o zostfovani tiidniho boje vsak Bondy chépe piesné opacné nez
Stalin a stalinisté. Zatimco Stalin prohlasoval, ze se bude zintenziviiovat boj byvalych
vlddnoucich tfid, Bondy piSe o zintenzivnéni tfidniho boje novych vlddnoucich tiid vici
zbytku obyvatelstva. Tento zvysujici se tlak, kdy stat nejenze ,neutlumuje revolu¢ni

LN PU DT

napéti, ale ptimo je vytvari“?” pak podle Bondyho predstavy povede v dlouhodobé

udajné mél projednédvat néjaké bakteriologické véci. Kdyz mu hrozilo zatc¢eni, tak mu tidajné po-
mohla milenka Kalandry MUDr. Jichové-Sediv4 [...] tim, Ze jej doporuéila do psychiatrické kliniky
MUDr. Myslivecka v Praze.” Piestoze spis dale uvadi, ze , FiSer simuluje, a kdyz mu hoi{ ptida pod
nohama, déla ze sebe bldzna“ (ibid., s. 32 [11135_MV_1_9_0050-1]), ukazala se tato strategie jako
ucinnd. V roce 1954 byl spis odlozen s tim, Ze ,FiSer je osoba dusevné zatiZend a byl nékolikrat
na léceni na psychiatrické klinice u prof. Myslivecka.” Ibid., s. 6 [11135_MV_1_9_0014-1]. Bondy
mimochodem na toto obdobi vzpomina ve své memodrové préze Prvnich deset let.

22 Srov. Egon Bondy, ,2000“, Revolver Revue, (2001), ¢. 45, s. 183.

23 Pres hluboké rozdily ve svych spole¢enskych zékladech jsou stalinismus a faismus symetrické
jevy. Mnohymi svymi rysy se piekvapivé podobaji navzdjem.” Lev Davidovi¢ Trockij, Zrazend
revoluce (Brno: Doplnék 1995), s. 234.

24 Srov. napt. ,Nemyslet - to ptijde ¢asto draze: / Srovnej si Marxe a Stalina v Sovétském svaze!
/ Uvédom si Ze fasismus ma vladnouct tiidu / tfebaze v§echno formdlné pattilidu/ Vzpomen si
na to co Lenin napsal:/ fabriky vlastnit vladnouci ttida pfimo nepotiebuje/ zdlezi na tom kdo
celou vyrobou disponuje/ Tou ve fagismu disponuje stét [...] Smysl / jejz fasismus do Zivota lije/
neni nic jiného nez mytologie / [...] Soudruzi / brarite se fasistické ideologii/ Vzdyt v Sovétském
svazu/ Marxe po hlavé biji/ [...] Zabrarite stalinskému fasismu/ iplné pohibit Rijnovou revoluci/
Nepodléhejte desorientaci / ani defétismu [...]“ Egon Bondy, Bdsnické spisy I. 1947-1963 (Praha:
Argo 2014), s. 151-152.

25 Charakteristika rezimt vychodniho bloku jako rezimfi faistickych v$ak pietrvava i v edesa-
tychletech, i kdyz na ni neni kladen takovy daraz. V Pracovni analyze (s. 334) napf. ¢teme: ,[zdroj
téchto tendenci] kulminuje dnes ve fasismu a fasizujicim statnim kapitalismu“. A objevuje se

Vevs

ivletech pozdéjsich. Srov. napi. Bondy, Bdsnické spisy III, s. 53, s. 61, 135 aj.
26 Bondy, ,2000“ s. 179.
*" Ibid.
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perspektivé k tomu, Ze , konec tisicileti si neodpusti ten ohromny ohnostroj revoluce“.®
(Toto revolu¢nf{ trockistické nadseni u néj pretrvava jen velmi kratkou dobu a miniméalné
jiz v roce 1953 revoluc¢ni perspektivy spojené s trockismem opousti.?’)

V roce 1950 nicméné podminky k tomuto svrzeni spatfuje mj. v tom, ze zestatnéni
pramyslu a kolektivizace zemédélstvi (Bondy se zde odkazuje na Trockého), byt nezna-
menaji samy o sobé socialismus, predstavuji ,politicko-pravni a vyrobné administrativn{
predpoklady socialismu“.** Tyto dva piedpoklady jsou podle Bondyho nyni splnény ,ve
vSech fasistickych stdtech” (mysleny staty vychodniho bloku).

Analogii mezi sovétskym ziizenim a zfizenim fasistickym vidi zejména v tom, ze
yvlddnouci tfida“ mé k dispozici moznost bezprostredné ovladat a vyuzivat stat pro své
ucely® (vjinych spolecenskych formacich je tento vztah mezi vladnouci tiidou a stdtem
podstatné komplikovanéjsi). To ji dava diive netusené moznosti a prosttedky manipu-
lace i ideologické indoktrinace: ,,navysost zmodernizované policajtstvi, tak charakteri-
stické pro IIL. f{$i a Sovétsky svaz*, ,bezmezné pravomoc nad celym Zivotem kazdého
¢lena spole¢nosti“’? a ,monopol na ideologickou dezorientaci a otravu, jez mé v rukou
strana“.®® Rysem takto pojimaného fasismu je, Ze, jak jiz bylo naznaceno, fagismus
odstranuje stat v jeho funkci tfidniho smifovatele a [odstranuje] jeho nejcharakteris-
tictéjsi znaky, jako je parlament a politické strany, nebot oficidlni fasistickou teorii je,
ze ve fasismu namisto ttidniho boje nastupuje téidni spolupréace (na ¢emz se shodli
Stalin, Hitler i Mussolini). AvSak ideologie statu a statnosti je pro fasisty conditio sine
qua non, nebot je jedinou moznou formou, pod niz je mozno soucasné prohlasovat,
ze vyrobni prosttedky patii celé spoleCnosti, a soucasné vykotistovat délnickou tfidu
dosud nebyvalym zptisobem.“*

28 Ibid., s. 180.

29 Muj trockisticky elan davno vyprchal, uz jsem védél o trockismu své a uz jsem jej nikterak
nepovazoval za perspektivni.“ Bondy, Prvnich deset let, s. 76. (Toto vyjadieni se tykd pielomu
roku 1953 a 1954.) Rovnéz v, KniZce o tom, jak se mi filosofovalo” (s. 189-190) uvadi, ze ,troc-
kismus byl vlastné uz tehdy [tj. v 50. letech] jednim z nejkonzervativnéjsich proudd, ve filosofii
zcela dogmaticky*“.

% Ibid.

31 Dosavadni vlddnouci tiida pfevezme stat do svych rukou ptimo, spojivsi jej s fizenim vyrob-
niho procesu, délnickd ttida je zbavena svych prév nasilnou a heterogenni diktaturou.” Bondy,
,Diktatura proletariatu®, viz tento svazek, s. 139.

32 Napt. nikdo nesmi nastoupiti do zaméstnani, pokud k nému nenf ptidélen, v SSSR stéhuje
stat lidi z mista na misto roztrhavaje pritom zcela suverénné i mladé manzele, aby pfi této ne-
ustdle vyméné pracovist nemohl se nikde vytvotit spontdnni kolektiv. V III. ¥i§i a v SSSR je stat
poslednim rozhod¢im i ve vécech rozplozovani ¢lenti strany, nebot urcité skupiny obyvatelstva
jsou a priori vylouceny z manzelskych svazki s fddnymi obcany, at jsou to nedrijci, nebo ob¢ané
nemajici tfedni doklad o statni spolehlivosti. A tak déle.” Bondy, , 2000 s. 179-180.

33 Ibid.

34 Ibid., s. 177. V této souvislosti neni nezajimavé srovnani s rozborem z pera francouzského
surrealistického basnika Benjamina Péreta, ktery byl napsén o necelé ¢tyfi roky diive a ktery
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SSSR povazuje Bondy v této souvislosti za ,fasismus ve své nejdokonalejsi formé“.>

vy,

Za niz$i stadia fasismu povazuje Italii a Japonsko, kde existovali i ptimi vlastnici vy-
robnich prostiedkti, byt neméli samostatnou tlohu pfi spravé svych podnikd, a kde se

ru X7

zastavili pred ,,nedotknutelnosti“ karteld a trustti. Za ,vladnouci t¥idu vy$siho stupné

7 NIV

fasismu“ pak povazuje ,SSSR, lidové demokracie, do zna¢né miry i tfeti ii$i“. Franco
pak podle néj ,stoji na tiplné periferii fasismu, podavaje pouze polofeudélni despocii
s urcitymi fasistickymi prvky*.2®

Za pozornost jesté snad stoji Bondyho myslenka, Ze mezi staty vychodniho a zédpad-
niho bloku dochazi k urcité konvergenci, kdy ,centralizace vyroby i likvidace malo-
zemeédélstvi pokracuji vimperialistickych statech stéle vpied k fasistické ekonomické
struktufe“’” Tuto myslenku rozviji podrobnéji v S§edesatych letech, zejména v Pracovni
analyze, v niz Bondy charakterizuje zemé vychodniho bloku jako ,statnékapitalistické”
a kapitalistické zemé jako ,statnémonopolistické” a rozebira trend sméfujici k sjedno-
ceni jejich ekonomické struktury a politické disledky z toho vyplyvajici. Kapitalistické
zemé tak podle Bondyho ,v praxi vSechny ptesly uz k modelu staitnémonopolistického

vykazuje s Bondyho rozborem piekvapivou fadu podobnosti. Bondy Péretiiv text téméf s jistou
piimo neznal, jelikoZ vy$el v Mexiku v roce 1946 ve francouzstiné (ani dnes nemé Francouzskd
néarodni knihovna jediny exempléft a francouzska databdze uvadi existenci pouze dvou exem-
plait: jeden v BDIC v Nanterre, druhy v CCI v Le Centre Pompidou), nicméné vzhledem k tomu,
Ze se pohyboval v surrealistickém prosttedi, neni zcela vylouceno, Ze k nému nékteré ohlasy na
Pérettiv text ¢i obecné uvazovani nékterych surrealisti o SSSR ovlivnéné piimo ¢i nepiimo Pé-
retem mohlo proniknout. Péret v uvedeném textu zkouma mimo jiné roli tzv. ,délnickych” vlad
ve vychodnim bloku, pficemz adjektivum ,délnicky“ dava vzdy do uvozovek. Podle néj , délnicti“
ministfi plni v 2. poloviné ¢tyticatych let ve skutec¢nosti ,ulohu zachranci kapitalismu®. Jejich
metody pfiplnéni této role pfitom podle Péreta ,nemohou byt jiné nez fasistické“. Fagismus, jak
jej zndme z Itdlie a Némecka, pfedstavoval ,posledni vzepéti kapitalismu zachrénit se svymi
vlastnimi prostiedky. V této podobé fagismus selhal.“ Jinym zplisobem zachrany kapitalismu
jsou vSak podle Péreta prévé ,délnické” vlady. ,Tato ,délnické vldda‘, aby zachranila kapitali-
smus, musi nevyhnutelné pievzit ve vlastni rezii opatieni vyuzivana fasisty [...], aby vytvoftila
takovou situaci, v niz jsou masy zbaveny vSech prostiedki vyvijet ¢innost.“ Peralta [Benajmin
Péret], Le ,Manifeste” des exégétes (Mexiko: Revolucion, 1946), s. 12-13. V SSSR vznikla podle
Péreta ,nova vladnouci tiida“, kterd ,nebude mocinikdy sehrét progresivni ilohu v nasledujicim
obdobi, ponévadz |[...] se zatazuje do svétové burzoazie“. SSSR se tak podle Péreta integruje do
kapitalistického fddu a nema jiz zdjem na jeho znicendi. Ibid. s. 7. Ztizeni v SSSR charakterizuje
Péret jako ,statni kapitalismus“.

35 Bondy, ,2000% s. 177.
36 Bondy, , Diktatura proletariatu’, tento svazek s. 141.

37 podle Bondyho tyto podminky naptiklad vedou k tomu, Ze ptechod od trzné kapitalistické-
ho hospodareni k systému, ktery v tomto obdobi oznacuje jako fasisticky, je relativné snadny
a nemusi nutné kapitalistickou vladnouci tftidu ohrozovat, ba naopak mutze byt v urcité situaci
pro ni dokonce vyhodny. ,V Americe dnes napiiklad staci, aby se predstavitelé trustt vzdali
svych podnikt a vstoupivse do vlady - 1épe feceno - vytvotivse vlddu, vydali velkolepou tistavu
o spolec¢enském vlastnictvi a o vSech svobodach a - nic se nezméni. (Respektive jejich mocenské
pozice se jesté zlepsi, stejné tak jejich zisky.)“ Bondy, ,2000 s. 177.
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kapitalismu a nejprogresivnéjsi z nich projevuji oCividnou tendenci k dalsimu postupu
ke statnimu kapitalismu pfimo.“*® Bondy to vysvétluje tak, Ze imanentni pohyb kapitdlu
sméiuje k monopolizaci a centralizaci, rusi pivodni vztahy drobnych soupeticich sub-
jektli a vytvarenim monopoli stéle vice narusuje volny trh natolik, Ze se nékdy dostava
az na hranici statniho kapitalismu. Tento pohyb si zdroven podle Bondyho vytvaii
i adekvéatni politickou strukturu, strukturu, kterd ,podstatné omezuje demokratické
politické svobody a maximdalné zajistuje politicky monopol vladnouci tfidy“.** Toto
»omezeni demokratickych svobod“ nemusi byt néjak ztetelné patrné, ale pouze dojde
k tomu, ze demokratické instituce, jako parlament, volby apod., se zatnou obsahové
vyprazdnovat. Lidé mohou napfiklad déle chodit k volbadm, ale ,na vlastni politické
a ekonomické fizeni nemaji lidé [v zapadnich statech] viibec zadny redlny vliv“.*® Sku-
te¢ny vliv budou mit zakulisni jednéni ekonomickych a politickych elit, které Bondy
od padesatych let oznacuje jako oligarchii a které se zacnou vice a vice propojovat.

K posunu od monopolniho kapitalismu ke kapitalismu statnimu, o némz jsme mluvili
v pfedchozim odstavci, tak miize dojit také tim zptsobem - jak Bondy zminuje na jiném
misté -, ze ekonomick4 elita, jejiz vliv na stat byl dosud pouze nepifimy a zprostfed-
kovany, za¢ne stat ovladat jednoduse ptimo a zZe ekonomicka elita se stane zaroven
i politickou elitou. Tato moznost je naznacena uz v textu ,Diktatura proletariatu®,*
avSak tuto myslenku najdeme u Bondyho rozvinutou az pozdéji v letech Sedesatych.
V jednom z prohlaseni z roku 1968 tak naptiklad ¢teme, Ze ,[...] v modernim kapitali-
smu se spéje stdle vice k pfimému sjednoceni vlddy ekonomické a statné politické“.*?

Bondyho kritika rezimi sovétského typu pokracovala nicméné i dale v letech Sedesé-
tych, sedmdesatych a osmdesatych a stdle se zptesniovala.* Zatimco v $edesatych letech
analyzoval tyto rezimy a jejich historickou genezi a konvergenci se zemémi monopol-
niho kapitalismu na zdkladé teorie, kterd chapala zemé vychodniho bloku jako statni
kapitalismus, v letech sedmdesétych a osmdesatych opousti i pojem statni kapitalismus

38 Bondy, Pracovni analyza a jiné texty, s. 198.

%9 Ibid., s. 199.

10 Ibid.

41 Bondy, , Diktatura proletariatu®, tento svazek, s. 139.

2 Egon Bondy, , Délnické samosprévy a revoluéni strana®, in Bondy, Pracovni analyza a jiné texty,
s. 377. V dobé, kdy napiiklad na 705 poslanct Evropského parlamentu ptisobi 15 tisic lobbist1,
kteti zde prosazuji zajmy velkého byznysu, a v dobé, kdy dochdzi k oligarchizaci politiky a stéle
vice se prosazuje model ovladani politiky p7imo oligarchy (bez zprostiedkovani servisni elitou),
nemusi nam tyto Bondyho teze z padesatych let znit viibec cize.

43 Bondyho politické texty ze $edesatych let jsou shrnuty v knize Pracovni analyza a jiné texty,
jeho kritika ze sedmdesdtych let je vélenéna napiiklad do jeho préz Invalidni sourozenci, Saman
¢i zejména 677. V osmdesatych letech pise Bondy politickou studii Neusporddand samomluva
(1984). Podrobnéji se vénuji vyvoji jeho politickych nazort a jeho analyzdm tehdejsi spole¢nosti
mezilety 1968-1989 zde: Petr Kuzel, ,Marxist Criticism of Soviet-Type Society in Czechoslovakia:
The Political Thought of Egon Bondy after 1968, Thesis Eleven 159 (2020), ¢. 1, s. 78-95.
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a chape spolecnosti sovétského typu jako specifickou formu nové ttidni spole¢nosti,
jejiz zdkonitosti jsou nové a nelze je teorii stdtniho kapitalismu pojmoveé uchopit. Tyto
Bondyho analyzy tak predstavovaly specifickou kritiku téchto rezimt z marxistickych
pozic - pozic, které Bondy nikdy neopustil a které 1ze vysledovat préavé az do ptelomu
Ctyticatych a padesatych let, z nichz pochazi text, ktery zde pretiskujeme.
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DIKTATURA PROLETARIATU
(Essay)”

[Egon Bondy]

Stejné jako vyvoj kterékoli spole¢nosti k jejimu zdniku neni ddn pouze abstrahovanym
vyvojem vyrobnich prostiedki roztrhavajicich rdmec a priori kodifikovanych vyrobnich
avlastnickych pomért, tak také vyvoj kapitalistické spole¢nosti k vlastnimu popteni je
spoluurcovan i faktory ideologickymi, v posledni instanci urc¢itou kolektivn{ historickou
psychologii. Jako kapitalisticky princip vyroby a smény nesl v sobé od zac¢atku rakovinu
svého zdniku, stejné tak i fundamentdlni ideologické pokroky ,nové epochy* jsou po-
znamendany touto chorobou. Soubézné s postupem permanentni centralizace kapitdlu
a monopolizace vyroby vysedsi z prvotniho liberalistického laiss[ez]-faire probihd celym
devatendctym stoletim stejné rozkladny proces ptivodni{ ideologie burzoazie, proces
stejné dialekticky jako vyvoj ekonomické zdkladny, dovedeni ptivodniho ,,moderniho
individualismu“ ad absurdum, a tim koncici jeho negaci. Mnoz{ socialisti¢t{ utopisté
i z fad marxistii predstavovali si (aZ do Rijnové revoluce) konce kapitalismu v podobé
vice ¢i méné piesné obdoby otrokaiské spolecnosti ve stadiu svétového imperialismu.
Pomineme-li Fouriera, je pro toto pojeti charakteristickd Londonova pfedpovéd fasismu
v Zelezné paté, jez nam muze dobfte poslouZit k nasemu rozboru:

Marxista zijici v Americe na vrcholu zdravého obdobi imperialismu vychdzi z lo-
gického predpokladu neustdlé monopolizace, vytvotfeni svétového hospodaistvi, a do-
konce snad svétového statu, pficemz vytvofeni této fasizujici ekonomické zékladny je
provazeno zcela mechanickou socidlni pfeménou spole¢nosti - dosavadni vladnouci
tiida pfevezme stat do svych rukou piimo, spojivsi jej s fizenim vyrobniho procesu,
délnicka ttida zbavena svych prav nédsilnou a heterogenni diktaturou, tiplné ujafmena
a pfeménéna vSemi po ruce jsoucimi prostiedky v plné bezduchou masu bez vzdélani,
bez uvédoménti a bez aktivity. Pojeti vytsténi imperialistické epochy je zajisté logické,
rozhodné ne dialektické, jak ukdzal vznik skute¢ného historického fasismu. Fasismus,
kromé Spanélska, nebyl nikde pu¢em shora, nybrz zdola (at uz role vladnouci tfidy pti
jeho nastoleni byla jakkoli aktivni; bylo jen stalinskou debilitou III. internacionaly tvrdit,

* Zastaraly pravopis opravujeme podle soucasné pravopisné normy. ,Proletariat” tak ménime
na ,proletariat“, ,monopolisace na ,monopolizace, ,theismus“ na ,teismus®, ,individuelni“
na ,individudlni®, ,praemisa“ na ,premisa“ atd. apod. Archaické koncovky vsak ponechavame
v ptivodni podobé. Ptivodni podobu textu - bez téchto edi¢nich zasahti - mize piipadny za-
jemce nalézt zde: Egon Bondy, , Diktatura proletariatu®, in Bdsnické spisy Il (Praha: Argo, 2016),
s. 837-842. Pivodni ineditni rukopis pochazi z let 1949-1950.
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ze povolal-li Hindenburg Hitlera k utadu fi§ského kancléfe a Victor Emmanuel Musso-
liniho povéfil sestavenim vlady, je fasismus pucem a nésilnou diktaturou dosavadni
vladnouci tiidy; stejné debilni uz jen je, kdyz se na konci valky sovétska propaganda
obracela a zastdvala se fasismem ni¢eného némeckého sttedniho stavu), a je pretézko
dokazovat, ze ony ,revolu¢ni fasistické masy jsou pouze zdivocelym femeslnictvem,
maloobchodnictvem a podutednictvem. Jesté 1épe nez vznik fas§ismu dokazuje ndm
praxe jeho udrzovani se u moci psychologické faktory, jez vyuzitkovava, na néz apeluje
ajez ho spoluvyvolaly v zivot, faktory, jichZ je i tzv. uvédomeéld ¢ast délnické ttidy prosta
jen potud, pokud fasismus neziskd moc ve staté, nebot paki tato ¢ast spole¢nosti velmi
rychle projevuje zcela normalni dispozice k tomu tyto faktory v sobé nalézt a vyzivit. Co
vytvorilo tyto latentni psychologické dispozice v obou ttiddch vytvorenych burzoazni
revoluci, totiz v burzoazii a v délnictvu, nebot pravé ona anachronicka tfidni zkamené-
lina - malorolnictvo - zlistdva jedinou nejdéle a nejlépe imunni tfidou spole¢nosti? Bez
této psychologické dispozice byla by se vyvinula z imperialismu skute¢né otrokarska
despocie, ale nikoli fagismus, jenz v$ak jiz v tomto svém zakladnim principu budovani
na této psychologii nese v sobé jediné dnes bezpecné zjistitelné symptomy zaniku.

Burzoazni revolu¢ni ideologie individualismu nasla své vyjadieni politické v poza-
davku zdkladnich svobod, a hospodétské velmi prakticky v bezohledném ramendistvi
a zdkonu konkurence povyseném na platformu mravni nejen beztithonnosti, ale ptimo
zé&sluznosti. Individualismus burzoazie nemohl ztistati pochopitelné na polovi¢ni cesté
od praxe k ideologii, a proto, a¢ se zdhy burzoazii objevila prakticnost ndbozenstvi pro
sua domo, dospival proces ideologizace tohoto ptivodné praktického a obchodnického
pfinosu méstactva k otfesenti celou tradi¢ni budovou idealismu a teismu, jejiz stfecha
tak bezpe¢né dosud kryla vSechny dosavadni spolecenské vykotistovatelské systémy.
Budova, jez se zddla vé¢nou ve svych principech a v niz se zlepSovaly pouze interiéry,
byla povalena manufakturou a bojem za zru$eni meéstskych myt.

Dosud zZ&4dné spolecenské epocha neméla takového pfevratného vyznamu jako epocha
burzoazie. A déjiny burzoazni epochy jsou jedine¢nou $kolou dialektiky. Pfichdzejic
s teorif a praxi svobodného uplatnéni, pfertista znicenim tohoto svého zakladu, jako
Cortéz spalenim svych lodji, k teorii a praxi fasismu. Neni vychodiska. Prohldsenim
zodpovédnosti jen svému individudlnimu svédomi, vytvofenim ,des Einsamen und
seines Eigentums®, vytlacenim ,,Boha nepotifebného na burze“, rozpinavosti ,der Wille
und der Vorstellung“ dochazi ke kodifikaci bezcennosti ¢lovéka a samospasitelnosti
spolecnosti k nové mytologii na vysokém stupni prakti¢nosti.

Délnicka tfida participuje se na celém tomto procesu asi tak, jako se ¢lovék uzavieny
s nakazlivé onemocnélym nakonec participuje na jeho chorobé. Proletafi vytrzeni
z konzervativni patriarchalnosti zemédélského venkova mohou dojiti k pochopeni kolek-
tivni akce jediné skolou individualismu, jenz jim daleko rychleji a v daleko kladnéjsich
aspektech nez burzoazii vriistd do krve. Biih je pro né mrtev daleko diive a daleko
samoziejméji nez pro vladnouci tfidu. AvSak oproti burzoazii, jez se nemusi vzdavat
(alespori ne okamzité a iplné) svého individualistického ,boha“, je psychologickym
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conditio sine qua non kolektivni akce vira v idol spole¢nosti, v jeji samospasitelnost
a autoritativnost. To byla proletdtska psychologie. To byla [jejich] revolu¢nost, ptejimajici
plamen vypadly tak zdhy z rukou burzoazie. Spravné vytykdno anarchistiim a nihilis-
tlim, ze jsou svou moralkou méstaky. Jistéze. Ale dne$ni psychologie musi uz nabyti
nékterych anarchistickych ryst. Tim, Ze proletaridt podvédomé ztotoznil jakoukoli
kolektivnim hnutim inspirovanou spole¢nost s predikdtem ,socidlni spravedlnosti,
a dokonce se ,statem” délniki viibec, stal se tvarnym pro ideologii fasismu.

Co zachranuje burzoazie ze svych principti? Mozno fici, Ze vcelku nic. Strach z pod-
vratnosti lidské touhy a samotného lidského Zivota je spolecenskym pudem sebezé-
chovy. Je silnéjsi nez vlastnické zajmy, jez dovedla burzoazie obétovat v zajmu udrzeni
poréddku a zdchrany spole¢nosti. Snad prvni generace si post factum uvédomila, ze
napdlila sama sebe. Ale i tak, zodpovédnost za zachovéani Radu byla silnéj$i nez stesky
»soukromopodnikatel”, nevySedsich ostatné po strance materidlni nikterak naprazdno.
A v Sovétském svazu homines novi nového rezimu nejsou uz nikterak tangovani vlast-
nickou problematikou. Vydévaji-li si ted zdkon o ,osobnim vlastnictvi“ a dédictvi, ity
vyhradné pro potfeby a pozadavky vlddnouci t¥idy, nedotykd se tento zdkon nikterak
vlastnictvi vyrobnich prosttedki, a mé pouze funkci zajistiti ekonomicky a s perspektivou
do budoucnosti, jiz se v§ak nedockaji, i rodové, kastu novodobych k$atrijg, jejichz svatou
povinnosti, vloZenou na né imaginadrnim géniem spolecnosti, je vldda. Fasismus vytvari
novou formu vladnouci tfidy. VIadnouci ttida je odpovédna spolecenskému sebeprojektu,
ruci za jeho dosahovani, jsouc sama za sebe dezinteresovdna na vykoristovani pracuji-
cich, na némz se participuje nevyznamnym zlomkem nadhodnoty. V zddném fasistic-
kém staté nezaklada politickou moc moc nad vyrobnimi nebo finan¢nimi prostfedky,
nybrz moc nad vyrobou. Pokud na niz$fm stadiu fasismu (Italie, Japonsko) existovali ve
vladnouci oligarchii i pfimi vlastnici vyrobnich prosttedk, nemohli nikdy a v ni¢em,
tedy ani ve spravé svych podnik, hréti samostatnou tlohu. Jejich ,revoluce” na konci
valky to byla, jez vnitiné rozvratila fasistické rezimy v téchto zemich, kde se zastavili
pred ,nedotknutelnosti“ karteli a trustt. Vladnouci ttida vyssiho stupné fagismu (SSSR,
lidové demokracie, do zna¢né miry i Treti fi$e) je spartdnstéjsi, ,nezistnéjsi“ (a tudiz
i fanati¢téjsi), a proto daleko vice Zivotaschopnéjsi. Franco pak stoji na tplné periferii
fasismu, podavaje pouze polofeudalni despocii s urcitymi fasistickymi prvky.

Ze svych ekonomickych zakladi nezachranila burzoazie ani zbla. Stejné tak se to ma
isjejimiideologickymi premisami. Fasistickd vlddnouci tfida neznd individualismus,
az snad individualismus jediné osoby, zastdvajici vtéleni genia spolec¢nosti, le¢ i zde
je to zcela markantni provizorium, od néhoz je tendence pfejiti bud piimo k systému
autokracie nelidského Posvatného, nebo k systému piisné jezuitské oligarchie, nehledé
k tomu, Ze dosud ani jediny Viidce nebyl a nemohl byti svévolnym absolutistou, nybrz
pravé jen vykonavatelem (pfi cemz nehraje roli, do jaké miry i inspirdtorem) consensu
omnium. Viidce je prvnim knézem - nebo chcete-li ifednikem - spole¢né Idee. Stejné
ostatni vladnouci t¥ida podtizuje nejen své osobni z4jmy vlastnické nebo vykotisto-
vatelské, ale i své svédomi a zajmy ovladatelské fiktivnimu sebeprojektu spole¢nosti.
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Ptisny mordlni kodex je piisné zédvazny a vylucuje eo ipso jakoukoli moznost svobodné
individuality. Soucasné se naléza velmi vyhodny socidlni ventil, jenz je zdmérné pod-
porovan a vyzdvihovan a jenz nedovoluje, aby tvardi sily fasismu vyhasinaly. Timto
ventilem je teorie prekracovdni povinnosti, prvniho to paragrafu fasistické moralky,
vlastni, osobni iniciativou, hrdinstvim, at v praci, ¢i na poli vale¢ném, organizacnim
nebo umraviiovacim (ideologiza¢nim). Podnécovani této iniciativy je jedinym, jak
patrno znacné transformovanym zbytkem revolu¢ni individualistické ideologie més-
téctva, zbytkem maximdalné degenerovanym jak po strdnce své praktické extenzity, tak
po strance svého filosofického, ideologického ticelu. [Ptekrac¢ovani povinnosti, osobni
iniciativa, hrdinstvi v praci atd.] jsou z primérnich pti¢in bestializace a animalizace
zivota ve fasistické spole¢nosti zdkladem jak policejnich, vojenskych, justi¢nich zvérstev,
tak i ohromujiciho zblbéni mas pracovnich $trébru a iidernikd, Hitlerjugend a Kom-
somolu. Z ideologie tak ohromného revolu¢niho néboje byla vyvedena systematika
mordlky uvédomélych otrokt i uvédomélych udrzovateltt R4du.

Co ziskala délnicka tiida ze svého programu, respektive co ji zbylo z jejich faktickych
prév? Vyrobni prostiedky ve fasismu bud piimo patii de iure celé spole¢nosti, nebo - na
jeho nizsim stupni - je jimi alespon disponovano vzhledem k potiebdm spole¢nosti.
Kazdy fasisticky rezim zavadi ve sféfe ekonomické alespon podstatné reformy. Zarucuje
a dbé o plnou zaméstnanost oproti permanentni existen¢ni nejistoté délnika v kapita-
lismu. Zavad{ rtizné formy péce o nemocné, prace neschopné a prilis staré délniky ve
formé stdtntho monopolu nemocenskych, starobnich a jinych pojisténi, jimiz se auto-
maticky zaopatfuji vSichni pracujici. Obstaravé a dba o dlouhodobou i kratkodobou,
kazdodenni rekreaci v pokud mozno co nejs$ir§im métitku. Alespon na svém vys$sim
stupni reformuje $kolstvi ve prospéch délnické tiidy. Poskytuje zkréatka tu nejvulgarnéjsi
karikaturu socialismu a mé ho také skoro bez vyjimky plnou hubu. Tato ekonomicka
karikatura socialismu je vS§ak doplnéna nejklasictéjsSimi metodami kapitalistického
vydfidu$stvi a pracovniho teroru. Pii teoretické osmihodinové pracovni dobé je pri-
mérné délka pracovni doby 10 hodin, coz je vynuceno bud ddernictvim, neplacenymi
prescasy (brigddy), nebo pfimo a beze v§ech okolkti mzdovym $roubem.
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INTELEKTUALNE
DEJINY ,
CESKOSLOVENSKEHO
POSTSTALINIZMU

Juraj Halas

Jan Mervart, Jiff Riizic¢ka, ,Rehabilitovat Marxe!“ Ceskoslovenska stranicka
inteligence a myslen{ poststalinské modernity (Praha: Nakladatelstvi Lidové noviny,
2020), 320 s. ISBN 978-80-7422-771-4.

The Intellectual History of Czechoslovak Post-Stalinism

Abstract

In this review essay, Juraj Halas discusses the book ,Rehabilitovat Marxe!” by Jan Mervart
and Jiri Ruzicka, which represents a formidable attempt at mapping and systematizing
the development of Marxist philosophy in Czechoslovakia from 1953 to 1969. In their
efforts at an “analytical archaeology” of post-Stalinist thought, they identify a range of
central tendencies among thinkers who aimed to rehabilitate Marxist philosophy in the
postwar period. “Dialectical determinism” was associated with the likes of Josef Cibulka
and Jindrich Zeleny and focused on ontological or methodological issues. “Marxist hu-
manism” was a current with a heavy philosophical-anthropological focus, represented, e.g.,
by Karel Kosik. Conversely, the “techno-optimism” of Radovan Richta and his associates
was preoccupied with forces of production and the “scientific-technological revolution.”
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Finally, “legal philosophy,” as propounded by figures such as Zdenék Mlyndrt, Frantisek
Samalik, and Miroslav Kusy, was set on providing a critical account of modern political
institutions and their relation to civil society. Mervart and RiiZicka associate these four
currents with distinct, if overlapping, clusters of philosophical categories. In addition to
providing an in-depth analysis of these now largely forgotten contributions to Czechoslovak
Marxism, the book offers useful insights into their limits - for example, in terms of their
relation to state socialism, (inter)nationalism, and gender. In this review, Halas draws
critical attention to a noteworthy omission: Ota Sik’s critique of the “political economy
of socialism.” He shows that Sik’s approach satisfies Mervart and RiiZi¢ka’s own criteria
Jor inclusion. It was specifically post-Stalinist, it was to a large extent philosophical in
nature, and it cannot be reduced to any of the other tendencies discussed in the book.
Moreover, it was subject to the same kinds of limitations identified in the authors’ anal-
ysis of the other four currents. In this sense, Halas’s essay serves to confirm the heuristic
import of their approach.

Keywords

Post-Stalinism, Marxist philosophy, categories, law of value, socialist commodity production

Obdobie od polovice 50. rokov do konca 60. rokov minulého storocia bolo v ¢eskosloven-
skej marxistickej filozofii najplodnejsie. Okrem iného umoznilo vznik prac Karla Kosika,
Jindficha Zeleného ¢i Radovana Richtu, dodnes zndme aj na Zdpade. Na izem{ svojho
vzniku vSak vtedajsie diskusie medzi¢asom zapadli prachom. Navyse, §irsia Citatelska
verejnost, ktoré sa s nimi chcela oboznédmit, nemala k dispozicii ziadnu rukovit k ich
dejinam, az dosial. Koncom minulého roka totiz prazské Nakladatelstvi Lidové noviny
vydalo v edicii Po vdlce monografiu, ktora detailne skiima ¢eskoslovensky marxizmus
v obdobi poststalinizmu. Nejde pritom o ziadny jednoduchy chronologicky prehlad.
Kniha Jana Mervarta a Jifiho Razi¢ku predstavuje pokus systematicky opisat urcita
historickd podobu marxizmu z hladiska jej taziskovych tém, metodologickych pristu-
pov, vautornych pnuti, ale aj neprekonatelnych limitov.

Predmet a metéda

Zameru napisat dejiny poststalinského marxizmu ako istého epistemického pola, ktoré
mozno odlisit od toho, ¢o mu predchadzalo, i od toho, ¢o po nom nasledovalo, zodpoveda
celd struktira knihy. Autori sa v prvej kapitole podrobne venuji vymedzeniu svojho
predmetu. Na ¢asovej osiide o obdobie medzi smrtou Stalina a pordzkou Prazskej jari,
na teoretickej tirovni ho charakterizuji ako epochu pokusov o konstruktivnu kritiku
stalinskej verzie ,organizovanej modernity”“ z marxistickych pozicii (s. 14). Marxiz-
mus tohto obdobia sa podla nich vyznacuje velkou davkou reflexivnosti, ktord mieri
na vlastné dejiny, pritomnost aj emancipacné prisluby budiicnosti. Priestor na tento
kriticky obrat dovnutra vytvorili zmeny v spolocenskej ilohe komunistickej strany,
ktord nacas prestala platit ako nespochybnitelné epistemicka autorita, a aj napriek
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usiliu stranickych ideolégov stratila véeobecnt zaviznost (s. 22). Je dostato¢ne zndme,
aky tvorivy kvas umoznili tieto podmienky mimo marxistického myslenia. Ako v§ak
konstatuju autori, aj v jeho vnutri sa prejavili vznikom teoretickej plurality (hoci nie
bez obmedzenfi) a Coraz odvaznejsej diskusie. Subjektom tohto kritického usilia pritom
boli prave stranicki intelektuali (v mens$ej miere intelektualky), na ktorych sa kniha
zameriava. Obdobie poststalinizmu v Ceskoslovensku preto podla autorov nebolo len
akousi prechodnou fazou, érou inertnosti medzi stalinizmom a normalizdciou. Zaroven
to sved¢i o tom, Ze obdobie rokov 1948 az 1989 nepredstavovalo monolitnt éru (s. 15).

Ako som uz naznacil, autorom nejde o histériu v zmysle chronologicky usporiadanych
faktov, biografickych tidajov a citdtov z dobovych pramenov. Vo svojich metodolo-
gickych tivahdch, ktoré takisto tvoria sucast ivodnej kapitoly, sa podobne diStancuja
od zdmeru zmapovat vietky in$pira¢né zdroje poststalinského marxizmu v CSSR (s. 35)
alebo pisat dejiny ,reformného myslenia“ tohto obdobia (s. 38). Svoj pristup namiesto
toho charakterizuju ako ,analytickd archeolégiu“ predmetu. T4 sa zameriava na Spe-
cificky sposob, akym rozmanité priady dobového marxizmu pristupovali k teoretickym
problémom, a najmai na kltucové kategérie, pomocou ktorych tieto problémy vébec
formulovali. Spominané kategérie pritom autori povazujui za (dobovo) metodologicky
zékladné. Chépu ich ako teoretické pozadie, na ktorom sa mohli rozvijat napriklad
debaty o ekonomickej reforme. Tomuto pozadiu zrejme nemozno porozumiet iba na
zéklade $tadia danych debét, no znalost pozadia by ndm, naopak, mala poméct lepsie
porozumiet spominanym debatdm. Zamer rozpracovat tymto spésobom urcité obdobie
v dejindch marxizmu na tizemi Ceskoslovenska je v literattire jedine¢ny. Je $tastnd
zhoda okolnosti, ze hned prvé dejiny poststalinského marxizmu u n4s si zvolili tento
metodologicky naro¢ny, no plodny pristup.

Kategoérie a smery

Orientdcia na kategdrie plni v knihe dvojaku tilohu. Jednak slizi ako organizacny prin-
cip: kazda z kapitol, ktoré tvoria jadro monografie, sa venuje inému kategoridlnemu
okruhu. Druhé kapitola sa zameriava na ,redlnu strukttiru“ a stuvisiace uzlové body
marxistického myslenia, ako sa vyrobné sily ¢i prax,' zatial ¢o predmetom tretej kapi-
toly je subjektivita a poznanie. Stvrta kapitola sa zaoberd pojmami ludu a ndroda, kym
piata sa venuje revolucii a rozli¢nym aspektom historického vyvoja.

Aj z tohto stru¢ného vypoctu je azda zrejmé, ze organizdcia textu sleduje urcité syste-
matické zdmery. Autori napriklad za¢inaja kategdériami, ktoré su priméarne v dvojakom

! Autori uvadzajy, ze ,redlna zédkladna“ ¢ize ,ekonomicka $truktdra“ sa v ortodoxnom marxiz-
me stotoznovala s kompozitom vyrobnych sil a vyrobnych vztahov (s. 48). Treba dodat, Ze toto
vymedzenie nema ziadnu oporu v texte, na ktory zvycajne odkazovalo, totiz v Predslove k spisu
Ku kritike politickej ekonémie. Marx tu tvrdi, Ze ,redlnu zdkladniu“ tvori prosto , celok vyrobnych
vztahov“ (pozri Karl Marx, Okonomische Manuskripte und Schriften, 1858-1861. (Zur Kritik der
politischen Okonomie u. a.), MEGA? I1/2 (Berlin: Dietz, 1980), s. 100).
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zmysle: na jednej strane su vychodiskom kazdého materializmu marxovského typu,
na druhej strane hrali (a to nielen v Ceskoslovensku) klti¢ovt tilohu v prvych, ¢asto
strastiplnych debatach o dedicstve stalinskej verzie marxizmu. Pozornost autorov sa
nésledne presuva od tychto kategérii k dal$im, v istom zmysle odvodenym, a to v smere,
ktory som uz naznacil. Dal§im aspektom systematiz4cie, pre ktort sa autori rozhodli,
je vnuatornd vystavba kapitol. V kazdej najprv skimajui spdsob problematizécie daného
okruhu kategorii, ktory bol typicky pre stalinsky marxizmus, aby mohli ukézat, akymi
rozmanitymi cestami sa uvazovanie o tychto kategériach (a pomocou tychto kategérii)
uberalo v obdobi poststalinizmu.

Druha funkcia kategérii v knihe je klasifikacna a potvrdzuje sa nou spravnost au-
torského rozhodnutia pre prdve tieto kategdrie. Umoziuju totiz prehladne - a podla
mojho ndzoru velmi presne, hoci nie vycerpdavajico - vymedzit $tyri hlavné prudy
Ceskoslovenského marxistického uvazovania po roku 1953.

Prvym z tychto prudov je ,dialekticky determinizmus®, ktorého hlavnymi repre-
zentantmi boli podla autorov Josef Cibulka a V4clav Cernik. Povazujem za velku prednost
monografie, Ze sa detailne zaobera ich pracami, na ktoré sa uz zviac¢sa zabudlo.” A to
nepravom, pretoze napriklad Cibulkove analyzy Marxovej met6dy boli prvym seriéznym
¢eskoslovenskym prispevkom k tejto problematike po roku 1948, ktory hibkou analyzy
prekonal vdcésinu sovietskeho dovozu a nebadl sa kritizovat jeho nedostatky. V stivislosti
s tymto pradom sa skimanie autorov orientuje najma na jeho osobitti koncepciu zédko-
nitosti (resp. vedeckého zakona) a na tillohu dialektického protirecenia (resp. ,rozporu®)
vo vyvoji. Iba okrajovo sa pritom venuja Jindfichovi Zelenému, hoci spomedzi tohto
okruhu teoretikov dosiahol zdaleka najva¢si medzindrodny ohlas. Mozno prave preto
sa nezaoberaju ivahami, ktoré st pre tento prad ¢eskoslovenského marxizmu nemenej
charakteristické, a ktoré, pokial viem, zapocal u nds prave Zeleny.>* Mdm na mysli
predstavu, ze Marxova kritika politickej ekonémie je prispevkom k novému ,logickému
typu myslenia“ (Zeleny) ¢i ,typu racionality” (Cernik), ktorému sa dévali privlastky ako
»dialekticky“ ¢i ,poklasicky”. Tieto Gvahy tvorili akisi marxisticko-leninsku paralelu
ku Kuhnovym paradigméam ¢i Lakatosovym vyskumnym programom. V zdpadnom
marxizme sa uz na sklonku 40. rokov o ¢osi podobné pokisil Galvano della Volpe.

Druhym zo smerov je marxisticky humanizmus. I$lo o lokdlnu podobu §irsej, med-
zindrodnej teoretickej iniciativy. Najvyraznejsie do jej rozvoja zasiahol Karel Kosik,
no okrem neho hraji v knihe dolezitti tlohu Robert Kalivoda, Lubomir Sochor ¢i Ivan
Svitak. Autori detailne rekonstruuju pristup humanistov k problémom subjektivity,

2 Presnejsie, ide najmi o Cibulkove préce, kedze Cernik v sledovanom obdobi publikoval svoju
prvi monografiu (Dialekticky vedecky zdkon, 1964), a az neskér, v obdobi normalizacie a pe-
restrojky, vydal dalsie zadsadnejsie préce.

3 Pozri zavereént kapitolu v jeho préci z roku 1962: Jindtich Zeleny, O logické strukturie Marxova
Kapitdlu (Praha: Nakladatelstvi CSAV, 1962), s. 183-202.
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odcudzenia* ¢i emancipécie. V suvislosti s podtitulom knihy, ktory hovori o ,,ceskoslo-
venskej“ stranickej inteligencii, vSak trochu zardza, ze slovenské prispevky k humanizmu
zostavajd viac-menej mimo zorného pola. Ak autori uvadzajy, ze ,Cesti filozofové se [...]
Gcastnili letnich $kol [¢asopisu Praxis] na ostrové Korcula“ (s. 30), treba k tomu dodat,
Ze kontakty slovenskych filozofov s juhoslovanskymi kolegami boli este intenzivnejsie.
Prejavili sa nielen v organizécii spolo¢nych sympdzii a prekladatelskej ¢innosti, na
ktoru autori upozornuju v jednej z pozndmok, ale aj v intelektudlnom vplyve, ktory
badat v dobovych statiach Andreja Kopcoka, Juliusa Strinku, Andreja Hlavka ¢i Ele-
ny Filovej.* Toto opomenutie v§ak rozhodne nemozno pripisovat akejsi antipatii voci
slovenskym autorom - autori na inych miestach podrobne referuj nielen o Cernikovi
a Miroslavovi Kusom, ale aj o dvoch pridoch uvazovania o ndrodnostnej otdzke na
Slovensku (s. 144 - 146) ¢i dalsich prispevkoch zo Slovenska.

Tretim pridom je ,technooptimizmus”, ktorého symbolickym predstavitelom je
Radovan Richta, a ktorého manifestom je Civilizdcia na rdzcesti. Spolu s humanizmom
hra v knihe tstrednu tlohu. I$lo o smery, ktoré v dobovych diskusidch dominovali
nielen z hladiska poctu zastancov a intenzity intelektudlnej produkcie, ale aj ¢o do
vplyvu za hranicami akadémie. Autori preto ilustruju sirku zaberu i limity vtedajsieho
marxistického myslenia préve na rozdielnych vychodiskéch, sty¢nych bodoch ¢i trecich
plochach medzi tymito priadmi. Ako si v§imaju, tomu technooptimistickému patri aj
pochybnd vysada, Ze vo vyrazne oklieStenej podobe sa udrzal aj poc¢as obdobia norma-
lizacie. Mervart a Rtizicka vSak dokladne dokumentuji podnetnejsie prispevky, ktoré
tento prud priniesol v ére poststalinizmu: o dynamike vyrobnych sil, vztahu medzi
delbou price a komunizmom ¢i o tlohe technoldgii v procese emancipdcie ¢loveka.

Prislusnikov posledného zo $tvorice vyraznych pridov oznacuju autori ako ,pravnych
filozofov“. Zaradujd medzi nich Zderika Mlynéata, Frantiska Samalika, Michala La-
katos$a a Miroslava Kusého. Hoci zaber tychto teoretikov bol $ir§i - doménou Kusého
bola pdvodne gnozeolédgia, kde v duchu poststalinizmu klddol doraz na aktivnu tlo-
hu poznévacieho subjektu - autori si ich v§imaju predovsetkym ako teoretikov §tétu,
politiky a prava. Ako ich hlavna téma tu vystupuje vztah ¢loveka a instittcii, osobitne
v podmienkach socializmu.

4V stivislosti s Marxovym chépanim ludskej podstaty tu autori uvddzaju, ze definicia ¢love-
ka ako ,suhrnu spolo¢enskych a vyrobnych vztahov pochddza z ,Uvodu ke Kritice politické
ekonomie“. Aforizmus, podla ktorého je ludska podstata ,,suhrn spolocenskych vztahov*, v§ak
néjdeme iba v Tézach o Feuerbachovi.

5 Posledn4 menovana bola jednou z mala Zenskych predstaviteliek tvorivého marxizmu u nas.
Této ¢lenka UV KSS sa pdvodne venovala filozofii prirodnych vied, kde vysttipila s ostrou kritikou
stalinizmu v bioldgii - lysenkizmu. Publikovala tiez jeden z prvych prekladov z Korschovho diela
na tizem{ Ceskoslovenska, hoci velmi kratky (pozri Karl Korsch, ,Karl Korsch o vedomf{ a jeho
predmete”, Filozofia 23 (1968), ¢. 2, s. 187-192). Ako mnoh{ ini, aj ona sa v obdobi normalizdcie
dostala do nemilosti.
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Rozdelenie ¢eskoslovenského poststalinizmu na §tyri hlavné prudy, ktorym mozno
priradit rozli¢né kategoridlne okruhy, resp. rozli¢né pristupy k rovnakym kategéridm,
povazujem za velmi cenné. Iste dobre poslazi aj dalsim badatelom. Samotni autori
vSak upozornuju, Ze hranice tychto pradov neboli nepreniknutelné. Prili§ ostrému
vzdjomnému vymedzovaniu nepriala ani dobové atmosféra, v ktorej stdle existoval
spolo¢ny nepriatel, dogmaticky marxizmus. Medzi pradmi existovala ziv4d vymena,
pricom niektori myslitelia zohravali tilohu ,, mostov*“. Toto prelinanie sa stelesnuje aj
v $truktire knihy. V jednotlivych kapitoldch sa autori opakovane vracaju ku kazdé-
mu z relevantnych prudov a predstavuju jeho prispevok k prislusnému okruhu tém ¢i
kategérif. Styri prudy teda chdpu skor ako akési idedlne typy nez ako rigidné triedy.

Autori bert vdzne Cibulkovo heslo z titulu knihy, a tak pri vyklade venuji zna¢na
pozornost tomu, ako jednotlivé prudy ¢eskoslovenského marxizmu pracovali s Marxom
a usilovali sa ho ,,pozvednout na vys$i doby a prokézat jeho filozofickou ptevahu” (s. 41).
Ukazuje sa, ze recepcia Marxa v jednotlivych pridoch poststalinizmu bola parcidlna,
takZe vznikali mnohi, ¢asto dost odli$ni ,Marxovia“. Dialekticki deterministi sa zao-
berali najmé exegézou Kapitdlu a pribuznych rukopisov, hladajic v nich teériu vedy.
Marxa teda citali inak nez technooptimisti, ktorych fascinovali pasaze ako ,fragment
o strojoch” z rukopisov Grundrisse ¢i Gvahy o bohatstve ako disponibilnom ¢ase v tretom
zvéazku Kapitdlu. Interpretacnym vychodiskom humanistov boli zase Ekonomicko-filo-
zofické rukopisy, na ktorych pozadi sa napriklad tedria tovarového fetisizmu javila ako
prosté pokracovanie ivah o odcudzeni. Iba vo vyklade ndzorov pravnych filozofov je
Marx ako in$pira¢ny zdroj skor v izadj, stojac za Gramscim (¢i Leninom). Lahko si vSak
mozno domysliet, ktoré sacasti Marxovho diela boli v tejto suvislosti najddlezitejsie.

Hranice poststalinizmu

Akokolvek zaujimava je konfrontécia réznych stanovisk poststalinskych smerov, za
najdolezitejsiu - a do vel'kej miery svojbytnt - povazujem zavere¢ndu kapitolu knihy ,,Za
obzory poststalinismu®. Jej cielom je vymedzit limity, ktoré poststalinsky marxizmus
nedokézal prekonat. Autori obracaji pozornost k niekolkym bodom, ktoré viac-menej
kopiruju kategoridlnu mapu z predchddzajucich kapitol. Tentoraz vS§ak predmetom nie
st jednotlivé prady, ale ¢eskoslovensky poststalinizmus ako vnutorne diferencované
epistemické pole.

Mervart a Rlizicka si predovsetkym v§imajui hranice, ktoré dobovi teoretici nedokazali
prekrocit pri uvazovani o ,redlnej struktire” spoloc¢nosti, v ktorej zili. Poukazujui na
to, Ze vSeobecne akceptované stotoznenie Ceskoslovenskej reality so socializmom tout
courtim znemoznilo sformulovat hlbsiu marxisticku kritiku, ktoré ,by byla zaméfena
na vlastnictvi vyrobnich prosttedki” (s. 184). Podobny deficit identifikujd na Grovni
tedrie politiky: Ziadnu explicitnu teériu tohto druhu, ktoré by presiahla rdmec v§eobec-
nych tvah, podla nich vlastne nemal. Tob6z tu nemozno hovorit o marxistickej teérii
politiky, ktord by sa orientovala na triedu pracujacich. Pre marxistov, ktori sa mylne
domnievali, Ze Ziju v spolo¢nosti ,neantagonistickych protire¢eni“ medzi robotnickou
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triedou, rolnictvom a pracujicou inteligenciou, stratila kategoria triedy kltucovy vy-
znam. Angazovanost pre nich znamenala predovsetkym intelektualnu aktivitu, takze
typického aktéra spoloc¢enskych zmien si stotoziovali raz s tvorcom-umelcom, inokedy
s tvorcom-vedcom. Dvojica autorov tieto predstavy charakterizuje ako elitarstvo stra-
nickych intelektudlov, ktoré bolo podmienené ich $pecifickou spolo¢enskou poziciou
(s. 207). Stalinsky epistemicky subjekt, komunistickt stranu, nahradila inteligencia -
sice pluralitnd, no voci zvysku spolo¢nosti predsa len nadraden4 (s. 205).

Druhou stranou rezigndcie na triednu analyzu bol silnejuici priklon ku kategériam
yobcianstva“, ,ludu” ¢i ,ndroda“ - teda z marxovského stanoviska krok vzad, pred kritiku
Hegelovej filozofie préva. Pri tejto prilezitosti Mervart a Rtizicka pripominaju peripetie
humanizmu, ktory sa v niektorych pripadoch prepracoval az k nacionalistickej rétorike
(s. 198-199). Cenné je aj pozorovanie, ktoré formulujt v podkapitole o vedomi civiliza-
¢nej nadradenosti poststalinizmu. Zatial ¢o sa zdpadnej Novej lavici (¢asto pravom)
vycitalo, ze v otdzke izraelsko-arabského konfliktu podliehala v mene antiimperiali-
zmu propagande arabskych $tatov, u viacerych ¢eskoslovenskych poststalinistov si
mozno v§imnut opaény exces (s. 202). V samostatnej podkapitole sa autori zaoberaja
rodovymi (genderovymi) suvislostami poststalinizmu. V stredobode pozornosti je tu
dobové diskusia o preklade Druhého pohlavia Simone de Beauvoir, v ktorej vystupil aj
Ivan Svitdk. Ukazuje sa, ze rodovy utlak zostéval v lepSom pripade na okraji zaujmu
poststalinistov, no v horSom pripade tito myslitelia demonstrovali neschopnost vykrocit
za hranice tradicie.

ZaverecCna kapitola teda dokazuje, Ze slogan mladého Marxa, ktory vyzyval na
»bezohladnu kritiku vsetkého jestvujiceho”, si poststalinska reflexivita osvojila iba
v obmedzenej miere. Jej historické zlyhania - ako hovoria autori, rozpad humanizmu,
kooptdacia technooptimizmu a akademickad izoldcia dialektického determinizmu (s. 215)
- nemozno vysvetlit len okupaciou a ndstupom normalizacie. Podiel na nich maju jej
vlastné, vnatorné limity. Kategoridlna orientdcia vykladu teda nesklame ani v zave-
re, pretoze sa ukazuje, ze Mervartovi a Rtzickovi ide o imanentnu kritiku. Na tomto
pozadi podavaju svoju vS§eobecnt charakterizaciu ¢eskoslovenského poststalinizmu.
Vidia ho ako epistemické pole, ktoré sa vo vSetkych svojich podobéch usilovalo iden-
tifikovat ,sprostredkujici moment”, ktory by vyriesil problémy stalinského marxizmu.
Deterministi ho videli v dialektickom protireceni vobec, humanisti zase v praxi (s. 219).

Autori toto hladanie sprostredkujiiceho momentu davaju do suvislosti s pokusom
nanovo riesit engelsovsku ,zdkladnt filozofickt otdzku“ o ontologickom primate. V pri-
pade deterministov a humanistov je toto ponatie velmi priliehavé: obidvom priudom
skutocne islo (aj) o fundamentélne ontologické problémy, ktorych riesenia sa pokisali
formulovat prave pomocou spominanych kategdrii. Menej presvedcivo vSak tato charak-
terizdcia pdsobi v pripade technooptimistov ¢i pravnych filozofov, ktori sa pohybovali
na inej Urovni abstrakcie. , Sprostredkovania“, ktoré tito myslitelia nasli, sa podla mojho
nazoru nedaju priamo spojit s otdzkou vztahu bytia a myslenia.
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Ku kritike politickej ekondémie stalinizmu

Hoci som nacrtol len tstredné témy Mervartovej a Rizickovej knihy, vynimoc¢nost
tejto prace je zrejma. Autori vynalozili zna¢né tusilie nielen pri §tidiu rozmanitych
pramenov, ale aj pri hladani vhodného interpreta¢ného kltca a konfrontacii s novsou
literattirou o rovnakom obdobi. Nepochybujem o tom, Ze ich dielo sa stane $tandardnou
priruckou, a jeho cudzojazy¢né vydanie by bolo velmi cenné pre zahrani¢nu verej-
nost. Metodologické ivahy autorov v prvej kapitole prezieravo reaguju aj na niektoré
mozné namietky: Ze sa kniha, pochopitelne, nemoéze zaoberat vS§etkymi teoretikmi
svojho obdobia; Ze jej cielom, samozrejme, nie je sledovat vSetky dobové debaty; a Ze
si napokon nerobi nérok hodnotit poststalinské koncepcie z hladiska ich originality
¢i pravdivosti. Napriek odzbrojujicemu tGc¢inku tychto poznamok tu chcem naznacit
aspon jednu liniu kritiky.

Autori v predslove slubuju, parafrazujic Borisa Pasternaka, ,nic jiného nez kien“
(s. 42), ato vtom zmysle, ze sa budi zaoberat iba filozofiou. V iivodnej kapitole sa dvakrat
diStancuja od zdmeru pisat dejiny reformného myslenia. Neskor opét zdoraziujy, ze
podstatné pre nich ,nejsou reformni navrhy tykajici se v poststalinismu hlavné politic-
kého uspoiddani a ekonomické pfestavby“ (s. 148). Namiesto toho zdoraznujy, Ze ich
predmetom st ,myslenkové kategorie, jimiZ je zména promyslena“ (tamze). Tym sa ma
zrejme vysvetlit, preco sa v knihe len okrajovo spominaju prispevky ekonémov, ako boli
Ota Sik alebo Cestmir Kozugnik. Toto vysvetlenie v§ak podla m6jho ndzoru neobstoji.

Od konca 50. rokov sa totiz v ceskoslovenskej politickej ekonémii rozvijala funda-
mentdlna kritika stalinizmu, v ktorej i§lo o povahu vyrobnych vztahov v socializme
a perspektivy ich dal$ieho vyvoja. Téato kritika bola sformulovana - ako inak - v jazyku
marxizmu a operovala niektorymi zdkladnymi kategérii Marxovho uvazovania. Najsys-
tematickej$im predstavitelom tohto pridu bol Ota Sik, ktorého préce sa pohybuju na
priese¢niku ekondémie a filozofie, resp. , politickej ekonémie socializmu” a , historického
materializmu“.® Obycajne postupuji od v§eobecnejsich, skor konceptudlnych skimani
ku konkrétnym problémom riadenia ekonomiky. Prave tie prvé st relevantné v kontexte
recenzovaného titulu. Problematiku povahy vyrobnych vztahov, ako aj suvislosti medzi
vyrobnymi vztahmi a vlastnictvom, totiz nastolujui spdsobom, ktory je na jednej strane
Specificky poststalinsky, na druhej strane sa vymyké zo spominanych $tyroch prudov, ba
voc¢i niektorym z nich sa vymedzuje. Nacrtnem len dva prepojené problémové okruhy,
ktorym sa Sik venoval, a ktoré sa v retrospektive ukazujt ako tstredné.

6 Pozri najma Ota Sik, Ekonomika, zdjmy, politika (Praha: Nakladatelstvi politické literatury,
1962) a Ota Sik, K problematice socialistickych zboZnich vztahii (Praha: Nakladatelstvi CSAV,
1964). Obidve knihy sa dockali vyraznych prepracovani a o par rokov vysli pod inymi ndzvami
(Ekonomika a zdjmy, resp. Pldn a trh za socialismu). Vaésinu klti¢ovych argumentov z obidvoch
knih v8ak Sik naértol uz v ¢lanku O pldnovitosti a zbozni vyrobé za socialismu, ktory napisal
v roku 1958 pre Novou mysl. Pre niektoré tézy vSak nemohol vyjst a objavil sa azZ v spominane;j
knihe z roku 1964 (s. 269-305).
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Rozpory socializmu a tovarova vyroba

Stvrta kapitola prace Ekonomika, zdjmy a politika predklad4 polemiku so Stalinovym
chépanim vyrobnych vztahov a vlastnictva, ktoré tvori pozadie Ekonomickych problé-
mov socializmu v ZSSR.” Stalinov pristup podla Sika ,neodpovid4d metodé Marxové,
Engelsové a Leninové“, pretoze vlastnictvo chdpe metafyzicky, ako vec, pricom vyrobné
vztahy redukuje na vztahy medzi ludmi a vecami. Sik, in$pirovany tvodnou kapitolou
Grundrisse, proti tomu stavia procesuélne ponatie vlastnictva. Ide vzdy o urcity histo-
ricky $pecificky proces privlastiiovania, ktory sa nedé oddelit od vyroby, rozdelovania
a vymeny, a ktory je neustdlym vysledkom procesu reprodukcie danej spolo¢nosti. Urcita
forma vlastnictva, napriklad sikromné vlastnictvo vyrobnych prostriedkov, preto ani
nemoze sluzit ako zdklad pri vysvetlovani vyrobnych vztahov. Naopak, vlastnictvo
treba vysvetlit na zdklade celku vyrobnych vztahov, ktoré Sik dosledne odliduje od ich
pravneho vyrazu.® Vyrobné vztahy prenho nie st vztahy medzi ludmi a vecami, ale
spoloc¢enské vztahy ludi sprostredkované vecami.

V stivislosti s charakterom socializmu potom Sik dospieva k z4veru, Ze ,pouhé zn4-
rodnéni vyrobnich prostredki viibec jesté samo o sobé neznamena vznik socialistic-
kého vlastnictvi a jenom skute¢nd zména celého zptsobu ptivlastiiovani [...] znamena
vznik socialistického vlastnictvi“.® Sik v8ak tuto tézu neformuluje, ako by sa mohlo zdat,
s cielom spochybnit socialisticky charakter ekonomiky CSSR. Ten tiplne akceptuje,
no polemizuje s jeho ponatim u Stalina. Explicitne to robi v praci z roku 1964, v ktorej
ide najmi o otdzku, akd dlohu zohréva tovarova forma produktov prace v kontexte
socialistickych vyrobnych vztahov."

Stalin vo svojom ,ekonomickom® spise kritizoval teoretikov, ktori spochybrnovali
vyznam ,zdkona hodnoty“ v sovietskom hospodérstve. Dovodil, Ze tento zdkon v obmed-
zenej miere stale posobi. Pritomnost tovarovo-penaznych vztahov, ktoré su ¢iasto¢ne
regulované zdkonom hodnoty, pritom vysvetloval koexistenciou dvoch sektorov, $tat-
neho a druzstevného (kolchozného). Ich vzajomny styk, aspon pokial ide o produkty
kolchozov, ma podla neho skuto¢ne charakter obehu tovarov. Vnutri §tatneho sektora
je vSak tovarovd, resp. hodnotova forma produktov iba zdanlivd. Ceny a peflazné vztahy
tu nevyjadrujt hodnoty tovarov, sluzia iba ako t¢tovna pomocka na evidenciu. Struktu-

7 Pozri Josef V. Stalin, Ekonomické problémy socialismu v SSSR (Praha: Mald knihovna mar-
xismu-leninismu, 1952).

8V tejto stivislosti sa ostro vyjadruje na adresu Kosikovho znameho ¢ldnku o triedach z roku
1958: podla Sika m4 Kosik ,tiplny zmatek v téchto zdkladnich pojmech*, pretoZe ,,do vyrobnich
vztahti zahrhnuje i pravo” (Sik, Ekonomika, zdjmy, politika, s. 280). Otazkou opravnenosti takejto
kritiky sa tu nemézem zaoberat.

% Ibid., s. 284.

10 7ivé diskusia o tovarovej forme ¢i o dvojakom charaktere prace v socializme pritom prebie-
hala na strdnkach ¢asopisu Politickd ekonomie uz skor, od roku 1957 - s¢asti prostrednictvom
prekladov sovietskych autorov, s¢asti na zédklade tuzemskych prispevkov.
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rélny rozdiel medzi obidvoma sektormi pritom Stalin vysvetloval rozdielnymi formami
vlastnictva. Podniky v §tdtnom sektore maju spolo¢ného vlastnika (socialisticky $tét),
a tak medzi nimi nemoéze fungovat skuto¢na vymena tovarov. Naproti tomu v styku
medzi $tatnym a druzstevnym sektorom ide o ,,dvoch” r6znych vlastnikov. Kym teda
bude existovat samostatny kolchozny sektor, tovarova vyroba a zdkon hodnoty budu
podla Stalina hrat urcitt ilohu aj v sovietskej ekonomike.

Sik v polemike s tymto ndzorom nadvizuje na svoju rekonstrukciu Marxovho pojmu
vlastnictva. O existencii alebo neexistencii tovarovej vyroby podla neho nemozno roz-
hodnut na zaklade vonkajsieho formdalneho znaku, Ze $tatne podniky maji spolo¢ného
vlastnika. Rozsah a funkciu tovarovo-penaznych vztahov v socialistickej ekonomike
mozno objasnit az na zdklade analyzy $pecifik socialistickych vyrobnych vztahov,
t.j. celého komplexu vztahov vyroby, rozdelovania, vymeny &i spotreby. Sik sa nazdéval,
ze sa mu takdto analyza podarila. Pri svojom skimani dospel k zdveru, ze formu tovaru
v skuto¢nosti maju - presnejsie, mali by ju mat - aj produkty $tatneho sektora. Mali by
ju mat, pretoze ide o formu, ktord zodpoveda dosiahnutej irovni rozvoja vyrobnych
sil a miery zospoloCenstenia prace v socializme. Systém administrativne-direktivneho
planovania vsak tito nevyhnutnt formu umelo potlacal. Hodnotové kategorie, ktoré
majud objektivnu platnost aj vo sfére vyroby, voluntaristicky redukoval na kategérie evi-
dencie ¢irozdelovania produktu. No tym vobec nemohol narusit ich zakladnu platnost.
Namiesto toho iba vyhrotil protirecenia, z ktorych tieto formy vyrastaju, ¢im sociali-
stickti ekonomiku voviedol do stagnécie a krizy."" Preto podla Sika treba uskutoé¢nit
reformu systému riadenia.

P6vod protireéent, ktorych rie$enie si vynucuje existenciu tovarovej formy, videl Sik
v $pecifickej povahe prace za socializmu. Na jednej strane je tato praca charakteristicka
svojim , priamym, pldnovitym spolo¢enskym zameranim®“. Na druhej strane sa vSak jej
spoloc¢ensky charakter nedé absolutizovat,' pretoze este nejde o pracu v bezprostredne
spolocenskej forme, ako o nej uvazoval Marx v zndmej pasazi o ,zdruzeni slobodnych
Iudi“.®® Aj v socializme totiZ pretrvava del'ba préce, ktora nie je vylu¢ne vysledkom
slobodnych rozhodnuti bezprostrednych vyrobcov. Sebarealizdcia v préci sa tiez podla
Sika zatial nestala zakladnou Zivotnou potrebou. A napokon, stale existuje aj relativny
nedostatok spotrebnych statkov, ktoré sa preto nedaji rozdelovat vylu¢ne podla potrieb.
Tieto charakteristiky socialistickej vyroby spdsobuju, Ze medzi pracou individudlneho

I Mozno teda povedat, ze administrativne pldnovanie deformovalo objektivne posobiaci za-
kon hodnoty, ¢o spésobovalo chronické ekonomické problémy. Marxistickd analyzu ekonomik
sovietskeho typu, ktora formuluje podobny zaver, no k svojmu predmetu pristupuje z podstatne
odlisnych vychodisk, pozriv Autheben, What Was the USSR? Towards a Theory of the Deformation
of Value under State Capitalism (1V), Aufheben 9 (2000), ¢. 1, s. 29-46.

12 8ik, K problematice socialistickych zboZnich vztahii, s. 280.

13 Karl Marx, Kapitdl: kritika politickej ekonémie. Prvy zviizok, prel. Stefan Heretik (Bratislava:
Pravda, 1985), s. 80.
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vyrobcu a spoloCensky nutnou préacou drieme protireCenie. Ani v socializme neexistuje
zéaruka, ze vSetka praca sa skuto¢ne vynalozi v spolocensky uzito¢nej forme, teda ako
spolo¢ensky nutné praca. Toto protire¢enie sa podla Sika ned4 odmysliet ani odstranit
pomocou planovania. Kedze mé povahu rozporu medzi uzitkovou hodnotou a hodnotou,
resp. medzi konkrétnou pracou a (abstraktnou) spolo¢enskou pracou, mozno ho riesit
iba prostrednictvom tovarovo-petiaznych vztahov. Dalsia ekonomickd reforma musi
tento fakt reflektovat a vytvorit predpoklady pre normalne pdsobenie zdkona hodnoty
v socialistickej ekonomike.

Filozofujica ekonémia ako prad poststalinizmu

Sikove préce ocividne neboli Ziadnym fachekonomickym cvi¢enim. Predstavovali pokus
uplatnit (okrem iného) niektoré néstroje Marxovej kritiky politickej ekondmie na realitu
povojnového Ceskoslovenska. Jednou nohou pritom stali na takej Grovni abstrakcie,
ktord ich situuje do oblasti filozofie, prinajmenSom v tom zmysle, v akom sa termin
»marxisticka filozofia“ v tom Case pouzival. Je to zrejmé najma zo starsej z citovanych
Sikovych préc, ktora sa okrem pojmu vlastnictva podrobne venuje vymedzeniu mnohych
dalsich zédkladnych pojmov, ako st ekonomicky vztah, vyrobna sila ¢i triedny zdujem.
Domnievam sa preto, Ze neexistuje podstatny rozdiel medzi ,filozofickostou” smeru,
ktory autori oznacuju ako pravnu filozofiu (t. j. Samalik a spol.), a Sikovymi prispevka-
mi. Tieto kritéri4 s¢asti splnaju aj niektoré texty Cestmira Kozug$nika ¢i Otakara Turka.
Zaroven podla méjho nazoru neplati, ze by tieto prace parazitovali na filozofickych
fundamentoch vypracovanych niektorym z ostatnych $tyroch smerov - teda dialek-
tickym determinizmom, humanizmom, technooptimizmom ¢&i pravnou filozofiou. Sik
sice odkazuje na niektoré Kosikove, Cibulkove ¢i Zeleného préce, no voci prispevkom
toho prvého sa zdpalisto ohradzuje, zatial Co texty ostatnych dvoch autorov majui v jeho
argumentacii skor vedlajsiu ulohu.

Mervart a RiiZi¢ka sa Sikovi nevenuju, no jeho koncepcie vo vietkych podstatnych
ohladoch zapadaja do ich vymedzenia poststalinizmu ako epistemického pola. Evi-
dentnym cielom Sikovych prac bolo ukézat, Ze stalinizmus predstavoval deformdciu
marxizmu, resp. aktualizovat Marxa." Poststalinska filozofujtica ekonémia teda postu-
povala presne v duchu cibulkovského hesla tak, ako ho chapu autori. A podobne ako
pre dal$ich poststalinistov, aj pre tychto ekondmov hrali vyznamnu ilohu névraty pred
Stalina: nielen k Marxovi, ale aj k Leninovi ¢i k sovietskym diskusidm z 20. a 30 rokov."®

!4 Najmai v Sikovych neskorsich pracach, ako aj v prispevkoch dal$ich autorov z tohto okruhu, sa
casto objavuje myslienka, Ze Marx a Engels nemohli detailne predvidat ilohu tovarovo-penaznych
vztahov za socializmu, pretoze poznali iba jeden druh tovarovej vyroby - taky, ktory sa zakladal
na sukromno-vlastnickej del'be prace.

15 Autori na tento aspekt ¢eskoslovenského stalinizmu nekladd déraz, kedZe primarnym predme-
tom ich zdujmu nie sa in$pira¢né zdroje. Aj z ich vykladu je v$ak zrejmé, aky vyznam mal na-
priklad pre préavnych filozofov Antonio Gramsci a pre deterministov Leninove Filozofické zo§ity.
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V Sikovom pripade islo najmi o Leninove texty k Novej ekonomickej politike a s fiou
suvisiace debaty.

Pre tento smer je rovnako charakteristicky $pecificky druh reflexivity, ktora sa usiluje
»rekonstituovat na novych zakladech (s. 220) organizovant modernitu socialistického
typu. Véetky podstatné prvky uvedeného nachddzame u Sika. Reflexivita mala utiho aj
explicitny osobny rozmer, ako ukazuje prejav, ktory predniesol na zasadnut{ UV KSC
v roku 1963.' Pokial ide osobitne o snahu rekonstituovat Specificky , socialistickii“ po-
dobu organizovanej modernity nazddvam sa, Ze filozofujtci ekonémovia k nej maju
(spolu s technooptimistami) najblizsie. Ba svojou orientdciou na spoloé¢ensku $truk-
turu tohto typu modernity boli azda o ¢osi viac marxistami nez niektori predstavitelia
ostatnych prudov. Z hladiska kategoridlnej optiky, ktoru si zvolili autori, by sme preto
tento prad mohli zaradit do okruhu ,redlna struktira“ a priradit mu kategérie ako
vyrobné vztahy ¢i vlastnictvo."”

Zaroven sa zd4, Ze tento prad nardzal na tie isté hranice, ktoré Mervart a Riizicka
identifikovali pri ostatnych smeroch. Aj Sik akceptoval - prinajmen$om v deklara-
tivnej rovine - socialisticky charakter ¢eskoslovenskej spolo¢nosti. Napriek vSetkym
odkazom na Kapitdl ho analyza povahy préce v socializme nepriviedla k otdzke, ktora
je z marxovského hladiska zdkladnd: Ako je vobec mozné, ze vSetky produkty prace
v tejto spoloc¢nosti nadobuidajd formu tovaru, hoci pracovna sila tato formu (ddajne)
nemd? Inak povedané, problém ndmezdnej prace v socializme, a tym aj triedneho
charakteru tejto spolo¢nosti, v jeho pracach z daného obdobia jednoducho neexistoval.
V teoretickej rovine trieda pracujtcich u Sika figuruje najmi ako problematicky faktor,
ktory - vzhladom na objektivne podmienky - treba pomocou umného vyuzivania
mzdového fondu materidlne zainteresovat na efektivite vyroby. Neprekvapi preto, Ze
na drovni politického konania sa Sik a jeho kolegovia neorientovali na ¢eskoslovensku

Pripomerime tieZ, Ze Frantisek Samalik sa podielal na vydani zbornika Sovétské pravni mysleni
ve 20. letech, ktory obsahoval preklady prac P. I. Stucku a J. B. Pasukanisa. Lubomir Sochor zase
pripravil ¢eské vydanie vyberu z prac A. M. Deborina. Jindfich Zeleny vo svojej analyze Marxovej
metddy recipoval aj prace I. I. Rubina, podobne ako sociol6g Eduard Urbdnek v ivahach o fetisi-
zme. Poststalinizmus bol do velkej miery znovuobjavovanim sovietskej predstalinskej filozofie
a spolocenskych vied, ktoré boli zlikvidované v ¢istkdch na konci 30. rokov.

16 Vzdyt i ja sam si velmi dobfe uvédomuji, jak dlouh4 léta jsem $kolil a vychovaval stovky
stranickych funkcionaii ke zjednodusenému chapani mnohych teoretickych poucek, a vim,
jak je to obtiZzné nynf cely tento dogmaticky balast pfekonat.” (Sik, K problematice socialistickych
zboznich vztahil, s. 346.)

17 Tak ako v ostatnych pridoch, aj tu sa vyskytovali rézne prieniky. Pozri napr. Radovan Richta,
Ekonomika jako civilizaéni dimenze, In Karel Kouba (ed.), Uvahy o socialistické ekonomice (Praha:
Svoboda, 1968), s. 11-64. Tento prispevok v inej suvislosti cituju aj autori. Richta v iom v prebe-
ra niektoré prvky Sikovskej argumentdacie a akceptuje nevyhnutnost vyuzivat tovarové vztahy
vpodmienkach socializmu. Sikovu pracu z roku 1962 tiez hned po vydani kriticky hodnotil jeden
z dialektickych deterministov. Pozri Josef Cibulka, ,Vyznamné dilo o komplexnich zdkonitostech
spolecenského vyvoje“, Otdzky marxistickej filozofie 5 (1962), €. 6, s. 538-547.
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robotnicku triedu, ale presadzovali reformu zhora, pricom na névrhy zakladat podni-
kové rady hladeli s podozrenim."

Vintencidch Mervartovej a Rtizickovej analyzy limitov poststalinského marxizmu by
sa takto dalo pokracovat - a v suvislosti s rodovymi aspektmi napriklad nastolit otazku,
do akej miery filozofujtiica ekonémia reflektovala reprodukénti pracu a problémy jej
zospolocenstenia. Aj z tohto stru¢ného nécrtu by véak malo byt zrejmé, Ze recenzovany
titul v sebe skryva nielen podnety na dalsie badanie, ale aj uzito¢né heuristické néastroje

pre také skiimanie.

18 Sik sa nakoniec priklonil k existencii podnikovych rad, no v jeho podani mali byt socialistickou
verziou spravnych rad akciovych spolo¢nosti. O okolnostiach tohto rozhodnutia pozri Zdislav Sulc,
JJak se rodila, kam smétovala a pro¢ byla potlatena tzv. Sikova reforma (Vzpominky novinaie
a ekonoma)*, Acta Economica Pragensia 15 (2007), ¢. 7, s. 417-431, tu 428.
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Kritickym hlasem proti konformite:
disidentske dedictvi Jana Tesare

Jan Tesaf, Co pocit ve vlkoveé briSe. Prace o vytvareni struktur obcanské spole¢nosti
z let 1968-1980 (Praha: Tridda, 2018), 589 s. ISBN 978-80-7474-172-2.

Sbirka esejt historika, politického vézné a disidenta Jana Tesaie pfedstavuje vyvoj jeho
mysleni o formovani nezavislych obc¢anskych struktur v autoritativné tizené spolecnosti.
Pfedstavuje autorovu oficidlni ¢innost coby historika druhého odboje a poradce Josefa
Smrkovského v obdobi prazského jara. Pfedev§im mapuje obdobi po srpnu 1968, kdy se
Tesat aktivné podilel na probouzeni odborového hnut{ a nasledné byl za protivolebni
letakovou kampan uvéznén. Po propusténi se v Brné vénoval $iroké skéle neoficidlnich
aktivit, od vydavéni samizdatu po bytové semindre. Spolupracoval pfedev$im s umirné-
nymi i radikdlnimi osobnostmi nekomunistické levice, napi. s Rudolfem Battékem,
Jaroslavem Sabatou nebo Petrem Uhlem. Tesaf se profiloval jako radikalné levicovy
intelektudl se zdjmem o aktivni spolecenskou angazovanost a socidlni témata. Proto
se ve sledovaném obdobf projevoval jako kriticky a provokativn{ hlas i v rdmci disentu
amuize oslovit také soucasného Ctendre. Zaroven se nejednalo o prvopldnovy protest, ale
o vécné analyzy spolecensko-historickych konstruktti komunistického rezimu i disidentt.
Vybor nabizi pfedevsim eseje a pfednasky publikované v samizdatu, zejména v Tesa-
fem editovanych Dialozich - v ¢eskoslovenské i exilové mutaci. Nékteré texty byly psany
pro mezinarodni konference na zdkladé spoluprace s Jifim Pelikdnem a pro exilové
Listy. Pfestoze ndzev souboru predznamendva vybér textli od prazského jara po Tesa-
fav odjezd do emigrace, nékteré eseje a zejména komentére Ctendaii predstavuji Tesafe
v pozdéjsich ¢asovych obdobich. Autor totiz ke kazdému textu napsal tiivodni komentar
v rdmci piiprav nerealizovaného vydéani vyboru v roce 2001. S dvaceti az tficetiletym
odstupem Tesaf pfipomina kontext, ohlas a , druhy zivot“ jednotlivych textti a hodnot{
jejich obsah kriticky vii¢i sobé nebo i realité po roce 1989: ,[...] musim doznat, Ze by
mé bylo ani v nejhor$im snu nenapadlo, Ze budouci (takzvana) demokraticka revoluce
bude na ochromeni{ tizemnich samosprév a jejich totalizaci komunisty reagovat jejich
jednoduchym uplnym odstranénim na vic nez deset let!“ (s. 54) Soucdsti poznamek jsou
Tesafovy vzpominky z roku 2017, které ptedevsim vécné doplnuji historicky kontext.
Vyvoj Tesafovych nézord na nezavislé instituce je pfedstaven v rdmci ti{ tematic-
kych celkd, které prostupuji napti¢ publikaci: analyza a vymezeni totality (zejména
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sovétského typu), udélosti a vyznam prazského jara a formulace moznosti a progra-
mu obcanskych struktur v rdmci platformy Charty 77. Tento pfistup ¢aste¢né vyplyva
z leckdy diachronniho uspotddani textli v publikaci. Rovnéz k nému ,vybizi“ historik
Milan Otahal ve svém hodnoceni Tesafovy pozice (i coby historika) v diskuzi o smyslu
aktivit Charty koncem sedmdesétych let: ,Jeho ptinosem bylo, ze vychazel ze zaveért,
k nimz dospél pti analyze totalitnich rezimd, a Ze obratil pozornost ke klicové otazce,
jak se lidem pftiblizit a zapojit je do obcanskych aktivit, coz predpoklddalo zajimat se
o jejich kazdodenn{ starosti a problémy.“!

Prvni ¢ast vyboru se vénuje Tesafové neobvyklé pozici soudniho znalce v letech 1968
a 1969 pii procesu s byvalymi piislusniky StB, obvinénymi z politické vrazdy v roce
1948. Autor v komentdfi obhajuje zatazeni pfislusnych texti do knihy tim, Ze v rdmci
soudniho posudku byla jim ,poprvé konstatovana souvislost mezi stavem obc¢anské
spole¢nosti u nés a instalovanim nasi domdci podoby totality” (s. 34). Tesaf predstavuje
povéle¢né pocatky komunistické diktatury na ptikladu prortstani organt KSC - jme-
novité jejich paralelnich bezpec¢nostnich slozek - do statni spravy. Popisuje StB jako
instituci revoluc¢ni faze nastupu totality, ve které dochazelo u ptislusnika StB v rdmci
utopistické rétoriky KSC k dobrovolnému potlaceni individuality. Tento moment shrnuje
jeden z hlavnich bodt Tesarovy kritiky soudniho procesu, ve kterém byli souzeni pouze
ptislugnici StB, nikoli systém s viidd¢i ilohou KSC, na jehoz zékladé fungovaly Dubéektv
a nastupujici normaliza¢n{ rezim. Tesaf v této dobé rovnéz poprvé vyjadfuje zdsadni
odtvodnéni demokratickych instituci a odmitnuti nasilnych revoluci, aby se predeslo
pouhé vyméné jedné diktatury za jinou: ,Je viibec tragédif lidstva a odbojovych naro-
dt zvlasté, ze protinacistickd vélka, pozdvizeni proti dehumanizaci, samo utvrzovalo
nékteré nehumanistické principy v praxi odptircti nacismu.” (s. 47) Komplexni analyzu
totalit predstavuje esej ,Totalitni diktatury jako fenomén 20. stolet{ a moznosti jejich
prekondni“ z roku 1977 (s. 163-177). Zduraziuje jak absolutni kontrolu rezimu nad v$emi
aspekty spolecenského zivota, tak paradoxni ptivod totalit v demokratickych hnutich
19. stoleti a jejich demagogickou ideologizaci masovosti s cilem oslabit kritické mysleni
ve spolecnosti. Zarukou fungovéni totalitniho systému - a ,,genidlnim Leninovym vy-
nélezem” (s. 167) - je podle Tesaie kategorizace obyvatelstva na ovlddané a ovladajici,
ktef{ ztélesnuji autorem kritizovanou mocenskou byrokracii.

S kritikou totalit souvisi i Tesafova skepse viic¢i prazskému jaru coby reformnimu
procesu fizenému shora komunistickou stranou, ktera si zachovavala kontinuitu se
stalinistickym rezimem oproti jinym statim vychodniho bloku. Tesai nedavéioval
tzv. obrodnému procesu jiz v jeho priibéhu. Ve zminéném znaleckém posudku z roku
1969 kritizoval politickou ticelovost celého procesu, kterym chtéli ,,dubcekovci“ ziskat
spolecenskou popularitu domnélym vypofdddnim se s padesatymi lety. Onu ,legendu
o ,slepych represich*, kterou se omlouvalo svévolné poc¢inani StB, oznacil za ,nejra-

! Milan Otahal, Opoziéni proudy v ceské spolecnosti 1969-1989 (Praha: Ustav pro soudobé dé&jiny
AV CR, v. v.1i., 2011), s. 182.
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finovanéjs$i“ reformné-komunistickou lez (s. 57). Neochotu Dubéekova rezimu opustit
bezpeci komunistické kontinuity také demonstruje na netspéchu projektu tzv. zakona
o ndrodnim smiteni, ktery mél ucinit tlustou ¢aru za obdobim mezi lety 1945 az 1968
a plo$né odsoudit dobové represe. V prvnim textu vyboru ze shromézdéni ceskych
historik v roce 1968 Tesai navrhuje poucit se z potinorové kolaborace védecké sféry
a vytvorit nezdvislou odbornou organizaci historikt, kterd by odoldvala politickému
vlivu stale centralistického rezimu. Radikalni dekonstrukci polednového vyvoje jako
demokratizacniho procesu Tesat predlozil v referdtu pro mezindrodni konferenci v roce
1978 jako reakci na zapadni a eurokomunistickou diskuzi o prazském jaru coby inspirac-
nim zdroji pro nové sméfovani socialistické politiky. V ,Mytu ,prazského jara‘ a realité
¢eskoslovenského disentu” (s. 334-353) - ktery byl nakonec zvefejnén pouze v samiz-
datu - Tesaf interpretuje Dubcekiiv rezim tak, ze ,ve své konkrétni podobé neznamena
prekondéni totalitniho systému, nybrz pokus o jeho sebeobrodu, sebeobnovu - a Ze i v ni
jsou patrny zakladni totalitni rysy“ (s. 347). Autor poklddd na Zapadé pozitivné hod-
nocené procesy (napf. federalizaci a rehabilitaci) pouze za béZzné jevy totality, kterymi
se rezim aktualizuje, protoze tyto zmény fidilo stranické centrum bez zapojeni Sirsi
vefejnosti. Dokonce i zruseni cenzury a svoboda tisku, které Tesaf povazoval za jediny
opravdovy demokratiza¢ni projev piekondvéni totality, byly diskreditovdny ,hrou na
Dubéeka*, tedy dobrovolnou a nekritickou loajalitou vii¢i novému vedeni KSC (s. 347).
Podle Tesate nebyl ,¢eskoslovensky experiment” v rdmci rezim sovétského typu (s od-
kazem na Madarsko v roce 1956) natolik jedine¢ny fenomén, jak se k nému na Zapadé
pristupovalo. A také byl - po vzoru nésledného vyvoje v Polsku po ,pievratech” v letech
1956 a 1970 - pouze soucdsti vnitiniho vyvoje totality, a tedy jako demokratiza¢ni proces
odsouzen k nezdaru. Zavérem ale Tesal piekvapuje pozitivnim hodnocenim ,druhého
zivota prazského jara“, ve kterém se podle néj odrazela mezinarodni solidarita a od-
souzeni okupace oproti diivéjsi toleranci Zapadu vici agresi ve stfedovychodni Evropé
ze strany Hitlera nebo povéle¢ného Sovétského svazu. Vstiicnost viic¢i exkomunistiim
v Charté Tesaf zdtivodriuje jejich mordlnim postojem zastdvat demokratiza¢ni principy
polednového vyvoje i poté, co byli odstaveni od moci. Podle Tesafe se tedy netispéch
tzv. obrodného procesu stal referenénim okamzikem pro formujici se demokratickou
opozici, aby se poucila z chyb a decentralizovala budovani novych struktur a iniciaci
zmén vefejného poradku. Proto jiz obcan v sedmdesatych letech ,neskanduje v houfu
jména nérodnich idolti - nybrz se sebevédomé rozhodl], ze si sva nezadatelna prava bude
brat a nedd si v tom brénit. Vi, Ze nemitize zrusit totalitni moc, protoze na to nestaci jeho
sily. AvSak ned4 si vnutit jeji leZ a jiz tim rusi totalitu moci.” (s. 353)

Druhou polovinu vyboru tvofi eseje z druhé poloviny sedmdesatych let, zaméiené
na kritiku neakceschopnosti Charty 77 a na vznik a fungovan{ nezévislych struktur.
Dosavadni proslulost Tesate jako ,problémového” kritika chartovniho hnuti souvisi s do-
pisem z Ginora 1978 adresovanym mluvéimu Charty Jitimu Héjkovi po jeho rozhovoru se
zéapadnimi médii (s. 252-257). Tesar se totiz neztotoznil s Hdjkovym vystupovanim coby
zastupce vsech clend Charty bez ohledu na jejich ideové pfesvédceni. Obvinoval Hajkem
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reprezentované reformné-komunistické vedeni Charty z ipadku aktivity a atraktivity
celého hnuti, protoZe stéle véfilo v navrat do KSC a zménu systému shora a zevnitf,
tedy v iluzi prazského jara. A proto nepodporovalo zahrani¢ni kontakty Charty a rozvoj
aktivit mimo peti¢ni upozornovéani na porusovani lidskych prav. Charta podle Tesafte
nevyuzila plné potencidl svého vyhldseni, které probudilo ¢ést vefejnosti z mnohaleté
letargie, a po prvni viné represi se dal nerozvijela. Bez zajimavosti nenf, Ze se Tesaf
v dopise definuje jako radikél a ptiblizuje motivaci své provokativni kriticnosti: ,Mou
ctizddosti je postihnout kontury budoucnosti a dokdzat vyjadrit pravdu. A vim, Ze ¢im
hloubéji se ¢lovéku podaii proniknout do problémi spole¢nosti, tim méné popularity
u soucasniki obycejné najde. Lidé neradi poslouchaji neptijemné véci.” (s. 255) V radmci
debaty kolem dopisu se s Tesafem rozeSel i spolupracovnik z Dialogii filosof Ladislav
Hejdédnek, protoze se neshodli na charakteru legalistické strategie Charty vii¢i komu-
nistickému rezimu.? Tim se dostdvdme ke konkrétni formulaci ob¢ansko-opozi¢ni
strategie, jejiz vychozi pozice v roce 1977 podle Tesafe vypadala zhruba takto:

Kazdy, tfeba osamély ,disidentiiv” protest rusi totalitu systému, a ma tedy i mi-
moetickou, konkrétni a praktickou vahu. Avsak sdm o sobé nenf jesté praci kon-
struktivni. Nevytvari jesté nové demokratické struktury jako prvky obcanské
spolecnosti, jejiz rozvinuti je jedinou trvalou zdrukou jak proti nastoleni totalitni
diktatury, tak i pro jeji historické pfekonédni. Kazdy hlas nesouhlasu s diktaturou
ovSem probojovava prvky demokratickych svobod, a tim uvoliiuje pole pro nové

konstruktivn{ asili. Pfispiva k piekonani véeobecného strachu jako brzdy pokroku.?

Za Tesartiv modelovy program demokratického a instituciondlniho prekonavani to-
tality 1ze povazovat ,Manifest pozitivniho ptistupu” z btezna 1978 (s. 280-296), ktery
sdm autor povazuje ,za jeden z nejdulezitéjsich v tomto vyboru“ (s. 276). Podle vzoru
polského disentu - autorem casto zminovaného a nekritizovaného - Tesaf navrhoval
prejit z volného spolecenstvi Charty v jasnéji strukturované hnuti, na kterém by se
aktivneé podileli signatéfi i spolupracujici vefejnost. Zdtiraznoval zbourani bariéry di-
sidentského ghetta a navdzani kontaktt s obyCejnymi lidmi a odborniky v oficidlnich
institucich, ktefi jednak mohli pfispét svymi expertnimi znalostmi, kterych se disentu
nedostdvalo, jednak se stat prostfedniky pfi vyjednédvani mezi rezimem a opozici.! Vedle
vytvofeni pfedobrazu Vyboru na obranu nespravedlivé stthanych povazoval Tesat za

% Tesaf reagoval na Hejddankovo prohlaseni (,Ceskoslovenské zakony ve své vétsiné nejsou
$patné”), ze totalitni ztizeni pfirozené a tcelové zneuziva oficidlni demokraticko-obcéanskou
rétoriku, aby pouze vytvételo zdéni existence pravniho statu (s. 266-268).

3 Z textu ,Totalitni diktatury jako fenomén 20. stoleti a moznosti jejich prekonani z roku 1977
(s. 175-176).

4 Tuto moznost mediace tzv. tieti silou Tesaf rozviji v eseji ,O potiebé tteti sily aneb Leninské
vyzva“ (s. 244-246).
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dtlezité reformovat instituci mluvcich - zavést jejich volbu a posilit pozici signatai.
Ideovou pestrost - kterd by se méla odrdzet ve funkci mluvcich, uvniti Charty, a pfede-
v$im v dialogu mezi mys$lenkovymi proudy - Tesaf opakované povazoval za znameni
probouzeni obcanské pluralitni spole¢nosti. Hnuti mélo vyuzit univerzalisticky poli-
ticky jazyk lidskych prév k mezinarodni popularizaci chartovnich aktivit. Ty se mély
roz$ifit od politickych procesti na ekologickd, socidlni a ekonomicka témata. Tesaf je
zdaraznoval jiz od poc¢atku Charty, napf. vjednom z jejich prvnich prohléseni , Analyza
stavu véci v oblasti hospodafskych a socidlnich prav v Ceskoslovensku*.®

Tesafova taktika méla misto a mozna i vliv mezi dal$imi disidentskymi postupy
a plany na obc¢ansko-instituciondlni narusovani totalitniho systému. Ve srovnéani s kon-
cepci revolu¢nich marxistti Petra Uhla a Jaroslava Suka vystupovala Tesafova strategie
vice ve smyslu ,co mizeme udélat nyni“ nez vii¢i budoucimu uspoiadéni spolecnosti
a odmitala boj s totalitnim systémem formou revolu¢niho pfevratu i za pouziti nasili,
pokud by to bylo nutné.® Pfestoze Tesal zpétné povazuje koncept paralelni polis Vac-
lava Bendy za , pokleslou podobu ideje o vytvafeni nezavislych struktur” (s. 306), jsou
si oba pristupy na teoretické urovni velmi blizké. Piistupy obou autorti - ,nezévislé“
a ,paralelni” struktury - se podobnou mravné-obcanskou argumentaci vymezuji proti
nefunkéni a dehumanizujici oficidlni sféfe a obsahuji ndvrhy alternativnich struktur.
Na druhou stranu se mohly li§it v mife legality, protoze zejména Bendovo pojeti para-
lelni ekonomiky lze interpretovat jako $edou ¢i ilegalni ekonomickou aktivitu.” Navic
popularni a neukotvené uzivani pojmu paralelni polis vedlo v praxi k jeho ztotoznén{
s konspirativnim charakterem disidentskych aktivit, jemuz se Tesaf chtél vyhnout skrze
mobilizaci §irs$f opozi¢né smyslejici vefejnosti.

Vybor Tesafovych eseju ptiblizuje ideovou rtiznorodost a dynamiku uvnitf Charty 77 na
piikladu diskuze o organizaci nezdvislych a protirezimnich aktivit. Je zajimavé sledovat,
jak se u Tesafe propojuji historickd analyza, levicovy aktivismus a chartovni lidskopravni
diskurz. Ukazuje se, Ze se nejednd o automatické ptijeti ,zdpadniho importu“ Zavérecné-
ho aktu z Helsinek, ale o vnitini vyvoj vefejné angazovaného intelektudla. Originalita
jeho reflexi spociva v promysleném a kritickém postoji k veskerému mainstreamu, at uz
v oficidlni nebo disidentské sfétfe. Z vyboru vyznivé, Ze Tesai aktivné a vytrvale vystu-
poval viici konformnimu postoji nékterych aktéri prazského jara a disidentti. Autorova
osobitéd raznost prindsela dilezité znejistujici impulzy do debaty, zaroven provokovala

® Michal Kopecek, ,Disidentsky legalismus. Socialistick4 zékonnost, lidska prava a zrod pravni-
ho odporu v demokratické opozici v Ceskoslovensku a Polsku v 70. letech®, in Jif{ Suk et al., Sest
kapitol o disentu (Praha: Ustav pro soudobé dé&jiny AV CR, v. v. i., 2017), s. 10-48, zde 31.

6 Petr Uhl, , Alternativni spoleéenstvi jako revolu¢ni avantgarda®, in Vaclav Havel et al., O svobodé
a moci I. (Kolin nad Rynem a Rim: Index - Listy, 1980), s. 322, Petr Uhl et al., Program spolecenské
samosprdvy (Kolin nad Rynem: Index, 1982), s. 84.

"Vaclav Benda, ,Paralelni polis*, in No¢ni kddrovy dotaznik a jiné boje (Praha: Agite/Fra, 2009),
S. 56-66.
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a zpusobovala ¢etnd nedorozumeént, kterd nejspis stdla za vlaznymi ¢i vymezujicimi se
ohlasy na Tesatrovy navrhy. I proto jsou jeho eseje a pfednasky dilezitym ptispévkem
ke studiu kofenti ceské disidentské diskuze o ob¢anské angazovanosti a nezavislych
strukturédch. Pfesto se nelze pti cetbé vyhnout pocitu, ze predklddané interpretace jsou
vyrazné jednostranné, coz umocnuje Tesafova sebevédoma kriti¢nost. Tuto nejistotu
v publikaci Co pocit ve vikové brise vyvazuje edi¢ni prace Roberta Krumphanzla, jehoz
poznambky spolu s autorovymi komentari predkladaji bohaty zdroj informaci k lepsimu
uchopenti esejii v jejich historické realité.

Véclav Skofepa
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Rok 1968 a moznosti revoltlcie

Jana Ndiaye Berankova, Michael Hauser, Nick Nesbitt (eds.), Revolutions for
the Future: May '68 and the Prague Spring (Lyon: Suture Press, 2020), 324 s.
ISBN: 978-2-9569056-1-5.

Su historické udalosti, ktoré si pravidelne pripominame, ktoré oslavujeme, na ktoré
sa navazuju ritudly a ktoré prinajmensom ako $tatne sviatky presekdvaji monoténne
plynutie pracovnych tyzdnov. Niektoré v§ak ako keby pdsobili nadalej a rdimcuju spo-
sob, akym uvazujeme o sucasnych udalostiach. Objavuji sa v pritomnosti ako prizraky
a hoci vieme, Ze prichadzaju z hlbokej minulosti, rozpravaji sa s nami spdsobom, ako
by s nami boli tu a teraz. Nastup krajnej pravice a excesy nacionalizmu privolévaju
ducha holokaustu. Ked autoritari hovoria v mene I'udu, zd4 sa ndm, ako by sa zjavovalo
strasidlo, ktoré sme vyhnali v roku 1989.

M4j 1968 vo Francuzsku a Prazska jar, ukoncend invaziou v auguste 1968, patria do
tohto druhého radu udalosti. Tiez dokazu ako duchovia vstupovat do sicasnych diskusii
a uvah, usmernovat ich a navigovat. St to v§ak duchovia, ktorych treba vzyvat opatrne.
Ich nepredvidatelnost nahana strach a preto je potrebné ich predbezne skrotit. Ak sa
vyvoldva duch méja 1968 vo Franctizsku, hovorf sa pre istotu o socidlnej revolucii, nie
o politickej. V Cesku a na Slovensku sa pri spomienke na rok 1968 upriamuje zrak na
sovietske tanky rozryvajuce ulice, a tragicky osud pokusu o reformu socializmu tak
vystupuje ako konec¢ny dokaz jeho nereformovatelnosti.

Duchovia roku 1968 v$ak so sebou prindsajii aj moznosti subverzie. Najprv pontikaji
sterilné mordlne poucenia, ktoré si maji mladi osvojit. No ked sa oficidlny program
skonci, Sepotom rozprévaja pribeh o ludoch, ktori verili, Ze voci kapitalizmu je mozna
alternativa; inak povedané, Ze je mozny socializmus. Mozno to bolo poslednykrat, ked
o tom v Eurdpe ludia seriézne snivali. No riziko subverzie treba i tak utlmit. Preto st
udalosti roku 1968 prisne strazené a interpretuju sa dosledne. Nepotrebujeme, aby
niekoho miatli.

Autorky a autori textov v knihe Revolutions for the Future: May ‘68 and the Prague
Spring nepatria k tejto kaste strazcov. Naopak, ide im o to, aby vyvolali ducha roku 1968
ako nebezpecného, rizikového, subverzivneho a, samozrejme, ako stale aktudlneho.
Kniha vychédza primérne z konferencie s ndzvom , 1968 - 1989: Paris - Prague”, ktora
sa konala v roku 2017. Pozrime sa na ttto seansu blizsie.
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Na co treba poukdzat a od ¢oho do velkej miery zévisi dopad knihy ako celku, je
urcitad diskrepancia medzi dvoma velkymi sekciami. Prva je pochopitelne venovana
mdéju 1968 a druha Prazskej jari. Vo francuzskej sekcii sledujeme skor intelektualnu
rezonanciu méja 1968. V texte, ktory vychaddza z jeho prednasky na Ceské akademii
véd v roku 2018 sa Jacques Ranciere vracia k maju 1968 a k sposobu, akym formoval
a presmeroval jeho uvazovanie o politike a revoltcii. Sttidia Vincenta Jacquesa sa ve-
nuje ramcovaniu maja 1968 u Deleuza a Guattariho, najmé s ohladom na ich text Mai
68 n‘a pas eu lieu (1984; M4j ‘68 sa nestal).! Skisenost s udalostami roku 1968 vsak
ramcovala celt pracu Deleuza a Guattariho. Ich knihy Anti-Oedipus (1972)? aj Tisic
plosin (1980)° vo svojom jadre rie$ia otdzku, ako mysliet, ako konat a akd politika je po
tychto udalostiach mozna.

V dalsich $tyroch textoch je maj 1968 este viac implicitny. Etienne Balibar sa zaobera
Lacanovymi $tyrmi diskurzmi - diskurzom pdna, univerzity, analytika a hysterika, ktoré
boli vistom zmysle ovplyvnené méjom 1968. Balibar ukdzal, ako sa diskurz univerzity
rozdrobuje paralelnym diskurzom neinstitucionalizovaného analytika, ktory sa zrkadli
- aby sa subverzia eSte dotiahla - v hysterikovi. Nésledné tri rozsiahle $tidie sa venuju
filozofii Alaina Badioua, jeho matematike ako ontolégii. VSetky tri $tidie sa ¢iastoCne
orientuju okolo prvej Badiouvej filozofickej prace Le concept de modéle (1969; Pojem
modelu).* Praca vzisla z dvoch predndsok, z ktorych prvid predniesol 29. aprila 1968
na Ecole Normale Supérieure v PariZi a druha mala byt prednesend 13. méja 1968. Pre
udalosti, ktoré sii témou recenzovanej knihy, sa uz nekonala. M4j 1968 tak vtrhol do
Badiouovho filozofovania. Autorka a autori predmetnych $tidif implicitne vychddzaja
z toho, Ze je v Badiouovom uvazovani istym spésobom pritomny.

Prejduc z Pariza do Prahy sa pristup meni. Michael Hauser vo svojej eseji zrkadlo-
vo nadvézuje na Ranciéra, no nasledujuce texty uz nie su filozofickymi meditdciami,
v ktorych by Prazsk4 jar - obdobne zrkadlovo - implicitne pdsobila, rezonovala v nich
a ozivovala ich bez toho, aby sa nevyhnutne tematizovala. Prazska jar sa tu stava skor
predmetom skiimania a $tidie naberaji va¢Smi dejinno-vedny charakter. Postupne
sa venuju boju o zavedenie robotnickych rad a demokratizaciu spravy na trovni jed-
notlivych podnikov a tovarni (Petr Kuzel); vyvoju pravneho uvaZovania (Jan Kober);
vztahu medzi demokratickymi pohybmi a dobovym uvazovanim o technike, najma
sporom medzi technooptimistami ¢i technologickymi deterministami na jednej stra-

! Gilles Deleuze a Félix Guattari, ,Mai 68 n'a pas eu lieu“, Les Nouvelles littéraires 3. 5. 1984,
s. 75-76.

2 Gilles Deleuze a Félix Guattari, Capitalisme et schizophrénie: L'Anti-(Edipe (Pariz: Les Editions
de Minuit, 1972).

3 Gilles Deleuze a Félix Guattari, Tisic plosin, prel. Marie Caruccio Caporale (Praha: Herrmann
& synové, 2010).

* Alain Badiou, Le concept de modéle. Introduction ¢ une épistémologie matérialiste des mathé-
matiques (Pariz: Maspéro, 1969).
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ne a humanistami, ktor{ sa obavali odcudzujiceho vplyvu techniky, na strane druhej
(Ivan Landa); reformnymi navrhmi v rdimci dobového radikédlne lavicového disentu (Jan
Mervart); a napokon vztahu medzi Gsilim o ustanovenie socializmu s Iudskou tvarou
a humanizmom ako filozofickym uvazovanim (Katarzyna Bieliniska).

Ako interpretovat tito diskrepanciu? Spolo¢né projekty ako konferencie a kolektivne
monografie si samozrejme vzdy vysledkom réznorodej negociécie, v rdmci ktorej to
nie st len jednotlivé autorky a autori, kto sa chce priblizit k spolo¢nej téme; téma musi
zaroven urobit niekol'ko krokov smerom k nim. Vystavujem sa tak riziku, ze ako vy-
znamné budem citat nieco, o je skor vysledkom ndhody. KedZe som v$ak presvedceny,
Ze publikované dielo mé préavo aj na vlastny zivot nezdavisle na jeho autorke ¢i autorovi,
toto riziko podstipim. A vyssie opisanu diskrepanciu budem interpretovat ako dokaz
odlisného pbdsobenia méja 1968 a Prazskej jari. A aby som este chvilku zotrval pri
metafore z ivodu, aj ked sa vSetci snazili pouzivat tud istt ouija dosku, v podstatnych
ohladoch napokon vyvolali odli§nych duchov.

Kltcové napétie je vyjadrené v ivodnych stididch franctizskej a Ceskej sekcie. Hau-
ser sa na konci svojho textu pyta: ,Aké stt moznosti sprostredkovania medzi politickou
reprezentaciou a protestnymi hnutiami, medzi §tatom a politickou subjektivaciou,
medzi prdvom a radikéalnou politikou, medzi konsolidaciou a spontdnnostou?“ (S. 158)
Ranciere odpovedd napriec¢ knihou: ,Politicka subjektivacia je v skuto¢nosti umenim
skratovania, ktoré priamo prepoji zdanlivo lokdlny problém s globalnym vyjadrenim
socialnych vztahov* (s. 24). Hauser vSak nadalej vidi emancipa¢ny potencial v strane
a v $tate, ktory v Prazskej jari prave spustil ,bezprecedentnti revolticiu” prostrednictvom
yantinémnej dialektiky* (s. 158).

Pre Ranciera je maj 1968 udalostou par excellence, pricom udalost ,spochybiuje
spoOsob, akym sa veci deju” (s. 19). Ranciere ostro vystupuje voc¢i sociologickej interpre-
tacii Mdja, ktora ho tazi zneutralizovat prave tym, Ze ho podé ako socialnu revoludciu.
Do tychto zamietnutych interpretécii sa v§ak schovd aj ortodoxne marxisticky vyklad:
,Obroda marxistickych vyrazov, rimcov a symbolov [na strane revolucionédrov] zakryvala
de facto opustenie marxistickej koncepcie socidlnej revoliicie ako nesenej dejinnymi
procesmi.” (s. 28) Pre Ranciéra tieto pristupy neguju podstatu Mdja ako udalosti, sd
reduktivne a spocivaju v urcitej forme prekladu, ktory je nepresny, ba priam 1zivy.
Podstatu Méja naopak vyjadruje to, ako revoluciondri jednym dychom preskocili od
pozadovania zru$enia skisok k zruseniu kapitalizmu (s. 23). S to poziadavky , ktoré
nevyzaduju vysvetlenie, naopak, vyjadrujd prave ono skratovanie, najdoslednejsiu
moznu politizdciu, v ktorej lokalne je globélne, a ktord je moznd len v zlomovych ¢asoch
kriz a katastrof. To je podstata Méja ako udalosti.

Hauser Ranciera verne reprodukuje, ked piSe, Ze udalosti méaja 1968 ,zaviedli politiku
ne-sprostredkovania, ktora opustila dialektické sprostredkovanie [...| medzi stranou
a spontdnnym politickym hnutim®; Ze v nadvdznosti na tieto udalosti nastal vo fran-
cuzskom teoretickom mysleni ,anti-dialekticky obrat“; a ze koncepcie Ranciéra (a aj
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Badioua) ,vyjadruja odmietnutie dialektického sprostredkovania“ (s. 142). LenZe na
konci svojej $tadie privolava préve dialektické sprostredkovanie medzi stranou a hnu-
tim spét k zivotu. Nésledné studie v Ceskej sekcii vychadzaju v jadre z toho, Ze takéto
sprostredkovanie je mozné a produktivne.

Tu by sme sa mali zastavit. Hauser totiz v skuto¢nosti Ranciérove teoretické zavery
nevyvracia teoreticky, argumentacne - Prazska jar sa v zavere skor zjavi ako e$te jedna
politické udalost, ktorti Ranciere nezvazil, a ktora by ho tak mohla presvedcit, Ze s tymi
ortodoxne marxistickymi koncepciami to nie je az také stratené. Kedze v§ak nekon-
frontuje Ranciera s Prazskou jarou na teoretickej tirovni, franctizska a ¢eskoslovenska
sekcia vo vysledku nie tiplne komunikuju.

Franctzskej sekcii ide o poukédzanie na produktivitu anti-dialektického myslenia.
V troch $tidiach o Badiouovi sa ukazuje, ako Badiou, ked odmietol dialektické vyklady,
dokdzal mobilizovat axiomatické matematické myslenie a formalizmus matematiky
v zaujme vyjavenia bytia ako multiplicity. Povedané znacne zjednodusene: filozofické
uvazovanie nam nevyjavi a ani nemoze odhalit urcitd Struktiru bytia, ktora by mohla
v kone¢nom dosledku riadit nase politické konanie. Bytie je, naopak, neusporiadanost,
chaos. V politickom konani ide len o to, ako uchopit ruptiry, zlomové momenty v ich
jedine¢nosti. Politika znamend obratnost. Obdobne Deleuze a Guattari (v Balibarovej
poctivej interpretdcii) dospievaju k neusporiadanej multiplicite v radmci ktorej moézeme
- a mdme - experimentovat s roznymi stdvaniami sa. Autori o tom hovoria v Tisicich
plosindch: ,Vziat si tizby G¢inne na starost a zaistit im kontinudlne spojenie a priecne
vazby.“® Politické ¢innost po maji 1968 spociva v takychto mikroexperimentoch.

Ceskaé sekcia neprezentuje ani tak produkty teoretického myslenia - ¢i uz oslobodeného
od dialektiky alebo sa v nej pohybujtcej. Skor prezentuje konkrétne politické pohyby
v rdmci socialistickej spolo¢nosti, kde mala strana este stdle fungovat ako avantgarda.
Strana operovala v rdmci koncepcie historického materializmu. Pldnovala, , bytie“ bolo
pre stranu $truktirou ¢iastocne danou, ¢iastocne ju bolo treba uskutocénovat. A napriek
tomu, argumentuju Ceski prispievatelia, strana nebola strnuld, ale reagovala na spontanne
poziadavky zdola - napriklad na poziadavky vidc¢s$ej samospravy na drovni tovarni.
V danych prikladoch, tvrdi sa, strana dokdzala produktivne usmernovat spontaneitu.

Takato juxtapozicia neumoznuje Citatelovi rozhodnit sa, ¢i sa pustit cestou pontika-
ného teoretického experimentovania, alebo ¢i eSte d4 Sancu klasickému socializmu.
Ten, povedzme, mdze mat v sucasnej podobe aj formu evolu¢ného postupu socidlnej
demokracie. PretoZe ta eSte stdle veri v moznost expertného riadenia a usmernovania.

Obe stranky tejto juxtapozicie su vSak z odstupu problematické. Na francizskej strane
plati, Ze teoretické experimentovanie malokedy prerazilo do redlnej politiky. Nepomaha,
ze prvé, ¢o mi pri aplikécii pride na mysel, je perverzné vyuzitie koncepcie hladkého
aryhovaného priestoru u Deleuza a Guattariho izraelskou armadou pod vedenim Aviho

% Deleuze, Guattari, Tisic plosin, s. 189.
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Kochaviho, ktoré detailne opisuje Eyal Weizmann v knihe Hollow Land (2007).6 Kochavi
uplatnoval ,inverzni geometriu®, takze vojaci sa pohybovali cez miry domov a mimo
otvoreného priestoru ulic. Boli to vojnové zlociny, ale filozoficky vynikajico podlozené.

Na Ceskej strane zas velmi zalez{ na onom deus ex machina v podobe sovietskej oku-
pécie, ktora sice reformné hnutie zabila, ale tym ho zaroven ideovo spasila. V dosledku
okupdcie nebolo potrebné riesit ndsledné pnutia, ktoré by vznikali medzi demokra-
tizacnymi snahami a §tadtnym aparatom. Robotnicke rady ostali ideou a nemuseli sme
sa zaoberat otdzkou, ¢i - aj ked st to ,,miesta slobody“ - nebudt jednoducho nepro-
duktivne, nevytvoria v kone¢nom ddésledku chaos, ako pise Hannah Arendt v knihe
On Revolution o sovietoch roku 19177 V tomto smere sa da tiez poukdzat na korekciu
trockistu Chrisa Goodeyho voc¢i anarchistovi Mauricovi Brintonovi, ktory romanticky
videl spasu v sovietoch, keby ich len bol$evici v roku 1918 neboli zradili a podriadili
centralnej autorite. Goodey jednoducho dokazuje, Ze soviety prakticky fungovali zle
a neboli produktivne. Cynik by nésledne povedal, Ze pamiatke robotnickych rad v Ces-
koslovensku velmi prospelo, ze ich normalizatori zni¢ili skor, nez mohli zlyhat samy.

Bohuzial, tento smutny obraz sa nerozjasni ani vtedy, ked sa privolanym duchom
pokisame dat telo sicasnych udalosti. Ranciére sa dovolava Arabskej jari, ktora bola
nepochybne takisto udalostou par excellence a nemozno ju interpretovat reduktivne
v intencidch marxistickych tedrii. Nedd sa vSak ani povazovat za korektivnu ,revoli-
ciu bez inovécie®, ktora mala arabské krajiny len vratit do demokratického sveta. Ide
o pojem, ktory pouziva Joseph Grim Feinberg v poslednej eseji (s. 312) v nadvéznosti na
Habermasa a jeho oznacenie revolicie roku 1989. Arabska jar bola expldziou kreativity
a neortodoxného myslenia a arabski revoluciondri v nej nepochybne odvahou prevy-
$ili franctizskych, a ked sme uz pri tom, aj ceskoslovenskych §tudentov. Pre stru¢ny
prehlad mo6zem spomentt Diaries of an Unfinished Revolution: Voices from Tunis to
Damascus (2013).2 Ak to aj ale bola ne-dialektickd revolicia, zlyhala. Utopili ju v krvi
autoritdrske rezimy, no zaroven sa rozpadla v dosledku vnitornej dynamiky, lebo ne-
prezila pokusy o konsolidéciu.

Hauser sa na druhej strane dovoldva moznosti konsolidécie a institucionédlnej orga-
nizdcie. Poukazuje na to, Ze z hnutia Occupy vzisli Democratic Socialists of America,
pricom neskor sa na kandidatke Demokratov dve ¢lenky dostali do Kongresu. Pripomina
hnutia Podemos ¢i Syriza, ktoré vzisli z okupécie Spanielskych a gréckych ulic. Skuto¢na
coda v$ak prichddza az s komentdrmi vtedajsieho slovenského ministra financif, Petra
Kazimira, ktory kapituldciu Syrizy pred absurdnymi poziadavkami Trojky v juli 2015

6 Eyal Weizmann, Hollow Land. Israel’s Architecture of Occupation (Londyn: Verso, 2017),
s. 185-218.

" Hannah Arendt, On Revolution (Londyn: Penguin Books, 1990), s. 264.

8 Layla al-Zubaidi a Matthew Cassel (eds.), Diaries of an Unfinished Revolution: Voices from
Tunis to Damascus (New York: Penguin Books, 2013).
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odévodnil slovami, Ze , kompromis [...] bol pre Atény tvrdy, pretoze je vysledkom ich
,gréckej jari'“.? Vyraz ,grécka jar“ sa samozrejme asociuje s ,prazskou jarou®, a ak sa
slovensky nomindlne socidlne-demokraticky minister podielal na jej tvrdom potla-
¢eni, nevedome sa pri tej historickej analdgii asocioval s poziciou Leonida Brezneva.
Dokonalo to ukazuje, ako konsolidécia viedla k neutralizécii.

Uchovanie radikdlnosti Méja v teoretickom mysleni vyznieva v istom zmysle ob-
medzene. A snivanie o moznostiach reformy socializmu, nebyt sovietskeho molocha,
je podozrivé z toho, Ze sa predsa len dostato¢ne nevyrovnalo s vnutornymi démonmi.
Akékolvek neskorsie svetové pokusy o prelomenie limitov ¢i o vyrovnanie sa s tymito
démonmi, sa skoncili katastroficky.

Zaverecnd esej Josepha Grim Feinberga, ktoré stoji mimo dvoch hlavnych sekcif
a venuje sa neznej revolucii, je tak vhodne pesimistickd. Konci sa slovami, ze ,kazda
udalost si zaslazi svoju zradu” (s. 317), a skuto¢ne sa uz po samotnej juxtapozicii zd4,
Ze zlyhanie dvoch revolucif roku 1968 je do nich votkané akosi osudovo, priam nevy-
hnutne. Nejde len o to, Ze by bol globdlny kapitalizmus prili§ mocny. Zd4 sa dokonca,
Ze jednotlivé sekcie cez seba hovoria preto, Ze niekde v hibke si vzdjomne prorokujii
zlyhanie. Franctzi vedia, Ze riadené revoldcie nemo6zu uspiet, a Cesi vedia, Ze neriadené
revoludcie sa ani neza¢nu.

Mozno to vyznieva tak, Ze knihu kritizujem za urcitd nekonzistentnost ¢i nestirodost.
Do urcitej miery to tak je, no zaroven si neviem velmi dobre predstavit, ako inak pisat
0 M4ji 1968 a Prazskej jari spolocne. Autorkdm a autorom vychdadza kriticka cast, v ktorej
zbavuju strazcov tychto udalosti ich kizla. Pozitivna ¢ast vSak zlyhdva. Napokon obe
udalosti stoja stéle akoby skor vedla seba, nez Ze by spolo¢ne vytvarali nejaky jednotiaci
pol. Je to vSak do urcitej miery montaz, akd Walter Benjamin obhajuje slovami, Ze nepo-
trebuje ni¢ hovorit, len ukazovat. A Ludwig Wittgenstein doddva, Ze ¢o mozno ukézat,
nemozno vypovedat. Tato kniha ponika materidlny podklad pre myslenie o revoltcii,
a ak svoje tézy priamo nevypoved4, nieco urcite ukazuje. Obraz je to vSak rozostreny.
7da sa, ze autori a autorky chceli poukdzat na moznosti revoltcie. No je rovnako mozné,
Ze napriek vlastnému zdmeru ukazuju, Ze revoltcia sa uz nedé uskutocnit.

Nechajme vs$ak tuto otdzku zatial nerozhodnutt. Medzitym citatelkdm a Citatelom
zaiste neuskodi, ak si tento materidlny podklad k uvazovaniu o revoltcii dopraju.

Michal Liptak

9 Porov. napr. Daniel Fairfax, ,Greece With a Human Face*, Overland 3. 8. 2015 (dostupné online
https://overland.org.au/2015/08/greece_with_a_human_face/ [pristup 4. 8. 2021]).
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Alternativa Rudolfa Bahra jako teoreticky
prostor pro reflexi stredoevropské
marxistické filosofie 60. let

Rudolf Bahro, Alternativa. Ke kritice redlného socialismu (Praha: Filosofia, 2020),
535 s. ISBN: 978-80-7007-619-4

V dile A Theory of Modernity charakterizovala madarska filosofka Agnes Heller moderni
kondici lidského védomi a civilizace za pouziti metafory vlakové stanice. Soucasnost je
pry v kazdé ptitomné chvili jako vlakova zastdvka, na které lidstvo ¢eké na svoji piilezi-
tost chytit néktery z rychle projizdéjicich vlaki smérem do budoucnosti. , Byti v pfitom-
nosti“ je pouze pifechodnou fazi, skutecné rozhodujici je obraz budoucnosti, imaginace
cile, ke kterému chceme v jednom z nasich rychlovlakt dospét.! Marxismus je jednou
z vlakovych souprav. Vedle liberdlnitho proudu mysleni pfedstavuje nejvyznamnéjsi
koncept revolu¢ni, modernistické obrazotvornosti, schopny nacrtnout idedl emancipace
jako velmi zddanou predstavu modernistického cile. Na své cesté k vytCené destinaci
celil ,vlak marxismu“ mnoha nec¢ekanym vykolejenim, poruchdm a zménam na trase.

Rudolf Bahro, vychodonémecky teoretik emancipace, filosof a intelektudl, nepo-
chybné patfil k tém, kdo se pokusili v¢as ptrehodit ,vyhybku“ revolu¢ni teorie a zajistit,
aby pomyslny ,vlak” marxistické modernity pokracoval v cesté v souladu s ptivodnimi
predpoklady, jak je ve svych dilech nacrtl Karel Marx.

Bahro (1935-1997) je povazovan za celného némeckého ekosocialistu.> Ekonom Do-
menico Mario Nuti v jeho dile ¢etl ndznaky trockistickych piedstav.® Rada kritikt jej
naopak s ohledem na jeho myslenkovy vyvoj v osmdesatych letech poklada za ptredstavi-
tele jakési formy ,spiritudlniho ekofasismu“.* Erazim Kohak uvadél Bahrovu veiejnou
¢innost jako ptiklad, kdy se ekologicka etika stavd ideologii.? Bahro, jeden z ,,ideovych

! Agnes Heller, A Theory of Modernity (Massachusetts: Blackwell Publishers, 1999), s. 7.
2 Andrew Heywood, Politické ideologie (Praha: Eurolex Bohemia, 2005), s. 272.

3 Domenico Mario Nuti. ,Rozpory socialistické ekonomiky a marxistick4 interpretace, in Jit{
Kamenicek, Karel Kouba, Trh versus pldn - piil stoleti sporti (Praha: Karolinum, 1992), s. 131-148,
zde s. 133.

4 Janet Biehl, Ekofasismus: pouceni z némecké zkusenosti (Olomouc: Votobia, 1999), s. 66.
% Erazim Kohdk, Zelend svatozdr: kapitoly z ekologické etiky (Praha: SLON, 1998), s. 148.
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otctl” evropskych Zelenych, domyslel rozpory poststalinského socialismu do globélnich
disledk, se vSemi jejich rozpory. Sdm byl vice nez kontroverzni osobnosti, pohybujici
se na kiehkém rozmezi socialistické emancipacni utopie a vypjatého romantického pro-
testu. Ackoli bylo jeho mysleni ¢asto predmétem nejostiejsich odsudkd, s jeho vlastni,
autentickou podobou se dosud ¢eska vefejnost neméla moznost blize sezndmit.

V prazském nakladatelstvi Filosofia vySel prvni ¢esky ptreklad Bahrova zasadniho
dila Alternativa, a sice jako Ctvrty titul podnétné edi¢ni fady Emancipace a kritika.
V cestiné tak poprvé vychézi dilo, které svého Casu filosof Herbert Marcuse oznacil za
ynejdilezitéjsi pfinos k marxistické teorii a praxi za nékolik desitek let“.® Bahro kon-
cipoval Alternativu jako celek o tiech ¢astech. Zatimco prvni dil Alternativy nazvany
,Fenomén nekapitalistické cesty” je rozborem marxistické pozice vici realité statné-
pramyslové spolecnosti a analyzou teoretickych predpokladi marxismu ve vztahu
k epo$e vrcholného industrialismu, nejvéts$i pozornosti se dostalo ¢éasti druhé. Pod
titulem ,, Anatomie redlného socialismu“ zde Bahro podal velmi obsahlou kritickou
analyzu celku vyrobnich a administrativnich pomért redlné existujicich soudobych
spolec¢nosti statniho socialismu. Kone¢né nésleduje ¢ést tieti, zavérec¢na, souhrn vlast-
niho Bahrova programu. Tato ¢ast nese nézev ,Ke strategii komunistické alternativy*.

Redakce nakladatelstvi Filosofia se jisté mohla spokojit s vyddnim vlastniho dila
,»0 sobé“. Kompozice titulu je vSak navic doplnéna o Gvodni studii historika a socio-
loga Stanislava Holubce , Byl Bahro alternativou?”, kterd v ramci titulu velmi dobfe
funguje jako vstupni souhrnna studie o Bahrové zivoté a dile. Stanislav Holubec velmi
detailné popisuje okolnosti vzniku Alternativy, zasazuje vznik textu do kontextualniho
sledu déjin mysleni a politiky, vénuje se také otdzkam kritické recepce dila po jeho
vydéaniv NSR roku 1977, ale pfedevsim , diskutuje vlastni obsah alternativy“ za pomoci
systematicky vyty¢enych 25 klicovych tezi (s. 42). V pétadvaceti bodech tak Holubec
podava sumarizacni ptehled nejdulezitéjsich milniki Bahrovy filosofie, kriticky (s vy-
uzitim dikladné znalosti literatury) analyzuje Bahriiv pojmovy aparét, predpoklady
jeho vzniku, typizuje nékteré zjevné rozpory v Bahrové argumentaci, které se jevi jako
vice zietelné teprve z hlediska postmoderni soucasnosti. Sama o sobé Holubcova studie
o Bahrovi figuruje jako priklad funkéni aplikace metody intelektudlnich déjin na celek
analyzovaného dila.

Neni mym zdmérem replikovat na tomto misté v§echno, co jiZ v rdmci samostatné
uvodni studie bylo zachyceno a analyzovéno Stanislavem Holubcem. Orientuji se spise
na komparaci nékterych momentti Bahrova myslenkového odkazu s dobovou nazorovou
pozici vybranych ¢eskoslovenskych marxistickych autord a s ideovymi trendy, které
v okamziku vydéni Alternativy v Ceskoslovensku stale je$té rezonovaly a zanechévaly ve
zdej$im ideové-politickém diskurzu svij ztetelny otisk. Zamyslim takto Rudolfa Bahra
typizovat jako autora, ktery byl inspirujici, provokativni i nezaménitelnym zptisobem

6 Ralf Georg Reuth, Pruni Zivot Angely M. (Praha: Ikar, 2013), s. 88.
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»novy“ také ve vztahu k vlastni ¢eskoslovenské tradici marxistického mysleni, pfestoze
sam byl s myslenim zde uvedenych Ceskych a slovenskych autorti obezndmen nejspise
jen velmi malo anebo viibec. Charakteristika analogif nebo protikladi mezi Bahrovym
stylem marxistické politické a socidlni kritiky a tehdej$im ¢eskoslovenskym kontextem
musi byt nutné omezena na rovinu nékolika zminénych ptikladu, pfesto po mém soudu
muZe pomoci identifikovat Bahra jako myslitele ve vztahu k $irs${ oblasti stfedni Evropy.

Rudolf Bahro v univerzu marxistické filosofie

Intelektudlové typu Rogera Garaudyho se v poloviné Sedesatych let mohli snadno vecitit
do postaveni nékoho, kdo budi , $ipkovou Rtizenku marxistické filosofie“ po mnohaletém
dogmatickém spanku.” Role Rudolfa Bahra byla zdsadné jina. Jeho intelektudIni potfeba
obrodit marxismus méla sviij zdklad v traumatickém prozitku konce prazského jara
a jako takova se rodila z rany, kterou po sobé zanechaly intervenéni armédy.? Nemohla se
proto jiz opirat o entuziasmus z revize marxistického mysleni, ovladajici sttedoevropskou
marxistickou intelektudlni scénu v poloviné sedesatych let 20. stoleti. Revizionismem
ostatné Rudolf Bahro svym zptisobem pohrdal. Ve zjevné nardzce na rakouského mar-
xistu Ernsta Fischera povazoval obsdhlou diskusi o tom, ,co Marx skute¢né fekl“,’ za
neplodnou argumentaci, za pouhy pfehled ,scholastickych” citatovych bitev (s. 108).
Od pocétku tak jeho Alternativa rostla z tragickych kofenti. Byla teorii nutné revolty
proti dosavadnim podminkdm materidlniiintelektudlni produkce. Byla reakci na krizi
socialistického modelu emancipace, kterou Bahro citil po 21. srpnu 1968.1° Zcela tak
postradala ten nddech humanistického optimismu, zalozeného na technologické ex-
panzi, jehoZ vliv nezapird napt. monografie Clovek a svet slovenského marxisty Rudolfa
Simy." Ten v reakci na technicky a védecky optimismus na konci $edesatych let snil
o osvojeni kosmocentrickych smyslu - se stéle se roz$ifujicim poznavdnim a dobyvanim
vesmiru mél podle jeho nazoru ¢lovék odkryvat hlubiné-psychologickou rovinu své
existence a osvojovat si paranormalni a parapsychologicky ,$esty“ smysl jako novou
uroven piekondni pouze vrozenych, geocentrickych smyslt.'” Takovy optimismus Bahro
nesdilel. Obaval se ,slepé hry subalternich egoismi“, nesoliddrniho spéchu lidskych
atomizovanych individui az do ,bodu, z néhoz uz neni névratu“ (s. 330). Technokratické
snéni o dobyvéani jinych planet povazoval za plytvani nenahraditelnymi zdroji a za
jednu z viibec nejnebezpecénéjsich iluzi (s. 338). Bahrtiv marxismus byl na rozdil od

7 Roger Garaudy, Marxismus 20. stoleti, ptel. Jifi A. Pechar (Praha: Svoboda, 1968), s. 5.

8 Martin Franc a Stanislav Holubec, Mladi, levice a rok 1968 (Praha: nakladatelstvi BCS, 2009),
s. 42.

¥ Ernst Fischer, Was Marx wirklich sagte, (Videri: F. Molden, 1968).
10 Milan Hiibl, Cesty k moci (Praha: Nage vojsko, 1990), s. 50.

' Rudolf Sima, Clovek a svet (Bratislava. Epocha, 1969).

12 Ibid., s. 169.
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Simova pojeti vyhradné geocentricky a zaroven skepticky vii¢i kvantitativnimu progresu
ekonomiky, ktery by mohl vést az k neobyvatelnosti planety (s. 338).

Do jisté miry je symptomatické, kdyz se Bahro, pochazejici ze silné ndbozensky
zalozené protestantské rodiny, pfirovnéaval k postavdm typu Luthera, k heretiktim nebo
mucednikim némecké reformace.” Jeho ptirovnani marxisty Ernsta Fischera k druhu
stiedovékych scholastickych intelektudlt prozrazuje, Ze poklddal tendenci marxistického
revizionismu za prili$ abstraktni a teoretizujici pokus o napraventi ,lidské situace®, navic
zjevneé za pokus vychdzejici z jiz vyvojové pfekonanych f4zi marxistického humanismu.
Fischerova moralizujici pozice, typicka v jeho percepci romantismu jako trvalé touhy po
»stéle vétsi plnosti zivota“ se charakteristicky vztahovala k literdrni abstrakci jakozto
k obrazu setrvalé lidské revolty proti realité odcizeni. Nutné pateticky nahled totality
tragického lidstvi, s nimz se setkdvame u romanticky ladénych intelektudld Fischerova
druhu,’ byl Bahrovu myslenkovému univerzu cizi. Toto univerzum (ov$em jen ve vztahu
k Bahrové Alternativé samé) bychom s ohledem na jeho environmentalné-kritickou
povahu a vyrazné zaujeti pro ekologické problémy mohli definovat jako geocentricky
a materialisticky redlny utopismus, vzdédleny v jistém smyslu utopicko-romantické
povaze marxistického libertinismu, jak jej predstavoval Fischer ¢i v ¢eskoslovenském
kontextu Robert Kalivoda.'®

V Alternativé se Bahro zaobiréd pfedevsim otdzkou, jak i¢inné reorganizovat zazity
zpusob délby préace a distribuce statki tak, aby tyto ekonomické pilife slouZily rozvoji
lidskych emancipac¢nich z4jmq, tedy vnitinimu riistu lidskych osobnosti, plnému vyvinu
moznosti lidské seberealizace (s. 347). Zada kulturni revoluci, kterd kone¢né véem bez
rozdilu zajisti plny pfistup ke v§em dostupnym kulturnim a intelektudlnim hodnotdm,
pozaduje demokratizaci procesu vzdélavani, véetné zajisténi neomezeného pfistupu
k nejvys$simu stupni vzdélani akademického vysokoskolského typu (s. 349). Takto doufd
premeénit spolecnost v celek ,veskrze filosoficky sebevédomych jedinct” (s. 351).

Vzestup ¢lovéka musi byt cestou do nitra, nikoli pouhym dopliikem extenzivniho
ekonomického rtistu, kulturni revoluce se musi stat jasnou alternativou vi¢i konzumni
revoluci o¢ekavani (s. 341). Zde se Bahro zdédnlivé shoduje s romantickou linkou marxi-
stické filosofické antropologie, jeho revolu¢ni orientace je a priori orientaci na kulturni
z4jmy Clovéka. Obdivuje Sigmunda Freuda jako nékoho, kdo objevil dialektiku duse
a stanovil zdkony formovéni lidské individuality (s. 366). Bahrtv zdjem o piebytkové
védomd, o kapacitu psychické energie, kterou lze pouzit pfi pIné kulturni transformaci
lidstva, jej priblizuje koncepci totdlniho ¢lovéka ¢eského marxisty Milana Prtichy. Prii-
cha pracuje s konceptem svého totalniho ¢lovéka jako s pfedstavou individua, které se

13 Holubec, ,Byl Bahro alternativou?*, s. 37.
4 Ernst Fischer, Piivod a podstata romantismu, ptel. Alexej Kusék (Praha: NPL, 1966).
15 7it{ Hajek, Lidskd situace: kritické stati (Praha: Ceskoslovensky spisovatel, 1966), s. 28.

16 Robert Kalivoda, Moderni duchovni skute¢nost a marxismus (Praha: Ceskoslovensky spisova-
tel, 1968), s. 123.
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aktivné podili na celé §kdle materidlnich i duchovnich hodnot, jimiz spole¢nost dispo-
nuje,"” zcela ve smyslu Bahrova pozadavku kulturni revoluce. Bahrova teze ,VSichni lidé
musi ziskat redlnou moznost pristupu ke véem podstatnym oblastem cinnosti“ (s. 348)
se nepochybné dovolava totoznych prament marxistického mysleni, ze kterych pti
imaginaci totalniho ¢lovéka vychazel také Milan Priicha.

Bahro v8ak diisledné (a to jej odliSuje od marxistickych revizionista typu Ernsta Blo-
cha, Ernsta Fischera, Gyorgye Lukacse nebo tieba Jitiho Hajka) adresoval programovou
vizi své kulturni revoluce s ohledem na troven téch védeckotechnologickych prostted-
ki, kterymi v daném obdobi disponovala spolecenska institucionalni baze. Zatimco
napiiklad Lukdcs védomé (inspirovan némeckou sociologickou $kolou) transponoval
nékteré prvky marxistického materialismu do filosofického idealismu,'® ziistdvd Bahro
s ohledem na sv(ij nutny environmentalni geocentrismus dtisledné materialistickym.
Kritizoval niternou romantickou potifebu nékterych intelektudla ,radéji védét a byt
nez vlastnit” (s. 355) a jeho zaméfeni na mozné modely vyrobn{ reorganizace a re-
formy préce odhaluje partikularni, ale zfetelné technokratické momenty celkového
reformniho programu Alternativy.

Mezi dvéma soudobymi myslenkovymi polaritami marxistickeé filosofické utopie, tedy
technooptimistickym kosmocentrismem a romanticko-existencidlnim marxistickym
humanismem, zaujimal Rudolf Bahro svérdznou pozici, vychazejici v zdsadé z konceptu
védeckotechnické revoluce, diskutovaného v zemich sovétského bloku a populdrniho
zvlasté v tehdej$i CSSR. Zatimco v8ak Radovan Richta spatioval vrchol této revoluce
v ,automatické produkci automati“® a prognézoval takto konec¢né zavrseni specia-
lizovaného produkcionismu, bylo podle Bahra naopak nutné stéle platnou perspektivu
neustédlého ristu produkce neodkladné prehodnotit (s. 343).

»Extenzivni faze lidstva tak jako tak skonc¢i, at po dobrém, ¢i po z1ém* (s. 341), varoval.
Vrozporu s o¢ekavanim technooptimisti Bahro pfedvidal, ze komunistické spole¢nost,
socidln{ utvar a asociace budoucnosti bude muset byt itvarem kvantitativné umirnénym,
velmi ostrazitym ohledné reprodukce néstroji a materialnich statk (s. 340). Vadéim
elementem takové spolec¢nosti méla byt pfedevsim substancidlni idea emancipace,
zalozené na konsenzu vSech ttid a vrstev spole¢nosti o nutnosti pfekonéni vSeobecné
krize (s. 335). Aby v$ak bylo nutné najit konsenzus ohledné sdilenych potieb emancipace,
bylo nejdrive zapotiebi prekonat faleSné védomi, staré fetiSizované védomi dennich
zvykl a praxe. ,Organizace strany,“ varoval Bahro, ,nyni konzervuje zastaraly obraz
svéta a zastaraly model jednéni” (s. 322). A dale uzaviral: ,,dnes$ni organizace strany je
strukturou aktivné produkujici masové falesné védomi” (s. 322). Bylo tedy ztejmé, ze

7 Milan Prticha, Kult ¢lovéka (Praha: Svoboda, 1966), s. 18.

18 Gyorgy Lukécs, Metafyzika tragédie, ed. Rtizena Grebenitkova, prel. Eva Hartlové (Praha:
Ceskoslovensky spisovatel, 1967), s. 8.

19 Radovan Richta, Civilizace na rozcesti: Spolecenské a lidské souvislosti védeckotechnické revo-
luce. (Praha: Svoboda, 1969), s. 31.
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kolektivni organizace strany za danych podminek redlné existujiciho stdtniho socia-
lismu nemohla naplnit podstatné tikoly spole¢enské emancipace. V kritice falesného
védomi se pfitom Bahro fakticky shodoval se zavéry filosofa Jittho Hermacha, pro néhoz
jediné ,pohybu schopna pravdivost“ byla zakladnim narokem na tidici praci.?® Bahrav
pokus o typizaci substancidlni ideje neméné pifipomina Kosikovu kritiku svéta pseu-
dokonkrétnosti a pokus o vytycCeni realné dialektiky , konkrétni totality” jako snahy
o poznani ,totadlniho“ obrazu skute¢nosti.?!

Souhrnnd snaha o dal$i komparaci myslenkové pozice R. Bahra s ideovym univerzem
marxistické filosofické antropologie v Ceskoslovensku by neméla pfehlédnout nésledujici
rozdily: zejména Bahrtv pfistup postradé znaky typického emancipaéniho a civilizac-
niho optimismu, jaky u poststalinskych autorti vidime napf. ve Strumilinovych Cestdch
ke komunismu,? dale v Komunismu a proméndch lidského Zivota Radovana Richty®
nebo kone¢né v Simové titulu Clovék a svet. Podobné jako byl Karel Kosik skepticky
vii¢i snahdm nejriiznéjsich teorii socidlniho subjektivismu uzavtit clovéka do pfedem
vymezené a subjektivné chdpané socidlnosti jako bytost ,pouze” socidlni a bez dalsich
pfesahti,* byl také Rudolf Bahro ostrazity vii¢i snahdm stejného subjektivismu o zkrat-
kovité, ptilis rychlé a na néjakém evidentnim vzorci zalozeném feseni ,lidské otazky“.

Bahro a problém udrzitelnosti v marxistické perspektiveé

Antropologismus, existencidlné ladény humanismus a ptisné védecky orientovany
technooptimismus jsou subjektivismy, které chtél Bahro pirekonat konkrétni totalitou
své ekologicky orientované kulturni revoluce. Otézka ekologické udrzitelnosti dalsiho
vyvoje védeckotechnické revoluce byla v dobé vydani Alternativy zivé diskutovdna
i v tehdej$im Ceskoslovensku. Ani zde neztlstala zprava Rimského klubu Meze riistu
z roku 1972 bez odpovédi. Milo§ Holy varoval roku 1975 ptfed konflikty mezi spolec¢-
nosti a jejim zivotnim prostiedim. ,Je proto tikolem védeckych pracovnikd, aby hledali
zpusoby, jak vyuzivat zdroji nejen v souladu s nezbytnym ristem ekonomiky spolec¢-
nosti, ale téz v souladu se zdravym zivotnim prostfedim, v némz musi probihat veskeré
zmeény jen v takové mite, aby se jim spole¢nost stacila ptizptisobit“,>® nabadal v ivodu
knihy Spoleénost a Zivotni prostredi (1975). Milo$ Cerny zase ve svém Zivotnim prostredi
pro clovéka (1973) minil, Ze ,pfedstava technického perfekcionismu se hluboce miji

20Ji¥{ Hermach, Filosofie a Fizeni: Nékolik zdkladnich problémii tizeni vyvoje socialismu (Praha:
Nakladatelstvi politické literatury, 1965), s. 89.

21 Karel Kosik, Dialektika konkrétniho: Studie o problematice ¢lovéka a svéta (Praha: CSAV, 1963),
s. 30.

22 Stanislav Gustavovi¢ Strumilin, Cesty ke komunismu, piel. Svatopluk Tikal (Praha: SNPL, 1959).

23 Radovan Richta, Komunismus a promény lidského Zivota (Praha: Ceskoslovenské spole¢nost
PZV, 1963).

24 Kosik, Dialektika konkrétniho, s. 157.
25 Milo§ Holy a kol., Spolecnost a zivotni prostredi (Praha: Svoboda, 1975), s. 7.
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se skute¢nymi potfebami ¢lovéka“.? Vladimir Cech potom hovofil pfimo o poruseni
rovnovahy mezi clovékem a ptirodou a o ochrané zivotniho prostfedi jako o , centrdlni
otdzce naseho véku“.>

Samo vyzdvizeni ekologické problematiky neni tim, co je u Bahra néjak zdsadné
nové nebo revolu¢ni. Pfevratnym je spise emancipac¢ni a demokratizacni kontext, na
jehoz zdkladé Bahro védomé ptekrocil kompromisni a technokratickou rétoriku Mezi
rtistu. Ze soudobych marxistickych teoretiki Rudolf Bahro pravdépodobné nejzfetelnéji
akcentoval nutnost splynuti antropologicko-humdanniho rdémce lidské existence s reali-
tou holistického ekosystému. Akcentoval téZ nutnost dialektické jednoty rozvoje spole-
censké praxe a soustavné péce o zivotaschopny, autenticky pfirodni celek ekosystému.
Jeho teze lidského riistu jako ,cesty do nitra“ byla analogickou marxistickou koncepci
a odpovédi na soubézné se rozvijejici mnohoznacny proud spirituality typu New Age.
Podobné jako napt. Timothy Leary, Ram Dass nebo Alan Watts povazoval také Bahro
védomi (v jeho ptipadé a v souladu s marxistickou analyzou tzv. , pfebytkové“ védomi)
za revolu¢ni ndastroj boje proti socidlnimu a kulturnimu panstvi byrokratickych aparatt.

Diskurz geocentrické a materialistické redlné utopie, ktery Rudolf Bahro pomohl
formovat, byl v dobé svého vzniku pokusem o reintegraci marxistické utopie tvari v tvar
technokratické aparativni politice rezimt stdtniho socialismu. Pfechodny, kiehky tri-
umf neoliberalniho projektu v posledni ¢tvrtiné 20. stoleti doCasné svédcil o ,,nepo-
tfebnosti“ takové utopie, o jejim iidajném pifekondni. Nase soucasnd situace je vsak
vice nez ¢imkoli jinym typickéd dezintegraci politického stfedu.?® Mluvi se o potfebé
a mozné podobé postliberalni praxe.? S pfiznacnou naléhavosti se sklonuje termin
zelené revoluce, souvisejici s pfechodem do ,éry klimatu“.*® Ve svétle vyzev, které tato
revoluce nutné prinese, se Bahrtiv diraz na ,pievrat celého subjektivniho zptisobu
Zivota mas“ (s. 333) jevi byt vice nez aktualnim. A to o to vice, nakolik Bahro akcentoval
nutnost organického spojeni ekologicky Setrné kulturni revoluce s dislednou a Sirokou
demokratizaci spole¢enského instituciondlniho rémce.

Zaveér

Alternativa Rudolfa Bahra reprezentuje vyznamné strukturdlni diskurzivni zmeény teo-
retického konceptu marxistického humanismu a revizionismu v priitbéhu Sedesatych
a sedmdesatych let dvacatého stoleti. Poststalinskd marxistickd filosofie zachovavala ve

26 Milo$ Cerny a kol., Zivotni prostiedi pro ¢lovéka (Praha: Academia, 1973), s. 14.

27Vladimir Cech, Péce o Zivotni prostiedi (Plzen: Vysoka $kola strojni a elektrotechnické, 1978),
s. 3.

28 Timotheus Vermeulen, Pozndmky k metamodernizmu (Praha: Spolek ptatel Psiho vina, 2017),
s. 21.

29 patrick J. Deneen, Pro¢ selhal liberalismus (Praha: Academia, 2019), s. 149.

30 Thomas L. Friedman, Horky, zplostély a prelidnény: proé potiebujeme zelenou revoluci, ptel.
Olga Kovérova (Praha: Academia, 2010), s. 198.

179



Ondfej Holub

svém emancipa¢nim narativu disledné antropocentrickou linii, tthla k subjektivnimu
antropologismu a ve své romantické poloze i k jistému existencidlnimu, tragickému
lyrismu (Gyo6rgy Lukdacs nebo Ernst Fischer, u nés Jifi Héjek, ¢4dste¢né Milan Machovec),
anebo naopak k technokratickému kalkulu a produkcionismu, jak je to patrné v techno-
optimistickych vizich chruscovovské éry nebo v Richtové konceptu védeckotechnické
revoluce. Oba tyto trendy pritom stdle vychdzely z té faze utopismu, kterd pocitala
s triumfem a jasnou vSestrannou dominanci socialistického tdbora. Bahrova Alternativa
vznikala v obdobi po prazském jaru, které se ve svém dusledku jevilo jako chronické
krize stranickych aparativnich struktur a instituce komunistické strany jako takové.
Marxistickd Bahrova analyza vyvodila z , krizového vyvoje“ komunistického stranictvi
a utopismu patfi¢né disledky. Pfedné Bahro odmitl klasicky narativ socialistického
progresivismu a produkcionismu jako zastaraly a jako typ falesného védomi, které stoji
v cesté lidské emancipaci. Tuto emancipaci Bahro vyty¢il jako pfednostni a konkrétni
cil socialistického revolu¢niho hnuti, odmitl v§ak dalsi rist extenzivniho hospodarstvi
jako ekonomicky a spolecensky nemozny a emancipaci chépal jako ,cestu niterného
rastu”, spocivajici v navySovani moznosti seberealizace.

Rudolf Bahro takto svébytnym zptisobem sjednocoval jinak kontradiktorni revolu¢ni
narativ poststalinismu, kdyz reinterpretoval pojem lidské emancipace s odkazem na
existencni strukturu vyssiho fadu - holisticky pfirodni ekosystém, ktery nutné pre-
sahuje antropocentrické urcéeni. Pouze ze synergické, kontaktni a dialektické vazby
k celkové struktute svétového ekosystému miize vzejit model emancipace, ktery bude
diisledné demokraticky a zaroven maximalné Setrny. Bahrova marxistickd koncepce
lidské emancipace jako aktivniho osvojovani lidského , piebytkového“ védomi navic
dochézela k podobnym zavéram jako nékteré proudy anglo-americké kontrakultury
a také dnes - v postliberdlnim obdobi - mtize myslenkové univerzum Alternativy, univer-
zum geocentrické a materialistické redlné utopie, poskytnout zddané nové spolecenské
praxi nékteré funkéni podnéty.

Ondftej Holub
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LEVICOVY DISENT

Peter Bugge

Left Dissent

Abstract

This entry in Contradictions’ ongoing “Conceptual Dictionary” examines the conceptual
history of the terms “dissent” and “dissidence” and their equivalents, in English, French,
German, and Czech. It demonstrates that each language has its own terminology with
unique nuances of semantics and connotations that require attention when studying
expressions of “left dissent” in different linguistic contexts. The second part of the text
discusses how scholars and practitioners of dissidence/dissent in the Soviet Union and
Eastern Europe have defined and understood these terms and their relationship to the
semantically close concepts of “resistance” or “opposition.” The text then gives a brief
survey of research on left dissent in the West and under state socialism, before concluding
with some reflections on possible new approaches to the topic.

Keywords

Conceptual history, dissent, dissidence, opposition, left dissent, transnational entanglements

Na rozdil od pojmt ,obcanské spolecnost” ¢i ,statni kapitalismus®, kterym jsme se
na strankach Kontradikct jiz vénovali,' pojem ,levicovy disent“ nemé zadny pevné
ustaveny lexikalni vyznam. Musime proto - dfive nez k pojmu ,disent” pfipojime pfi-
vlastek ,levicovy“, ktery mé svou vlastni historii sahajici az k zasedacimu poradku ve
francouzském Narodnim shromézdéni roku 1789 - analyzovat sdm pojem , disent, a to

jak v jeho historické perspektivé, tak z hlediska jeho uziti v soucasnosti.

! Petr Kuzel, ,Statni kapitalismus*, Kontradikce. Casopis pro kritické mysleni 2 (2018), & 2, s. 239-
259; Kontradikce. Casopis pro kritické mysleni /Contradictions. A Journal for Critical Thought 3
(2019), ¢. 1-2 (tematické ¢islo vénované obcanské spolec¢nosti).
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Nésledujici pojednani si klade za cil nejprve shrnout déjiny pojmu , disent” a ,,disident-
stvi, které maji odlisné etymologické kofeny. Ackoli se tyto pojmy mnohdy zaménuji,
pti peclivém zkoumdani nachdzime sémantické nuance v pouziti v soucasné anglictiné
a rozdily v uziti substantivniho oznacentf lidi, kteif se vénuji ,disentu”. V nékterych
kontextech se tito lidé jevi jako ,dissenters, v jinych jako ,dissidents“. Aby to bylo jesté
slozitéjsi, némcina a francouzstina témét neuziva pojmt odvozenych od slova , disent”.
Namisto toho déavaji pfednost ,disidentstvi“ a z néj odvozenym pojmiim, které jsou
v$ak jen v omezené mife ekvivalentni sémantickym vyznamtm anglického , disentu”.
»Disent” se stal soucésti ¢eského slovniku (spolu s ,disidentstvim“ a ,disidentem”),
ani tento pojem vsak nepfedstavuje pfimy ekvivalent anglického slova ,dissent”. Proto
je nezbytné mit na paméti historické, spolecensko-politické a lingvistické kontexty,
v nichz se tyto pojmy vyskytuji, abychom se mohli vénovat transnacionalnimu studiu
(levicového) disentu.

Jak uvedl Véclav Havel ve svém vyznamném eseji Moc bezmocnych z roku 1978,
»disent” nebo ,disidenti“ byly pojmy pfisouzené zvenku a on ani jeho souputnici se
s nimi z dobrych divodd nedokazali identifikovat.” Pfi zkoumdani konceptu ,, disentu”
proto musime rozliSovat mezi jeho uzitim ve vyznamu kategorie praxe, tj. ideologicky
saturovaného pojmu uzivaného ve verejné debaté, a jeho uzitim jako analytické ka-
tegorie, tedy odborného pojmu urc¢eného pro analyzu a aplikovaného na fenomény

N4

nebo aktéry, kteti by jej moznd pro sebe samé nepouzili.* V druhé ¢ésti tohoto eseje se
proto budu vénovat v soucasnosti prevazujicim uzitim pojmi , disent” a ,,disidentstvi*,
véetné jejich vztahu k sémanticky blizkym pojmim ,,opozice” ¢i ,odpor”. Esej nésledné
stru¢né nacrtne historickou i sou¢asnou vazbu mezi témito koncepty a pojmem ,levice”
na ,Zapadé” a ve statné-socialistickych rezimech. Cilem tohoto textu je pfedevsim
vymanit déjiny disentu z bipoldrniho ¢teni svétovych déjin a zpochybnit liberdIni te-
leologii, ktera dosud ramovala vétsinu interpretaci levicového disentu vymezujiciho
se vici statnim socialismu.

Disent - etymologie a vyznamy

Etymologie ,disentu” vychdazi z latinského slovesa , dissentire, tj. uvazovat odli$né,
lisit se vnazoru, nesouhlasit. V definici zakladnich vyznami anglického ,dissent” jako
podstatného jména a jeho slovesné odvozeniny uvadi Oxford English Dictionary (déle
OED) pouze piiklady uziti v religiéznim kontextu." Jak upozornuje Tony Crowley, OED

2 Pro vynikajici analyzu Havlovy ,krajni skepse“ vii¢i tomuto pojmu a ideji viz Jonathan Bolton,
Svéty disentu: Charta 77, Plastic People of the Universe a Ceska kultura za komunismu, ptel. Pet-
ruska Sustrové (Praha: Academia 2015), s. 15-17.

3 K této dichotomii viz Rogers Brubaker, Nationalism Reframed: Nationhood and the National
Question in the New Europe (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), s. 15.

4, Zastavat odlisny nabozensky postoj; odchylovat se od vérouéné doktriny uréité cirkve, zvldsté
pak zavedené, statni nebo ortodoxni cirkve.” ,Rozdilny ndzor v souvislosti s ndbozenskou dokt-
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yneuvadi zadny modern{ piiklad uziti pojmu ,dissent’ ve smyslu nesouhlasu s urcitou
pievazujici ortodoxii, pfedevsim pak socidlnim, kulturnim nebo politickym nézorem*.®

Jak naznacuje OED, idea , disentu” (a ptitomnost lidi ,disentnich”, ktef1 ji artikuluji)
m4 svij pivod v odliSném vykladu véroucnych otédzek, které pfinesla protestantska
reformace. Prvni zaznamenané vyskyty tohoto pojmu v angli¢tiné nachazime v 16.
stolet{ a tykaji se vyluéné ndbozenského rozporu nebo odchylek od dominantniho
vykladu cirkve.® Pojem ,disent” se podle vSeho prosadil misto pojmu ,apostaze ¢i
»hereze, kdyz se tyto pojmy jiz ukdzaly jako nevyhovujici. Jak pfipadné poznamenala
Barbara J. Falkovd, disentni spoleCenstvi se objevuji az poté, co monarchickd nebo
statni autorita zacala tolerovat - a nikoli jiz dGsledné potirat - ndbozenské odchylky
v projevu a praxi. Tato tolerance, jak déle uvadi Falkov4, ,neodkazuje na pre-liberdlni,
proto-liberalni nebo multikulturni ptijeti Druhého. Objekt, ktery je tfeba tolerovat, byl
v tomto pojeti chdpan jako a priori podtadny.“” K tomu mutiZzeme najit jistou paralelu
v Sovétském svazu a vychodni Evropé. Moznost disentu se veiejné projevovat byla
podminéna ur¢itou minimdalni mirou tolerance, tedy tim, Ze jeho nositel nebyl okamzi-
té zatCen nebo zlikvidovan. Tato minimdalni mira tolerance ze strany rezimu ztistala
ovsem podminénd a velmi nejista a nikdy neznamenala uznani rovného statusu téch,
kteti disentni ndzor projevuji.t

Jak jsem uvedl vyse, pojem , disent” se v soucasnosti ¢asto uzivd jako kategorie pra-
xe a jako analyticky pojem. Falkova si z perspektivy spolecenské védkyné stéZuje na
rusivé vstupy ze strany vefejného a medialniho diskurzu, ktery mnohdy ,zachdzi ne-
$tastné s terminem ,disent’, zvlasté tehdy, kdy normativné pfisuzujeme tento pojem
tomu typu aktivismu pod trovni statu, ktery se ndm samym libi. Disentu si obvykle
cenime a povazujeme jej za hodny toho jména, pokud je ve své podstaté antiautoritar-
sky, inkluzivni a liberalni.“®

rinou nebo praktikovdnim viry.“ Oxford English Dictionary, online edition. https://www.oed.
com/search?searchType=dictionary&q=dissent&_searchBtn=Search (navstiveno 4. zat{ 2021).

5 Tony Crowley, ,,Dissident’: A Brief Note“, Critical Quarterly 53 (2011), ¢. 2, s. 1-11, zde 3, zvy-
raznéni v origindlu. Jako uvedl Rob Watts a dalsi, , dissent” v angloamerické pravni tradici také
znaci ,mensinovy ndzor soudce v rdmci viceclenného soudniho sendtu.” Rob Watts, Crimina-
lizing Dissent: The Liberal State and the Problem of Legitimacy (Londyn: Routledge, 2019), s. 28.

6 Crowley, ,,,Dissident’: A Brief Note*, s. 2.

7 Barbara J. Falk, ,The History, Paradoxes, and Utility of Dissent: From State to Global Action®,
in Dissent Refracted: History, Aesthetics and Cultures of Dissent, ed. Ben Dorfman (New York, NY:
Peter Lang, 2016), s. 23-50, zde 26.

8 Mtizeme tuto paralelu vést jesté déle: tak jako nabozensti ,disentni“ lidé chapali sami sebe jako
nositele skute¢né viry, nikoli jen jako nékoho, kdo nesouhlasi s doktrinou, Havel a dalsi , disidenti“

odmitali, aby se jejich ,fikédni pravdy moci“ redukovalo na urcity druh profese nebo osobnostnirys.
9 Falk, , The History, Paradoxes, and Utility of Dissent”, s. 28-29. Pov§imnéme si deiktického ,my*

a hodnoty, jakou Falkova pfisuzuje komunité, ktera uziva tohoto pojmu. Toto vzyvéani disentu ze
strany liberdli je vlastné pfevracenim historické valence tohoto pojmu.
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Kacper Szulecki ptichazi s obdobnymi vyhradami. Podle néj je ,disent” i v odborné
literatutfe pojmem, ktery ,snese vSechno” - je prilis Siroky a vSe zahrnujici, aby dokéa-
zal vyjadtit, ,,co je na ném vyluéného“.! Jako piiklad tohoto pietizeni uvadi Szulecki
definici disentu od Bena Dorfmana: ,moment, ¢in, projev nesouhlasu, zastaveni véci
v zavedenych kolejich.“”! Ne ndhodou uvadi Dorfman spoustu fenoménti od Occupy
po ,vrazdy karikaturistd a redaktort v Charlie Hebdo“ jako projevy disentniho ,ne*“'?
Podle Dorfmana je takové rozkroceni potiebné, abychom dokézali reflektovat, nakolik
jsme nyni nevyhnutelné konfrontovani s védomim disentu, jak se disent mnohdy nosi
jako vyznamendni, jak je zobrazovan a oslavovén a jak se vydédénci, instituce i nositelé
moci mohou stavét jako ,dissenters”. Dochazi k zavéru, ze , disent se nad ndmi vznasi
jako figura - myslenka, touha a nutkani, které mnohé z nés strhne“, a proto k nému
musime pristupovat z fady rozli¢nych thla."

Rob Watts dovadi Dorfmantiv multiperspektivni pfistup o analyticky krok dale, kdyz
detailné rozebird komplikace pti definovani ,disentu”. Cituje fadu odbornych definici,*
aby ukazal, ze jakédkoli snaha definovat zdkladni rysy disentu je nutné nedostatecn4,
protoze disent neni ,véc* ale fada rtiznorodych praktik, véetné samotné praxe ozna-
Covani. Watts tvrdi, Ze k disentu je nutné pristupovat jako k rela¢ni kategorii, at uz
ze sociologické (odkazuje na Bourdieua a dalsi) nebo sociolingvistické perspektivy.
»Disent” a s nim spojené pojmy, jako ,nesouhlas“ nebo ,neshoda“, jsou deikticka slova,
jelikoz jejich vyznam se odviji ptimo od prostorového a ¢asového kontextu, v kterém
jsou pouzita, a od toho, kdo je mluv¢im a kdo adresatem.

Watts, ktery ma odlisnou ambici nez Falkové a soustied{ se na jiné otdzky, docha-
zi k zavéru, Ze ,disent” mé dnes pievazné negativni konotace.” Svou tezi predklada
v ramci rozsahlejsiho argumentu proti teoretikiim deliberativni demokracie, kdy tvrdyi,
ze ,nékteii liberdlové se dési neshody”. Podle Wattse zakladni pfedpoklad deliberativni
demokracie, Ze pro fungovani demokratického fadu je nezbytny racionalni zdklad, na
kterém se shodnou vsichni ¢lenové spolecnosti, je z filosofického a politického hlediska

19 Kacper Szulecki, Dissidents in Communist Central Europe: Human Rights and the Emergence
of New Transnational Actors (Cham: Springer, 2019), s. 28-29.

1 Ben Dorfman, ,Refractions: Dissent and Memory*, in Dissent Refracted, s. 11-22, zde 11.

'2 Ibid., 5. 13.

13 Ibid., s. 13-16. Povéimnéme si formulace ,mnohé z nds“. Psani o disentu zjevné mnohdy
zahrnuje emociondlni vazbu s pfedmétem analyzy.

4 ptiklad: , Disent je kazd4 praxe - verbalni, ale nékdy také performativni -, ktera zpochybriuje
status quo (existujici strukturu norem, hodnot, zvyklosti, tradic a pfedev$im autorit, které ptedepi-
suji, jak se co v soucasnosti déld).” Robert Martin, Government by Dissent: Protest, Resistance, and
Radical Democratic Thought in the Early American Republic (New York, NY: New York University
Press, 2013), s. 3. Cit. dle Watts, Criminalizing Dissent, s. 18.

15 Watts se snazi demonstrovat tuto tezi s pomoci thesauru, coz je vcelku problematické. Ibid.,
s. 34. Totéz podle néj plati pro pojmy ,whistleblower nebo ,protest”.
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problematicky.'® Watts tvrdi, Ze tyto spolecensko-politické pfedsudky mohou vysvétlit,
pro¢, navzdory tomu, Ze neshoda je béznou, vS§udypiitomnou soucasti kazdodenniho
zivota, panuje obecna piedstava, ze lidé, kteti zpochybnuji konvenéni pfedstavy nebo
instituce, v sobé nesou néjaké zvlastni kvality. Disidenti idajné vynikaji odvahou, né¢im,

7N MU

co Foucault nazyval ,nebojicna tec” (parrhesia), tj. specifickou modalitou vyjadtovani
pravdy v kontextu nerovnych mocenskych vztahti.”” (Podobnou figuru pouzivéa Falkova.
Disent pro ni znamena ,fikat moci pravdu*“)' To vede k otdzce, , pro¢ a za jakych pod-
minek se z neshody stava ,disent’, a tudiz problém natolik zavazny, Ze vladdm stoji za
to jej kriminalizovat nebo potlacovat?“* Jak ukazuje Wattsova monografie, tato otazka
je pro dnesni liberdlné-demokratické staty stejné aktudlni, jako byla pro komunistické
rezimy ve vychodni Evropé.

Vratme se v§ak k déjindm konceptu disentu. Vidéli jsme, jak se tento pojem nejprve
vézal k ndbozenské neshodé a pozdéji se vyznamoveé rozsitil v 19. a 20. stoleti, kdy
zahrnoval politicky, socialni, pfipadné kulturni nesouhlas s vlidnoucimi institucemi,
normami a ndzory.?’ Specifické uziti ,disentu” jako oznaceni pro urcité formy ,nezavislé“
nebo ,,opozi¢ni“ ¢innosti v komunistickych rezimech se ustalilo az koncem Sedesatych
let a v letech sedmdesatych.? Nez se vSak zaméfime na to, co piesné v tomto smyslu
znamend ,disent”, musime ptikrocit také k jinym sémantickym polim nez tém, kterd
nachdzime v anglictiné.

16 Ibid., s. 32. S odkazem na Isaiaha Berlina se Watts snaZi zpochybnit kli¢ové predpoklady
deliberativni demokracie v dile Habermase, Bohmanna a dalsich, stejné jako ,monismus“ ame-
rického utilitarismu.

7 Ibid., s. 34. Je ptiznacéné, ze mezinarodni Slovnik disidentii sestaveny v polsko-ruské spolu-
préci piSe vrozpravé o kritériich vybéru o téchto lidech jako o ,hrdinech. Vaclav Havel a Ludvik
Vaculik, kteti byli do slovniku zatazeni, by se takovému oznaceni jisté branili. Alexandr Daniel
a Zbigniew Gluza (eds.), Slovnik disidentii: predni osobnosti opozicnich hnuti v komunistickych
zemich v letech 1956-1989 / I (Praha: Ustav pro studium totalitnich reZimfi, 2019), s. 18.

18 Falk, , The History, Paradoxes, and Utility of Dissent*, s. 24. Havlova idea , Zivota v pravdé“ jako
podvratného ¢inu v posttotalitni spole¢nosti, kterou Havel pregnantné vyjadrtil v Moci bezmocnych,

sv 2

se velmi blizi tomuto chdpani podstaty disentniho ¢inu. Szulecki je k tomuto pfistupu skepticky,
protoze ,fikat moci pravdu je mnohem vice, nez fikat ji ,ne‘ [... a tato] definice implikuje, Ze lidé
v disentu jsou v pravu, zatimco ,moc, kterd je’, je nutné v nepravu.” Nemusi tomu tak byt vzdy.

Szulecki, Dissidents in Communist Central Europe, s. 28.

19 Watts, Criminalizing Dissent, s. 35.

20 yiyhledavani pojmu ,dissent v Google Books Ngram Viewer v digitalizovanych anglickojazy¢-
nych textech od roku 1800 do r. 2018 ukazuje, Ze jeho frekvence byla na vrcholu v letech 1810 az
1840, s nejvyssi hodnotou 0,0011 % v roce 1814. Nejmensi vyskyt 0,00026 % byl v roce 1927, zatimco
od $edesatych let do roku 2008 byla stabilni frekvence lehce pod 0,00050 %. Vyskyt tohoto pojmu byl
vyrazné vétsi nez v ptipadé pojmu ,dissident”, ktery se vy$plhal nad 0,00001 % pouze vroce 1931.

21 Szulecki, Dissidents in Communist Central Europe, s. 22, tvrdi, Ze tato praxe zacala ve dvacatych
letech 20. stoleti. Mohla se sice objevovat ob¢asna uziti pojmt , disident” nebo ,disent” ve vztahu
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Prestoze pojem ,disent” vychazi z latinského zakladu, ktery je spole¢ny fadé jazykd,
francouz$tina ani némcina nezaclenila pojem , disent“ do svych spolec¢ensko-politickych
slovnikd. Francouzstina se drzi vylu¢né ,disidentstvi“ (dissidence) a ,disidenta” (dissi-
dent), zatimco v némciné je pojem , Dissens“ jen okrajovym a formalnim oznacenim
pro ,odlisny nazor ve vztahu ke specifickym otazkdm®.? Online slovnik dict.cc pteklada
anglické sloveso ,dissent” jako ,widersprechen” (vyslovovat se proti), , differieren” (lisit
se), ,dissentieren”, ,,anderer Meinung sein“ (mit odlisny nézor) atd. a podstatné jméno
jako ,Widerspruch“ (odpor), ,Meinungsverschiedenheit” (rozdil v nazorech), ,Unstimmi-
gkeit” (rozmiska), ,Einwand“ (ndmitka) apod., ale Zddné z téchto slov zcela nevystihuje
aktivismus nebo politicky néboj, ktery je mnohdy pfitomny v anglickém pojmu ,dissent".
Diskuse ve francouzstiné nebo némciné o vySe uvedenych fenoménech zahrnutych do
pojmu ,dissent” tudiz vyzaduji odlisny slovnik s vlastnimi historickymi a sou¢asnymi
konotacemi.

Cestina v posledni dobé pfijala slovo ,disent“ do svého spole¢ensko-politického
slovniku jako neologismus, byt v ce§tiné m4 tento vyraz jiny vyznam nez , dissent”
v angli¢ting. Uctyhodny, mnohosvazkovy Ottiiv slovnik naucny z roku 1893 v kratkém
pojednani o heslu , Dissens” uvadi zkratka ,odli$nost minéni, nesouhlas” a vrozsahlejsim
vykladu o , Dissenters" pise o anglickych ndbozenskych komunitéach, které se odtrhly od
statni cirkve.” V mezivale¢ném Prirucnim slovniku jazyka ¢eského** nachdzime pojem
»dissenter” opét vodborném historicko-nédbozenském kontextu, nicméné ve vydanich
Slovniku spisovného jazyka ceského z let 1960 nebo 1989 nenajdeme ,dissenter ani
»disent“. ,Disent“ se objevuje ve dvou slovnicich z devadesatych let, kde je definovan
jako ,vyrazeni ze spolec¢nosti, opozice proti totalitnimu rezimu*, v druhém ptipadé jako
»1. opozice proti totalitnimu rezimu, ¢asto prondsledovand a uml¢ovand; nekonformni
postoj k vlddnouci ideologii viibec*, 2. , disidenti jako celek.“?* Na téchto definicich

k sovétské a vychodoevropské politice i pfed polovinou $edesatych let, ve svém vyzkumu jsem ale
dosel k zavéru, Ze az v poloviné Sedesétych let a v letech néasledujicich se disent/disident zazily
jako politické pojmy ve smyslu za studené valky bézném. Peter Bugge, ,,A Western Invention?
The Discovery of Czech Dissidence in the 1970s*, Bohemia 59 (2019), ¢. 2, s. 273-291, piedev$im
277-278.

22 Meinungsverschiedenheit in Bezug auf bestimmte Fragen.“ Duden Online, https://www.
duden.de/rechtschreibung/Dissens. Duden také obsahuje heslo , Dissenter*, ale definuje je uzce
jako ,ptislusnika [protestantské| cirkve ve Velké Britanii, ktery se odklonil od cirkve*. (,Mitglied
einer [protestantischen] Kirche in Grofibritannien, die sich von der Staatskirche getrennt hat*)
https://www.duden.de/rechtschreibung/Dissenter (oboji navstiveno 4. srpna 2021).

23 Dissens” a ,dissenters“ jsou pojmy pouzité v éeském textu slovniku. Ottiiv slovnik naucny,
Sedmy dil, Ddnsko - Drevec (Praha: J. Otto, 1893), s. 615.
24 priruéni slovnik jazyka éeského. Dil I. A-J (Praha: Statni nakladatelstvi, 1935-1937), s. 425.

2y

25 Slovnik spisovné ¢estiny pro $kolu a verejnost (Praha: Academia, 1994), s. 59; Novd slova v testiné.
Slovnik neologizmii (Praha: Academia 1998), s. 67-68.
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vidime, Ze ¢esky , disent” odpovida jen jednomu, velmi specifickému uziti anglického
ydissent” - odporu vici diktatorskym, predevsim pak komunistickym rezimtim.
Plejada slov zacinajicich ,disi-“ vstoupila do ceského nezavislého diskurzu v sedm-
desatych letech, zprvu ale téméf vylucné se slovy odvozenymi od slova , dissident”
(,disidenstvi“, ,disident", ,disidence" apod.).*” Uvodni véta Havlova slavného eseje z roku
1978 Moc bezmocnych zni: ,Vychodni Evropou obchdzi strasidlo, kterému na Zapadé

70
1

fikaji ,disidentstvi‘.

ru
1

Havlav vyraz ,disidentstvi“ byl ale do angli¢tiny pfelozen jako

2
1

»dissent“.?® Otazka, zda ,disidenstvi“ v Cestiné ¢asem ustoupilo , disentu” proto, Ze toto
slovo, jak navrhuje Johanthan Bolton, se ukazalo jako znélejsi, nebo proto, Ze pievazo-

valo v britskych a americkych textech o daném tématu, bude vyzadovat dalsi analyzu.

Disidentstvi/disident - etymologie a vyznamy

»Disidentstvi“ ma odlisné etymologické koteny nez , disent”. Je odvozené od latinského
,dissidere” - kompozita ,dis“ + ,sedere” - sedét nebo situovat se stranou, tj. jednat
na zakladé odchyleni se nebo nesouhlasu. Bylo by nicméné ptehnané tvrdit, ze tato
puvodni distinkce mezi jedndnim a pouhym citénim se dosud odrazi ve zptisobu, jak
se téchto pojmi uziva.

OED sice nabizi jen relativné stru¢ny vyklad hesla , dissidence, které definuje jako
yneshodu (co do ndzoru, povahy apod.); odchylku, disent“,?® ptibuznému pojmu , di-
sident” se nicméné dostava vyrazné vice pozornosti. Tak jako ,dissent” se , dissident”
v anglictiné poprvé objevuje v Sestndctém stoleti, a to v podobé adjektiva, které OED
definuje jako ,,nesouhlasny nebo odli$ny (v ndzoru, povaze apod.); variantni, rozdilny*“.
Jmennou podobu nachdzime na konci 18. stoleti s tim, Ze nesouhlas v ndlezitostech viry
oznacovala tato podoba az ve stoleti ndsledujicim. Vyjimkou bylo specifické pouziti
pro situaci v Polsku, kde se poprvé vyskytlo v roce 1767: ,V krélovstvi polském se toto
oznaceni (latinsky dissidéntes) uziva pro protestanty, piislusniky fecké pravoslavné
cirkve a jiné ki'estany, ktef{ nepatii k fimskokatolické cirkvi.“ V anglictiné se tudiz

26 Szulecki proto tvrdi, Ze by bylo pfesnéjsi prekladat ,disent“ do angli¢tiny jako ,disidence®:
,Cestina piejala disent ptimo z angli¢tiny [...] Kazdop4ddné se nejednd o pfeklad slova dissent,
ale spise o Cesky vyraz pro dissidence.“ Szulecki, Dissidents in Communist Central Europe, s. 34,
poznamka 7. Musime dodat, Ze ne v§ichni badatelé/uzivatelé ptijimaji Szuleckého rozli§eni mezi
pojmy ,dissent” a ,dissidence”.

27 peter Bugge, ,A Western Invention®. Jaroslav Suk, , Slang Chartist", Svédectvi 17 (1981), ¢&. 65,
s. 32-36.

28 Bolton, Worlds of Dissent, s. 218. Uz klasicky anglicky preklad Moci bezmocnych pochazi od
Paula Wilsona.
29 ptiklady nachazime z let 1656 aZ 1891, kdy pouze jedno z $esti vydani, z roku 1775, odkazuje
na nébozenstvi a zddné nepojednéva konkrétné o politice. Oxford English Dictionary, online
edition. https://www.oed.com/view/Entry/55457?redirectedFrom=dissidence#eid (navstiveno
4. srpna 2021).
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v 18. stoleti rozliSovalo mezi domacimi ,,dissenters” a polskymi , dissidents“. Na rozdil
od slova ,dissent”, v piipadé pojmu ,dissident” jako adjektivu a substantivu zminuje
OED soucasné politické uziti: ,nesouhlas v politickych otdzkdch; ten, kdo vyjadiuje
politicky nesouhlas, obvykle v totalitnich statech”, a v politickém kontextu se jedna
o nékoho, kdo oteviené oponuje politice vlady nebo vlddnouci strany, zvlasté pak v to-

su

talitnim zf{zeni“. Takové uziti nachézime poprvé vletech 1955 v prvnim piipadé a 1940
ve druhém a pievazné se tykaji témat souvisejicich se Sovétskym svazem.*® Na zavér
Ize Yici, ze ,dissident” a , dissidence” nejsou pojmy uzivané vyluéné pro nezavislou
opozi¢ni ¢innost v komunistickych nebo autoritatskych statech, v soucasné anglictiné
se piesto uzivaji v daleko specifi¢téjsim vyznamu nez pojem ,dissent”.*

Jinak je tomu ve francouzstiné. Le Grand Larousse de la langue frangaise, francouz-
sky ekvivalent OED, ve vydani z roku 1989 nabiz{ definice slov , dissident(e)“ (v podobé
adjektivni a substantivni) a , dissidence”, kterymi se fadi do podobné kategorie jako
anglické ,dissent”. Vyraz ,dissident” oznacoval od 18. stoleti jedince, ktefi se kvtili
sportim o vyklad urc¢ité doktriny odtrhli od ndbozenského, filosofického ¢i politického
spolecenstvi. Pocinaje 20. stoletim se pak uziva pro ty, kteif ,jiz nejsou poslusni poli-
tické autority, pod niz spadali®. , Dissidence” se drzi stejného historicko-sémantického

vzorce.* Soucasné on-line vydani Larousse uvadi jako jeden ze tf{ vyznamt slova

»dissidence*: , kritika stavajictho ziizeni, v poslednich desetiletich Sovétského svazu*.**

30 Oxford English Dictionary, online edition. Zvyraznéni v orig. https://www.oed.com/view/En-
try/55459?redirectedFrom=dissident#eid (navstiveno 4. srpna 2021). Crowley, ,,,Dissident’: A Brief
Note s. 2-4. Crowley piSe, Ze ,,skute¢ny posun v uzivani pojmu ,disident’ se ukazuje v jeho roli
v rétorice studené valky, piedev$im od Sedesatych do osmdesatych let“. Odpovida to ¢astéjsimu
uzivani pojmu ,disent” v textech o téchto politickych tématech.

31 Vyhleddme-li pojem ,disident” v Google Books Ngram Viewer, vidime, Ze az do dvacatych
let je jeho vyskyt velmi f{dky (frekvence vyskytu je méné nez 0,00001 %). Od té doby frekvence
soustavneé roste a dosavadniho vrcholu dosdhla vroce 1989 s hodnotou 0,00014 %. Pod 0,00010 %
opét klesla v roce 2017.

32 Dissidence muiZe také fungovat jako kolektivni substantivum pro skupinu lidi s disentnimi
postoji nebo - doslova - pro ndzorovou odchylku. Grand dictionnaire des lettres; 1-7. Grand Larou-
sse de la langue francaise. Tome 2, CIR-ERY, ed. Louis Guilbert et al. (Paris, 1989), s. 1330. Online
at: https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/bpt6k1200533r/f616.item.r=dissidence.zoom (navstiveno 28.
cervence 2021). Slovnik uvadi nésledujici synonyma pro pojem ,dissident”: ,1 Déviationniste,
hérétique, hétérodoxe, schismatique, scissionniste; 2 partisan, rebelle, résistant, révolté, sépa-
ratiste.” Antonyma: ,1 conformiste, orthodoxe; 2 fidele, soumis.“

33 https://www.larousse.fr/dictionnaires/francais/dissidence/25999 (navitiveno 29. éervence
2021). Vyhledavani frekvence , dissidence” a , dissident” ve francouzském korpusu let 1800-2019
pomoci Google Books Ngram Viewer: prvni z téchto pojmu se obvykle vyskytuje dvakrat castéji
nezdruhy. ,Dissidence”byla nejcastéj$i nejprve ve Ctyricatych letech 19. a 20. stoleti s hodnotami
pres 0,00015 % a poté vyrazné stoupala od zacatku sedmdesatych let 20. stoleti. Nejvy$si hodnotu
nachdzime vroce 2003, a to 0,00028 %, poté dochdzi k prudkému poklesu na droven Sedesatych
let. ,Dissident“ vykazoval vy$si hodnoty okolo let 1918 a 1941 a nasledné kopiroval vykyvy , di-
sidence” s nejvy$simi hodnotami okolo 0,00013 % v letech1987 a 1992.
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Pfejdeme-li od sémantiky ke kontextiim samotného uzu, ve francouzské encyklo-
pedii Universalis najdeme 225 hesel obsahujicich slovo ,dissidents”. Hesla, ktera se
vénuji historickym tématiim do poloviny 20. stoleti, zminuji ndbozenské a umélecké
dissidents, kdezto hesla se souCasnéjsim zaméienim se piedevs§im soustiedi na politické
dissidents na celém svété. Podkategorie , Dissidents, URSS et Europe de I’Est" zahrnuje
jednatticet hesel. ,Dissidence” se vyskytuje ve 167 heslech vénovanych uméleckym
dilim, umélctm, spisovatelim, nabozenstvi, psychoanalyze, celé fadé zemi a také
jednotlivetim (Vaclav Havel, Alexander Ginzburg, Andrei Amalrik...), kteti souvisi
s politickym disentem.** Tyto zbézné poznatky potvrzuji tezi Roberta Horvatha, ze ve
francouzskych debatéch se figura sovétského ¢i vychodoevropského disidenta dostala
do poptedi v sedmdesétych letech ,a pomohla nahradit revolu¢ni socialismus lidsky-
mi pravy jakozto novym pievazujicim ramcem radikdlniho aktivismu“. Podstatné je,
jak dodévd, ze aktivismus inspirovany ¢innosti téchto disidentt nasel fadu zastanct
v fadach ,levicovych intelektudld odporujicich totalité“.?

Némcina, podobné jako francouzstina, nepfijala odvozeniny ,dissentire” do svého
standardniho sociopolitického lexikonu nesouladu a odporu, aby pokryla obecné;jsi
vyznamy spojované s anglickym , dissent*, a totéz plati pro pojmy odvozené od , disse-
dere“. Martin Dehli peclivé zmapoval historii pojmu , Dissident” v némcéiné a ukézal, ze
do jazyka vstoupil jako oznaceni pro polské protestanty v 18. stoleti. Tohoto latinského
pojmu se v Polsku uzivalo od takzvaného Pax Dissidentium z roku 1573. Svij vyznam
v némciné ztratil po déleni Polska a opét se - s odliSnym vyznamem - objevil az okolo
roku 1848. V té dobé se uzival pro charakteristiku liberdlnich trendd, a to jak mezi
némeckymi protestanty, tak mezi katoliky. Od roku 1860 rovnéz fungoval pojem ,,Dis-
sident” jako oznaceni pravniho statusu piipustnych ndbozenskych spolecenstvi mimo
oficidlni denominace. ,Koncem 19. stoleti pouzivali svobodomyslni jedinci a ateisté
prosazujcici opusténi cirkve ,Dissident’ jako své sebeoznaceni.“ Ve svém boji proti
organizovanému ndboZenstvi uzivali tohoto pojmu také socidlni demokraté, jako na-
ptiklad Karl Liebknecht, ¢i mezivale¢ni komunisté. V roce 1936 jej nacisté zakazali ve
veskeré vefejné komunikaci a z némeckého politického slovniku v podstaté na nékolik
dalsich desetileti prakticky zmizel.*

Velky nédvrat na vysluni zazil v sedmdesatych letech, tentokrét jako zcela sekula-
rizované a politizované oznaceni opozi¢ni inteligence v Sovétském svazu, vychodni
Evropé a postupem casu také v dal$ich autoritaiskych statech. Podle Dehliho tato nova

34 https://www.universalis.fr/recherche/q/dissidents/, https://www.universalis.fr/recherche/t/
article/napp/84602/q/dissidents/ (podkategorie ,, DISSIDENTS, URSS et Europe de I’Est“, a https://
www.universalis.fr/recherche/q/dissidence/ (navstiveno 29. ¢ervence 2021).

35 Robert Horvath, , The Solzhenitsyn Effect: East European Dissidents and the Demise of the
Revolutionary Privilege“, Human Rights Quarterly 29 (2007), ¢. 4, s. 879-907, zde 880 a 900.

36 Martin Dehli, ,Dissidenten: Die Geschichte eines Begriffes weltanschaulicher Pluralisierung®,
Archiv fiir Begriffsgeschichte 43 (2001), s. 173-198.
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podoba konceptudlné nenavazovala na diivéjsi formy, jelikoz ,ptisla jako nahly import
z anglosaskych zemi a Francie“.*” Navzdory diskontinuité a sekuldrnimu uziti nese
v sobé pojem ,, Dissident” podle Dehliho stale konotace deviace nebo hereze. Neznaci
totiz ,normélni“, vécné jednéni, ale zptisob mysleni a jednani, které je ze své podstaty
vyjimecné. ,Opozice” oproti tomu konotuje ticast v politickém prostoru, ktery uznava
legitimitu politické soutéze a pluralismu.*®

V cestiné 1ze sledovat podobny vyvoj jako v némciné, pokud jde o slova odvozena
od ,dissidere". Ottova encyklopedie z roku 1893 obsahuje detailni heslo , Dissidenti*,
kterymi se mysli nekatoli¢ti kiestané v Polsku pied jeho rozdélenim.* Na strdnkach
mezivalecného Prirucniho slovniku jazyka ceského najdeme heslo ,disident“ a piislusna
adjektiva, vSechna s piisné nabozenskou sémantikou a ve vyznamu ,schizmaticky*“.*°
Slovnik spisovné cestiny z roku 1960 obsahuje hesla ,disidence” a ,disident, v¢etné jim
odpovidajicich adjektiv, a odkazuje opét na vyznam nabozenské odchylky. Nyni je vsak
zahrnut i politicky vyznam téchto pojmti. * Tento sémanticky posun sekuldrnim smérem
vsak nevyvraci tezi, Zze pojmy zacinajici na disi byly do ¢eského neoficidlniho politického
slovniku importovany v sedmdesatych letech, podobné jako do némciny. Vyvoj sémantiky
slova , disident” v Cestiné pfed rokem 1970 nicméné pomtize vysvétlit, pro¢ byla slova

Y sv.e

s timto zakladem v jazyce pfijimana davno pfed tim, nez se rozsitil pojem ,disent“.**

Definovani vychodoevropskych disidentti, disidentstvi, disentu

Nyni se budeme podrobnéji vénovat odbornym definicim a chapani aktérti fenoménu,
ktery se poji s ,vefejnou a cilenou manifestaci politického nesouhlasu” ve stranickych
statech Sovétského svazu a vychodni Evropy,* respektive s tim druhem aktivismu,
ktery v tomto svazku Kontradikci nazyvame ,levicovym disentem®.

37 Ibid., s. 195. Povrchni vyhledavani v Google Books Ngram Viewer na prvni pohled potvrzuje
Dehliho zavéry. Frekvence vyskytu slov ,Dissident” a , Dissidenz” v némeckych textech v data-
bézi Googlu byla do sedmdeséatych let extrémné nizkd (méné nez 0,000005 %), aZ poté rychle
roste popularita pojmu , Dissident" a, s jistym zpozdénim, také abstraktni , Dissidenz", vjednom
piipadé s nejvy$si hodnotou 0,000044 % v roce 1993 a ve druhém 0,000045 % v roce 1997. Jejich
obliba od té doby opét klesd a v roce 2018 se vraci na tiroven osmdesatych let.

38 Ibid., s. 198. Jak uvidime, Dehliho ¢teni sémantiky , disidentstvi“ v kontrastu s ,,opozici“ zcela
neodpovidd tomu, jak bylo tyto pojmy chapany a uzivany v ¢eském a polském kontextu v sedm-
desatych a osmdesatych letech.

3 Ottiw slovnik naucny, Sedmy dil, s. 615. , Dissenters* byli historicky spojovéni s Anglii a , Dis-
sidenti“ s Polskem.

40 pifruéni slovnik jazyka ceského. Dil I. A-J, s. 421.

4 Slovnik spisovného jazyka ¢éeského (Praha: Nakladatelstvi Ceskoslovenské akademie véd, 1960),
s. 322. Nachazime zde obraty ,politicky disident“ a , disidentskd vldda“.

42 pokud je ¢esky Slovnik neologismii z roku 1998 vérohodny zdroj, ¢estina stale preferuje slova
odvozend od , dissidere”. Vyskytuje se v ném pét takovych hesel: ,disident", , disidentka“ (je zde
zminéna ,nejslavnéjsi disidentka svéta Su Tij*), , disidentsky", , disidentsky"“ a , disidentstvi“. Pouze
»disent” vychazi ze zékladu , dissentire“. Novd slova v destiné, s. 68.
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Falkovd se ve svém podrobném pojedndni o historiografii disentu ve stfedni a vychod-
ni Evropé z roku 2011 pokousi vyli¢it vztah mezi ,rezistenci” (resistence) a ,disentem®.
Ptipousti, ze disent je podmnozinou odporu, pod ktery spadéa siroka skala reakci na
vladnouci rezim od netcasti nebo brani drog po uchyleni se do soukromé sféry nebo
rozli¢nych aktivit ,$edé zény“. Falkova umistuje ,disent“ do fady riznych podob po-
litické rezistence, do pozice s nejvyssi hodnotou politického védomi a uvédi, Ze je pro
néj typicka ,vyroba a distribuce samizdatu, vefejny protest, aktivni icast v nezavislych
skupinach mimo kontrolu stranického statu”“. Letmo pak Falkova zminuje také dalsi ka-
tegorii rezistence: ,individudlni moralni rezistence a organizovanou opozici‘, nerozlisuje
vSak mezi ,disentem” a ,,opozici“.* Dava si zdlezet, abychom pochopili jeji kategorie jako
dynamické, presto vS§ak mtizeme jeji pistup k vymezeni disentu charakterizovat jako
hledéni disentu sui generis, hledani predmeétu, ktery utvari to, co ,disidenti“ délaji a jak.

Slovnik disidentii voli podobny postup. Editofi upozornuji, Zze pojem ,disident” se
uziva odlisné v riiznych zemich a kontextech a odkazuje na celou $kalu praktik, ustali
se véak na tom, Ze disident je ,Clovék vykonavajici disidentské skutky, ptipadné ,¢lo-
vék, jehoz zna¢nou ¢ést veiejné ¢innosti Ize charakterizovat jako opozi¢ni“.** Ani jedna
z téchto definic neni pfili§ vhodna. Prvni vysvétluje vysvétlovanym pojmem, druhd
nevysvétluje vztah mezi , disidentstvim“ a ,,opozici“. Prakticky pak Slovnik vymezuje
svlj pfedmét zkoumdni tak, Ze uvadi seznam kritérii pro vybér. Pouze osoby, ,jejichz
nekonformni ¢innost byla spjata s otevienym a zjevnym nendsilnym odporem proti
komunistickému systému a také s obranou lidskych prav nebo bojem za obc¢anska
prava“, se kvalifikuji pro zatazeni do panteonu disidenti-hrdint.*¢

Detlef Pollack a Jan Wielgohs se snazi vyjasnit, co odlisuje , disidentstvi“ (ptipadné
»disent”, tyto pojmy pouzivaji jako synonyma) od ,rezistence” nebo , opozice”. ,Re-
zistenci“ definuji vyrazné tZeji nez Falkova, a to jako ,individualni nebo kolektivni
¢innost s cilem odstranéni komunistického rezimu“.* , Disidentstvi“ by se podle nich

43 Robert Brier, »Entangled Protest: Dissent and the Transnational History of the 1970s and 1980s",
in Entangled Protest: Transnational Approaches to the History of Dissent in Eastern Europe and
the Soviet Union, ed. Robert Brier (Osnabriick: Fibre, 2013), s. 11-42, zde 17.

4 Barbara J. Falk, ,Resistance and Dissent in Central and Eastern Europe: An Emerging Histo-
riography*, East European Politics and Societies 25 (2011), €. 2, s. 318-360, zde 320 a 322.

45 Daniel a Gluza, Slovnik disidentil, s. 18.

46 Ibid., s. 19. Jakkoli jsou v této definici kli¢ové ideje nenasili a lidskych a obéanskych prav, ve
Slovniku najdeme, Ze ve ,vyjimecnych ptipadech, jaké predstavuji obzvlasté charakteristické
ptiklady aktivity blizici se disidentské“ byly do Slovniku zafazeny osoby spojené s ozbrojenym
odporem proti rezimu nebo jinymi formami nésili (ibid.). Falkova se rovnéz vénovala vztahu
mezi disentem (jakozto kategorii, jejiz soucdsti je vychodoevropské disidentstvi, ale neomezuje
se jen nanéj) a nasilim a domniva se, ze neni spravné zahrnovat mezi legitimni vyjadfeni disentu
pouze nendsilné podoby protestu. Falk, ,, The History, Paradoxes, and Utility of Dissent, s. 28-31.

47 Detlef Pollack a Jan Wielgohs, ,Introduction, in Detlef Pollack a Jan Wielgohs (eds.), Dissidence
and Opposition in Communist Eastern Europe: Origins of Civil Society and Democratic Transition
(Aldershot: Ashgate, 2004), s. ix-xvii, zde xii.
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nemélo pojimat jako ideologicka orientace (jako napiiklad odmitnuti socialistické
utopie nebo orientace na individualni svobody a lidskd prava), ale s ohledem na pozici
kritickych diskurza v systému spolec¢enské komunikace. Uvadéji: ,jako ,disidentstvi’
chépeme vSechny k rezimu kritické diskurzy a aktivity, které predstavovaly nebo mély
predstavovat autonomni sféru vetejné, politické a kulturni komunikace mimo oficialni
instituce stranického statu a které touto ¢innosti upiraly rezimu naprostou kontrolu
nad vefejnym zivotem“.*®

Pollack a Wielgohs déle upozornuji, Ze podminky ¢innosti , disidentd“ nebo ,,opo-
zi¢nich skupin“ neumoznuji stanoveni jasné ,hranice mezi ,obycejnym‘ disidentstvim
a politickou opozici“. Do zna¢né miry plati, Ze mira politické represe rozhodla, nakolik
bylo mozné formulovat opozi¢ni postoje nebo na zékladé téchto postojii organizovat,
nakolik jsou tedy lidé nebo skupiny s opozi¢nimi postoji rezimem nuceni setrvavat ve
sféte disidentstvi. Pojem ,opozice” si pak uchovavaji pro ,politické strany antikomu-
nistické rezistence existujici v prvotni fazi statniho socialismu a pak politické formace,
které vzesly z disidentského prostfedi koncem osmdeséatych let, aby vyvijely tlak na
komunistické rezimy a tlacily je k Gstupktim [...]"°

Je na misté objasnit dvé véci. Zaprvé, autoii definuji , disidentstvi“ podle ¢innosti
a ambicf ¢initeld, ale také s ohledem na jejich postaveni v obecnéj$im systému socidlni
komunikace a na dtsledky miry represe pro piipadnou preménu ,disidentstvi“ v ,,opo-
zici“. Vychazeji tedy z rela¢niho chapani ,disidentstvi“ jako jevu, ktery je ustavovan
v souhfie vnitinich a vnéjsich faktorti. Zadruhé, ackoli v fadé textl se bézné zaménuje
»disent“ a ,opozice, Pollack a Wielgohs poukazuji na rozdil v intenzité, kdy ,opozice*
je nezbytné kolektivni, politické a programov4, zatimco ,disidentstvi“ nikoli. K tomuto
tématu se jesté vratime.

Szuleckého piistup k definicim je jeSté vice rela¢ni. V monografii Dissidents in Com-
munist Central Europe (Disidenti v komunistické stfedni Evropé) z roku 2019 uvadi, ze
vychézi z ,premisy, Ze ,disident’ neni prosta deskriptivni kategorie ani ¢isté akademic-
ky koncept. Jedna se spise o mezindrodné funkéni figuru.“>° Autor tuto tezi rozvadi:
»Prvky, které konstituuji fenomén disidentstvi a umoznuji figuru disidenta, jsou v mé
konceptualizaci tti: oteviend, legdlni a nendsilnd ¢innost, kterd je sankcionovéna represi
(dissidence), pozornost Zapadu a uznani v domécim prostiedi. Tyto tfi prvky v soucin-
nosti utvaii trojihelnik disidentstvi‘.“*! Tato transnaciondlni figura je ukotvena v urcité
realité (dissidence), ale soucasné je ji vnéjsi, jelikoz se jedna o koncept a reprezentaci,
kterd vznikla v zdpadnim diskurzu o Druhych zijicich mimo Zapad. , Disidenti®, tvrdi

*8 Ibid., s. xiii.
4 Ibid. Autoii ihned porusuji vlastni nomenklaturu, kdyZ pi$ou o ,kritickych a opozi¢nich
skupinach v sedmdesatych a osmdesatych letech”.

50 Szulecki, Dissidents in Communist Central Europe, s. xi.

51 Ibid., s. 3. Vizrovnéz s. 79-80 a s. 208 pro rozbor ti{ prvki a ilustraci zminéného trojtiihelniku.
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Szulecki, byli vytvofeni, konstruovadni a zmocnéni mezindrodnim uznédnim, coz ne-
zbytné dopadlo na objekty tohoto oznacovani s tim, jak kritizovali, pfetvareli nebo
vyuZivali tuto figuru. Clovék se nestavé disidentem jen proto, Ze jej tak Zapad oznadi,
nebo kviili rezimu, ktery se jej snazi ondlepkovat a ocernit, ale také diky vzdjemnému
uznani ze strany jinych ,disident” tim, Ze je ptipustén do ,katalogu disidentstvi“.>

Szuleckého argumentace ma jisté nedostatky. Nabizi peclivy piehled rtiznych definic
»disidenta“ v rozli¢nych dobovych a jazykovych kontextech a pfinasi definice klicovych
pojmu ,slovniku odporu”“.®® Nicméné ve vlastnim historickém zkoumaéni let 1956 az
1989 a let nasledujicich pouzivé vyrazy ,disent” a ,disidentstvi“ jako analytické pojmy,
které neproblematicky zachycuji a vyjadiuji socidlni realitu. Krom toho opakované
odkazuje na ,,opozi¢niky“, aniz by tento pojem definoval nebo se vénoval otdzce, v ¢em
spocivala ,opozice“ v podminkach statniho socialismu.* Jak jsem jiz uvedl, vSechny
tyto kategorie mohou nebo - jak tvrdili Dorfman a Watts - musi byt chdpény relacné.
Ackoli se Szuleckého piistup tedy omezuje na analyzu ,disidenta“, nabizi cenné vhledy
do komplexni transnaciondlni dynamiky, ktera vznik a propagaci této figury vyvolala,
v¢etné dopadt, které méla na socidlni praktiky utlacujicich i utlacovanych. Diky tomuto
néstroji mize autor napiiklad pozorovat zna¢né genderoveé vychylené reprezentace toho,
kdo se pocital jako skute¢ny disident, tedy pfedstav, které vytvareli a reprodukovali jak
zépadni analytici, tak muzi-,disidenti“, tak komunisticky aparat.*®

52 Tato formulace vychézi z rozhovoru s Jaroslavem Sabatou z roku 2007. Sabata tvrdil, Ze lidé
jako Robert Havemann a Milovan Bjilas sice vsedmdeséatych letech jiz nebyli politicky relevantni,
ale do katalogu pattili. Viz Tom4s$ Vilimek, ,Oppositionists in the CSSR and the GDR: Mutual
Awareness, Exchanges of Ideas and Cooperation, 1968-1989“ in Brier (ed.), Entangled Protest,
s.78.V dopise Adamu Michnikovi z roku 1978, pfilozeném k eseji Moc bezmocnych, ktera méla byt
jednim z textli pldnované mezinarodni antologie sovétskych a vychodoevropskych ,,opozi¢nich”
textll, Havel jmenoval fadu lidi, které by do vybéru rad zaradil. Szulecki, Dissidents in Communist
Central Europe, s. 183. Ptestoze Havel mluvil pouze o ,nasem pldnovaném sborniku“ a ,autorech
z jinych zemi*, aniz by je ddle kategorizoval, jeho seznam prispél k vytvofeni katalogu nebo
kdnonu ,disident”, kterému se v eseji branil. Pro anglicky preklad dopisu viz Elzbieta Matynia
(ed.), An Uncanny Era: Conversations between Viclav Havel and Adam Michnik (New Haven: Yale

University Press, 2014), s. 23-27.
53 Szulecki, Dissidents in Communist Central Europe, s. 21-34.

54 Naznaky definice najdeme, kdyZ Szulecki rozli$uje mezi osamocenymi a omezenymi ¢innostmi
»sovétskych aktivistt a mezindrodné proslavenych jednotlivcti-disidentd“ a mnohem $ir§imi
¢innostmi a rozshléjsimi sitémi, které vybudovala ,stfedoevropska opozice®. Ibid., s. 8. Szulecki
nicméné pise o sttedoevropskych , opozi¢nicich”iv ptipadech, kdy $lo o ¢innosti podobné ome-
zené, jako bylo zminéné jednéni jejich sovétskych protéjski-disidenta.

55 Ibid., s. 155-158. Uloha Zen v disentu se kone¢né dostala do stfedu odborné pozornosti. Viz
Robert Brier, ,Gendering Dissent: Human Rights, Gender History and the Road to 1989, Eurozine
2 September 2019, online at: https://www.eurozine.com/gendering-dissent/ (navstiveno 10. srpna
2021).V ¢estiné naptiklad Marcela Linkova a Nada Strakové (eds.), Bytovd revolta: jak Zeny délaly
dissent (Praha: Academia, 2017).
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Tematizace hluboké propasti mezi generalizujicim chdpanim ,disentu” a ,disident”
na strané tehdejsich pozorovateld a pozdé€jsich badateld a redlnymi zkusenostmi a po-
stoji lidi, kteti za né byli oznaceni, je vychozim bodem pfinosné monografie Jonathana
Boltona Worlds of Dissent (Svéty disentu). Bolton tvrdi, ze vyzkum disentu dospél do
mrtvého bodu prave vinou generalizaci, a klade si za cil rekonstrukci zivotnich svétt fady
aktért, ktefi se podileli na vzniku toho, co dnes zndme jako ,,Cesky disent”. ,Mluvime
o ,disidentech’, jako kdybychom védéli, kym byli, a vlastné jako kdyby oni védéli, kym
byli“, piSe Bolton a nasledné ukazuje, Ze disent pfedstavoval mnoho riznych prostorti
zkusenosti, ,zahrnoval mnoho postav, styld a zanrt stejné jako kontroverzi a ostré
diskurze”. Bolton pfedevsim varuje pied ,zpétnym nastinénim“ (backshadowing), tj. in-
terpretaci a utvarenim narativu disentu ve svétle roku 1989, protoze zadny z disidentti
ptisobicich koncem sedmdesatych let tak necinil s o¢ekdvanim, Ze komunisticky rezim
padne za jejich Zivota.*®

K ,disidentskému” zivotnimu svétu pattilo hledani piislusnych pojmi pro vlastni
postaveni a ¢innost. Szulecki podotykd, Zze mezi Poldky se pojem ,disident” rozhodné
netésil oblibé, jelikoz mél jednak star$i ndbozenské (protestantské) konotace, které
jsem zminil vyse, jednak odkazoval ke komunistickym ,,odpadlikim“ a , kacifaim®*,
s nimiz opozi¢nici nechtéli mit nic spole¢ného. Tvrdi, Ze polské opozice ,velmi ¢asto
uzivala pojmu ,disident’ v negativnim vyznamu, ktery si spojovala s osamélou pasivitou
a elitaiskymi, intelektualskymi outsidery“, a sama se oznacovala za , 0pozici‘, kterou
spojovala s aktivismem a spolecenskym dosahem.?” Myslenka, Ze v Polsku v sedmdesa-
tych a osmdesétych letech byla , opozice, zatimco v Sovétském svazu a Ceskoslovensku
byli ,disidenti“, se mnohdy objevuje také v soucasné odborné literatute o riznych
podobéch odporu v komunistické vychodni Evropé.*®

Presto v druhé poloviné a koncem sedmdesétych let Cesti a slovensti nezavisli aktivisté
a jejich podporovatelé v exilu ptijali pojem ,disident“ a jeho derivace v neformédlnim
uzit{ vdomdacim prostiedi i v esejich psanych pro vydani v samizdatu nebo tamizdatu.”

% Jonathan Bolton, Svéty disentu: Charta 77, Plastic People of the Universe a Ceskd kultura za
komunismu, ptel. Petruska Sustrova (Praha: Academia 2015), s. 18, 31, 72.

57 Szulecki, Dissidents in Communist Central Europe, s. 22, s. 25 (s citaci) a s. 164-165. Szulecki
uvadi (ibid.), ze navzdory obecnému uznéani odvahy a moralni integrity sovétskych disidentt ,,od
pozdnich sedmdesétych let ceskoslovenské a polské skupiny konstruvaly své pozice ve vztahu
k nému jako k negativnimu meéfitku®. Uvadi v§ak jen polské piiklady a ve vlastnim vyzkumu
v Bugge, ,A Western Invention?“, ktery se pfiznané zakldda jen na textovych podkladech ptibliz-
né do roku 1980, jsem objevil jen malo piikladii negativnhiho hodnoceni sovétskych disidentt
z Ceské strany.

58 petr Blazek, ,Typologie opozice a odporu proti komunistickému rezimu. Piehled koncepci

alimity badani*, in Opozice a odpor proti komunistickému reZzimu v Ceskoslovensku 1968-1989, ed.
Petr Blazek (Praha: Dokofdn, 2005) s. 10-24. Vizrovnéz Bugge, ,A Western Invention?*, s. 273-274.

% Ibid., passim. Priinik tohoto pojmu do neformalniho tizu mapuje slovnik Jaroslava Suka o slangu
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Pokud peclivé zkoumdme, jak reformné komunisticky casopis Listy, ktery vychézel
v exilu, nazyval kritiky normaliza¢niho rezimu v Ceskoslovensku v sedmdesatych letech,
nachazime pozoruhodné sémantické rozliseni mezi ,,opozici“ a ,disidentstvim®. Listy
(s vymluvnym podtitulem Casopis éeskoslovenské socialistické opozice) pouzivaly do
roku 1975 jen pojmy ,,opozice” a ,opozicnici“, az poté se poprvé objevil pojem , disident”.
Priblizné od roku 1978 prispévatelé Listii uzivali tohoto pojmu zhusta a bez vysvétlivek
nebo uvozovek, coz ukazuje na to, jak rychle zdomacnél. Zvlasté v ¢lancich Jitiho Peli-
kdna, Zdenka Hejzlara, Zderika Mlynére a dal$ich reformnich komunistickych viidct
nachdzime zietelnou hierarchii mezi , disidentstvim“ a ,,opozici“, podobnou hierarchii,
kterou nachazime v polském diskurzu. ,Disidentstvi“ je zde pojimano jako chvalyhod-
ny, ale pfedev$im osobni a ideologicky rozptyleny fenomén, ktery musi organizacné
vyspét a formulovat politicky program, aby se z néj stala skute¢na ,opozice“. V ocich
autort Listiz mtze byt disident levicovy a disidenti mit levicové postoje, ale mé-li se
»disidentstvi“ stat skute¢né levicovym, musi se z néj stat ,,opozice. Dovedeme-li tuto
logiku do disledkd, ,levicovy disent” je v zadsadé protimluv!®

Zajisté se nejedna o jediny mozny zptisob, jak chapat vztah mezi pojmy , disent/di-
sidentstvi“ a ,,opozici“. Mizeme se inspirovat naptiklad ¢ldnkem napsanym v kontextu
mezindrodni politické teorie. Christopher Daase a Nicole Deitelhoff v ném definuji
»opozici“ jako praxi, ,kterd uznava vladnouci rad jako takovy a vyuzivé institucionalnich
forem politické ucasti pro vyjadfeni svého disentu, zatimco ,disidentstvi je radikdl-
néjsi, jelikoz ,odmité pravidla vldidnouciho fddu a voli nekonven¢ni formy organizace
a artikulace, aby uplatnovala radikalni kritiku vladnuti“.®’ V kontextu statniho socia-
lismu mtiZeme uplatnit toto rozlisen{ a tvrdit, ze koncepce ,opozice“, kterou hldsaly
Listy, vychazela z politické logiky, ktera ideologicky piili§ neohrozovala normaliza¢ni
rezim, jelikoz ten védél, jak se s ni vyporddat, coz se ukédzalo napiiklad na zatykani
a procesech s levicovymi opozi¢niky v letech 1969-1971. Mnohym mimo okruh Listii
se casem tento ,,opozi¢ni“ model aktivismu jevil spise jako slepa ulicka. ,Disidentstvi“
v tomto smyslu bylo radikdlnéjsi, protoze jeho legalismus a univerzalismus lidskych
a ob¢anskych prav opoustél binarni logiku leninistického kfo-kogo, ktera byla ptitomna
v konceptualizaci ,socialistické opozice” Listil; odmital tedy pravidla politické hry. To

24

miize vysvétlit pritazlivost , disidentstvi“ rovnéz pro svobodomyslné piiznivce levice.®

aktivisti Charty 77 zroku 1981. Viz ,Slang Chartistd s. 32-36. Szulecki zminuje vtipny, ironicky
patvar vznikly ve slovenstiné - sloveso , disiduju* v samizdatu z roku 1981. Szulecki, Dissidents
in Communist Central Europe, s. 196.

60 Bugge, ,A Western Invention?*, s. 283-288.

61 Christopher Daase, Nicole Deitelhoff, ,Opposition and Dissidence: Two Modes of Resistance
against International Rule”, Journal of International Political Theory 15 (2019), ¢. 1, s. 11-30, zde
12-13.

62 Tento argument déle rozvijim in: Bugge, ,A Western Invention?*, s. 289-291.
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Vymezeni levice

Neméme zde dostatek prostoru pro plnohodnotny popis déjin pojmu ,levice®, jak se
vyvijel od jeho pocatki ve Francii v roce 1789.° Nemohu nabidnout ani peclivy rozbor
toho, co pojem ,levice“ znamend dnes. Pro nasledujici stru¢ny nécrt ,levicového di-
sentu” na Zapadé a za statniho socialismu mutiZeme najit vychozi bod u Geoffa Eleye.
V tivodu jeho zevrubné monografie z roku 2002 Forging Democracy: The History of the
Left in Europe, 1850-2000 (Utvafeni demokracie: déjiny levice v Evropé, 1850-2000)
se docteme, Ze levice byl vzdy obecnéjsi pojem nez socialismus, ale Ze socialismus se
vzdy nachdzel v jaddru levice. Po roce 1968 se objevila celd fada novych, radikdlnich
agend, které prichdzely ,z prostoru mimo dtivérné zndmé socialistické tridné-politické
ramce”. Nicméné, aby i ty zlistaly dominantné levicovymi, musely prosazovat nejen
pluralismus, toleranci apod., ale také rovnostarstvi a demokratické rozsitrovani hranic
politiky.%* V§imnéme si zna¢né normativniho prvku v Eleyové argumentaci, kdy tzce
spojuje levici s roz§itfovdnim demokracie. Na tomto zékladé miiZe jen obtizné analy-
zovat levicovou povahu radikalnich nebo socialistickych hnutf{ a stran, které v zajmu
prosazovani své agendy sahaly k autoritatskym prosttedkiim, v€etné napiiklad komu-
nistickych stran, které byly u moci.*® Takovd analyza byla ale klicova pro levicovy disent
ve stiedni a vychodni Evropé v sedmdesétych a osmdesatych letech.®

Levicovy disent na Zapadé

Na zakladé letmého prehledu soucasné literatury o disentu mtizeme nabyt dojmu, Ze
disent v USA nebo obecnéji na Zapadé a v jeho globalnich manifestacich - navzdory
obcasné zmince o Tea Party ¢i jinych piikladech populistického, konzervativniho disentu
- je pfevdzné, ne-li inherentné levicovy fenomén. Naptiklad americky ¢asopis Dissent,
ktery vznikl v roce 1954 a dosud vychazi, se stdle hrdé hlési ke svym socialistickym
kofentim a levicovym hodnotdm. Jak napsal Mitchell Cohen, editor emeritus ¢asopisu
a profesor politologie, pii piilezitosti Sedesdtého vyroci Dissentu v roce 2014, ,disent
jako levicova aktivita se hlasi k ur¢itym hodnotam, i kdyz se tyto hodnoty pfetvareji

83 Viz vyklad hesla , Left“ (Levice) v substantivni a adjektivni podobé v Oxford English Dictionary.
Ze zde uvedenych ukazek je zfejmé, jak brzy se v anglictiné ujalo spojovéni ,levice“ s progresiv-
nim nebo radikalnim postojem. https://www.oed.com/view/Entry/106982?rskey=2LrOps&resul-
t=4&isAdvanced=false#eid (navstiveno 8. srpna 2021)

64 Geoff Eley, Forging Democracy: The History of the Left in Europe, 1850-2000 (Oxford a New
York: Oxford University Press, 2002), s. 8-12, zde 10, zvyraznéni v origindlu.

Y

% Abychom uvedli jeden ptiklad, Eley ,fe$i“ otazku, jak se vypotadat s autorita¥skym socia-
lismem, tak, Ze Breznéva, SSSR a komunisty, ktef'{ bojovali proti prazskému jaru, oznacuje za
ykonzervativni“. Ibid., s. 359.

%6 Madarsti marxisti¢ti disidenti/opoziénici se pe¢livé vénovali pravé tomuto typu analyzy. Viz
napftiklad Ivén Szelényi, ,Socialist Opposition in Eastern Europe: Dilemmas and Prospects®, in
Rudolf L. Tékés (ed.), Opposition in Eastern Europe (Londyn a Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1979),
s. 187-207.
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a jejich povaha se méni s tim, jak se méni svét okolo nés*“. Za klicovou hodnotu pova-
zuje ,myslenku, Ze svoboda a demokracie jsou ve spolecnostech, které se zakladaji na
nerovnosti, poslapavany*“. Boj proti ideologiim a politickym sildm, které z nerovnosti
profituji, je podle Cohena nejen tkol a étos Dissentu, ale disentu jako takového.5

Cohen zdiiraznuje, ze jeho Casopis se od zacatku stavél proti stalinismu ,,a zptiso-
bim mysleni, které s nim souviseji“, a béhem studené vélky byl ptirozenym spojen-
cem vychodoevropskych disidentt. Pfed rokem 1989 i po ném se Dissent soustavne
distancoval od diktéatorskych a vrazednych rezimt nebo hnuti, kterd se schovavala za
antikapitalistickou nebo antiimperialistickou rétoriku. Podle Cohena je antiautoritdi-
sky socialismus nejzivotaschopnéjsi, kdyz nehledé (nebo netvrdi, Ze nalezl) ,jedinou
univerzalizujici a homogenizujici silu spolecenské zmény“ a setrvava ,,v dialektickém
vztahu's klasickym liberalismem’ v zajmu rozsifovani politické svobody*. Podle Cohe-
na je klicovou tlohou levicového disentu podporovat pluralismus, ktery se nenecha
svést k ,,ontologickym zachvatim®, které vedou k chapani svéta jako nezvratné frag-
mentovaného a oslavuji ,,odli$nosti do té miry, Ze se politicky [propadaji] prasklinami
mezi nimi“. Levicovy disent namisto toho musi soustavné hledat koalice, které budou
vSechny zemé postrkovat smérem k demokracii a rovnostaistvi.® Eley by se k tomuto
piistupu jisté rad piipojil.

Uzké propojeni mezi ,disentem” a ,levici“ méa v USA dlouhou tradici. Falkova vidi
hnaci motor disentu ve Statech v ,zdsadnim rozporu“ mezi liberalni republikanskou
ideologii americké tstavy a Listiny prav (Bill of Rights) a kapitalistickym vykotistovanim.
Uvadyi, ze , generace lidi patticich k disentu (dissenters) - od abolicionistii po anarchisty,
od odboratskych aktivisti po ¢leny Komunistické strany USA (CPUSA), od Hnut{ za
obcanskd prava po hnuti LGBT lidi - bojovaly za skutecné naplnéni amerického snu pro
vSechny (a tak nejen pro elity, které tézi z ekonomickych a historickych privilegii)“.*®

,Disent se rovnéz vyskytuje v podtitulu dvoudilné antologie Contemporary Left-Wing
Activism (Soucasny levicovy aktivismus) z roku 2018.” Podobné jako Eley, John Michael

7 Mitchell Cohen, , The Values of Dissent*, Dissent 61 (2014), &. 3, s. 26-27.
%8 Ibid., s. 27-29.

69 Falk, ,The History, Paradoxes, and Utility of Dissent, s. 28, zvyraznéni v origindlu. Stejnou
perspektivu najdeme v publikaci Columbia History of Post-World War II America z roku 2007, v niz
Richard Lingeman vénuje celou kapitolu ,,ipadku povale¢ného idealismu a levicového disentu
v letech 1945-1950“ Lingeman v zavéru svého textu nachdzi ptimou souvislost mezi hnutimi
ystaré levice®, aktivnimi od druhé poloviny 19. stoleti do vrcholu studené valky na poc¢atku pade-
satych let, a ,,samozvanou Novou levici“, kterd se zrodila v $edesétych letech. Richard Lingeman,
,Domestic Containment: The Downfall of Postwar Idealism and Left Dissent, 1945-1950“. in
Mark Carnes (ed.), The Columbia History of Post-World War II America (New York, NY: Columbia
University Press, 2007), s. 201-225.

" Joseph Ibrahim and John Michael Roberts (eds.), Contemporary Left-Wing Activism: Democracy,
Participation and Dissent in a Global Context, 1-2 (Londyn: Taylor & Francis, 2018). Nepodatilo
se mi najit podobné mnozstvi védecké literatury o pravicovém aktivismu a disentu.
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Roberts ve svém uvodnim pfehledu levicového nazirdni demokracie a participace
spojuje levicovy aktivismus se socialismem a rozs$ifovanim demokracie: ,,Pro levicové
protagonisty ma byt politika prvnim krokem pro zapojeni obycejnych lidi do svych
vlastnich demokratickych mechanismi a instituci.“ Zdraznuje, Zze to znamena také
ekonomickou demokracii, kterd je podle jeho ndzoru podminkou socialistické politiky
a spolecnosti.”* Roberts, podobné jako Watts, se kratce vénuje hodnoté , disensu” jako
néstroje pro zvyraznéni skute¢nych nerovnosti a mocenskych vztahti, které liberalni
verze deliberativni demokracie mnohdy ptehliZeji. Ve své antologii se snazi dolozit, Ze
disensus vyjadfovany souc¢asnymi socidlnimi hnutimi s globalnim ptisobenim muze
»vést ke zrodu progresivni politiky s S§irokym zabérem®“.”” Je pifiznacné, ze ani jedina
z osmndcti kapitol, vénovanych specifickym ptipadovym studiim riiznych zemi od
Chile po Turecko, se nevénuje aktivismu v nékterém z postkomunistickych statt.

Levicovy disent/disidentstvi ve stdtnim socialismu

Zkoumani levicového disentu v rdmci statné socialistického ziizeni se musi vyrovnat
s fadou problémit. Zaprvé nelze snadno aplikovat tradi¢ni terminologii levice a pra-
vice na proudy v ramci komunistickych hnuti, jelikoz vSechny se identifikovaly jako
levicové a socialistické a prosazovaly socidlni a ekonomické politiky, které se tradi¢né
poji s levici.”® Casto se maoismus oznacuje za levicovéj$i nez sovétsky komunismus
za Chruscova nebo Breznéva, jenze Mao se od Chruscova odklonil kviili Chruscovo-
vé zavrzeni stalinismu, a neostalinisty, ktef{ se zacali prosazovat za prazského jara,
oznacuje Eley - a nejen on - za ,konzervativni“. S pojmem ,disent” je v tomto kontextu
potiz uz proto, ze komunisticky , disent” - a tim spis$ leninisticky - je, s ohledem na kli-
¢ovou leninistickou doktrinu demokratického centralismu, v zdsadé protimluv. Podle
leninistického ptistupu, jak uvadi A. J. Polan, musi byt moc, pravda i prévo jednolité
a zcela podtizené strané.™ Disent nedava smysl ve chvili, kdy z principu nemtzete
byt v rozporu se stranou a soucasné mit pravdu. Neni asi ndhodou, Ze britsky slovnik
marxistického mysleni z roku 1983 obsahuje jen kratky vyklad k heslu ,, demokracie®,
vyrazné podrobnéjsi pak k heslu ,,demokraticky centralismus” a hesla ,disent/disident-
stvi“ nebo ,opozice” zcela chybi.”

" John Michael Roberts, ,Democracy and Participation: Liberal and Left-Wing Perspectives®,
in Contemporary Left-Wing Activism, 1, s. 1-26, zvl4sté s. 2 (s citaci) a s. 19.

7 Roberts, »,Democracy and Participation®, s. 3-4.

7 Muizeme ovéem tvrdit, Ze ,socialistické” staty byly ve skute¢nosti ,statné kapitalistické“. Takovy
nézor by proménil volani po demokratizaci a socializaci ,statné kapitalistického“ hospodaistvi
v levicovou kritiku. Viz Petr Kuzel, ,Statn{ kapitalismus®“.

™Viz A.J. Polan, Lenin and the End of Politics (Londyn: Methuen, 1984) pro pronikavou kritickou
interpretaci, inspirovanou vznikem polské Solidarnosci, Leninovy knihy Stdt a revoluce. Leninova
vize, tvrdi Polan, v podstaté proménila politiku v ontologickou nemoznost.

7 Tom Bottomore (ed.), A Dictionary of Marxist Thought (Oxford: Blackwell 1983, druh4, upravena
edice 1991), s. 133-137 (hesla ,Democracy“ a ,Democratic centralism®).
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Odborna literatura vénovana , disentu/disidentstvi“ v byvalém Sovétském svazu a ko-
munistické vychodni Evropé predklada zcela odlisny ptibéh nezli ten, ktery pojednéva
o disentu na ,Zapadé”. Autofi obvykle nachézeji pfedzvést disentu v marxistickém
revizionismu, ktery se rozvijel od poloviny padesatych let v reakci na stalinismus, pie-
devs$im kdyz v poloviné Sedesatych let vyustil v otevienou kritiku vlddnoucich rezimi
v Sovétském svazu, Polsku, Jugoslavii® a jinych zemich. Ve standardnf literatufe nicméné
panuje shoda na tom, ze od poloviny sedmdesatych let se disidenti sdruzovali piedevsim
v pfevadzné liberdlnich nebo konzervativnich platformdch postavenych na otédzce lid-
skych prav - pokud nachézime v textech disidentt1 viibec néjaké jasné politické pozice.

Archie Brown, vynikajici odbornik na déjiny Sovétského svazu, pfipomind, Ze zatimco
nejzndmeéjsi a nejsledovanéjsi ze sovétskych disidenti na Zépadeé byli ,pfedevs$im ti, kteti
se sousttedili na téma lidskych prav a obc¢anskych svobod [...], nejnebezpecnéjsi ¢ést
disidentského hnuti z pohledu sovétskych tifadi byla spojena s nacionalismem, ptede-
v$im tehdy, kdy se schdzela ndrodnf a ndbozenska identita“.”” Robert Horvath ptfiznava
sovétskému liberdlnimu disentu vétsi vyznam. Ackoli se nikdy nedostal k moci tak jako
ve stiedni a vychodni Evropé, hrél tento disent, jak uvadji, ,zésadni roli v ustavovani
demokratickych instituci“ za Gorbacova a vyznamné piispél k ,fatdln{ krizi sovétského
totalitarismu®. Horvath rozlisuje ¢tyfi ,,vektory‘ disidentstvi: odmitnuti revolu¢niho
nasili; teorie a praxi glasnosti; branéni zakona a lidskych prav; a rusofobie” a tvrdi, Ze
»spole¢nym znakem téchto vektorti bylo to, Ze se fundamentdlné odchylily od agendy
stranickych reformatora“, ktefi se nadale pohybovali v marxistickém/socialistickém
paradigmatu.” Naopak Marshall S. Shotz v roce 1981 rozlisil tfi obecné trendy mezi
sovétskymi disidenty: rozdélil je na marxistické obrozence, nabozenské humanisty/
ortodoxni konzervativce a na ,ty, kteif si preji zavést liberalni a pluralistické praktiky
po zapadnim vzoru, obvykle kombinované s vyraznymi prvky socialismu“.”® Dva z téch-
to trendti 1ze oznacit za levicové, jak ale vidime z citace od Horvatha, jejich mysleni
viceméné zmizelo z odborné literatury po roce 1989. Ziistalo nanejvys jako ptredzvést
disidentstvi zalozeného na lidskych prévech. Dilo Ilji Budrajtskise,® které v tomto svaz-
ku predstavujeme v rozhovoru s nim, je zadoucim dopliikem této interpretacni linie.

7 Jugoslavska skupina Praxis a jeji letni $koly jsou zajimavym piikladem kritického levicového
myslenivdaném obdobina hranici disentu. Viz ¢ldnek Milivoje Beslina, Gazely Pudar Draskové
a Bals$i Delibasice v tomto svazku.

7 Archie Brown, The Rise and Fall of Communism (Londyn: Vintage Books, 2010), s. 407.

8 Robert Horvath, The Legacy of Soviet Dissent: Dissidents, Democratisation and Radical Natio-
nalism in Russia (Londyn: Routledge, 2005), s. 12, 21-22. Viz rovnéz Philip Boobbyer, Conscience,

Dissent and Reform in Soviet Russia (Londyn a New York: Routledge 2005), zvlasté Kapitolu 7,
,Dialogue and Division in the Dissident Movement*, s. 114-131.

™ Marshall S. Shotz, Soviet Dissent in Historical Perspective (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press 1981), s. 158.

80 Ilya Budraitskis, Dissidents among Dissidents: Ideology, Politics and the Left in Post-Soviet
Russia (Londyn: Verso, v ptiprave).
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Podobny narativ pfevazuje v piipadé sttedovychodni Evropy, v ptislu§né literatufe se
jenom zdiraznuje, ze zdejsi disent nékdy - zvlasté v Polsku - nabyval mnohem silnéj-
$ich organizacnich forem, a proto byl politicky jasnéji profilovan. Szulecki zahdji sviij
historicky prehled v jiz zminéné monografii Dissidents in Communist Central Europe
kapitolou ,,Marxisti¢ti neofytové a demokraticti kaciti“. Po potlaceni prazského jara
a breznovych udélostech v Polsku v roce 1968 se lidé v disentu nicméné odpoutali od
komunismu a postupné si utvofili ,vyrazné volnéjsi vztah k marxismu v kombinaci
s hleddnim nové opozi¢ni identity“.®! Tato identita se brzy formovala okolo ideje lidskych
préav a ,demokratické opozice“ a ptiblizné od let 1976-1977 se podle Szuleckého stal
marxisticky nebo levicovy disent v tomto regionu marginalnim fenoménem. Szulecki
oznacuje dopis od Jacka Kuronie italskému eurokomunistickému politikovi Enricu Ber-
linguerovi z roku 1976 za ,,snad posledni zietelné levicovy symbolicky projev*, a prestoze
v Szuleckého pojednéni o obdobi po roce 1977 obcas narazime na levicové orientované
disidenty - napiiklad na Jaroslava Sabatu -, levicovy disent je v ném téméf neptitomny.?2

Ve vyznamné monografii Barbary J. Falkové The Dilemmas of Dissidence in East-
-Central Europe (Dilemata disidentstvi ve sttedovychodni Evropé€) z roku 2003 se pro
levicovy disent sedmdesatych a osmdesatych let nenaslo o mnoho vice mista - s vy-
jimkou podrobné analyzy eseje Adama Michnika Cirkve a levice z let 1975-1976.% Fal-
kové nakonec dochazi k zdvéru, ze nadsené pfrijeti trhu na strané ,mordlné vlivnych
opozi¢nich piedstaviteld“ po roce 1989 ,bylo v souladu s politickym liberalismem di-
sidentt [...] navzdory jejich sociologické genezi na levici a jejich nékdej$imu piiklonu
k rovnostaistvi, socialistickému vlastnictvi nebo alesponi podnikové samosprave“.?

Nékteii badatelé si povs§imli jedné vyjimky z této vyvojové trajektorie sttedovychodni
Evropy: NDR. Tam marxistické a reformné komunistické ideje pievazovaly i dlouho po
roce 1968. Vétsinou je ale tento trend interpretovan jako ,zpozdéni“ nebo vyraz ,za-
ostalosti; naptiklad Szulecki tvrdi, ze ,vychodonémecti intelektudlové se jesté nena-
ladili na stejnou frekvenci jako jejich ceskoslovensti a polsti druzi“.?* Podobné Robert

81 Szulecki, Dissidents in Communist Central Europe, s. 87.

82 Ibid., s. 122. Viz s. 184 o Sabatovych levicovych vizich pro Chartu 77. Szulecki nékolikrat p¥i-
pomind aktivity Petra Uhla v rdmci Charty a VONSu, aniz by zminil, Ze se Uhl svého levicového
presvédceni z mladi nikdy neztekl. K tématu viz text Matyase Kiizkovského, Michaela Poldka
a Ondfeje Slacdlka o Petru Uhlovi a Hnut{ revolu¢ni mladeze v tomto svazku.

83 Barbara J. Falk, The Dilemmas of Dissidence in East-Central Europe: Citizen Intellectuals and
Philosopher Kings (Budapest a New York: Central European University Press, 2003), s. 165-177.
Falkova chépe ,budapestskou skolu“ marxistickych filosoft inspirovanou Gyérgyem Lukacsem
jako jeden z proudu, které utvarely madarskou disidentskou scénu, nicméné jen jako predzvést
,skute¢ného”, nemarxistického disidentstvi v Madarsku. Ibid., s. 122-125 a 257-261.

84 Ibid., s. 328-329. Zvyraznéni v originalu.

85 Szulecki, Dissidents in Communist Central Europe, s. 136 (zvyraznéni doplnéno autorem). Clanek
Alexandra Ambergera v tomto svazku o alternativnim ekosocialismu Wolfganga Haricha, Rudolfa
Bahra a Roberta Havemanna predstavuje radikalné odli$ny pfistup k vychodonémeckému disentu.
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Brier tvrdi, Ze ,mnozi budouci disidenti v NDR museli zku$enost roku 1968 delsi dobu
,zpracovavat‘“, a proto predstavovalo opousténi redlného socialismu jako pouzitelné-
ho rdmce pro disent v NDR zdlouhavy proces.®® Tomas Vilimek ve své piinosné studii
o komunikaci mezi ,,opozi¢niky“ v Ceskoslovensku a v NDR v sedmdesatych a osmde-
satych letech uvadi nékolik dokladt o tom, jak vychodonémecti aktivisté, kteti sledovali
déni v Polsku, Ceskoslovensku nebo Madarsku, ¢asem dospéli k ndzoru, Ze musi své
vychodni sousedy ,,dohnat”. Zminuje Gerda Poppeho, aktivistu za ob¢anska préva, ktery
se na svych cestdch do sousednich zemi dozvédél, Ze ,se mnozi opozi¢ni ¢initelé, a¢
byvali marxisté, osvobodili od reformnich pfedstav o socialistické alternativé. Poppeho
ohromilo, Ze v NDR lidé v tyto reformni koncepty stdle vérili.“®” VSechny tii studie tak
prekladaji prostorovy rozdil do rozdilu temporalniho, coz je postup typicky pro line-
arni, teleologicky pfistup, ktery dlouho pievazoval v zapadnim spolecenském mysleni
o déjinném vyvoji jako logicky vrcholici v liberdlni demokracii s trznim hospodaistvim.

Alternativni perspektivy

Déjiny levicového disentu se musi osvobodit od pievazujiciho bipolarniho ¢teni své-
tovych déjin, liberalni teleologie a jejtho dvojcete: ,zpétného piedjimani“. Ty spole¢né
urcovaly metody interpretace a priority, na co se sousttedit, co zaclenit a co vyloucit
z déjinného narativu, jak vidime na analyze polistopadového pfehlizeni levicového
disentu v Sovétském svazu a stfedovychodni Evropé.?® Texty Alexandra Ambergera,
Dirka Mathiase Dalberga, Kristofa Nagyho a Szarvase Martona v tomto svazku Kon-
tradikct presvédciveé dokladaji zivotaschopnost levicového disentu v fadé zemi pod
komunistickou nadvlddou i poté, co se prosadilo paradigma lidskych prév. Na zavér tak

8 Brier, ,Entangled Protest®, s. 18 (zvyraznéni doplnéno autorem).

87 vilimek, ,Oppositionists in the CSSR and the GDR* s. 55-85, zde 66 (zvyraznéni doplnéno
autorem). Vilimek se nevénuje otazce, nakolik mohla skute¢nost, ze Poppe rekonstruoval své
postoje z poloviny sedmdesétych let vrozhovoru vroce 2007, tedy jiz s védomim padu komunis-
mu ve vychodni Evropé, ktery byl o tficet let dfive nemyslitelny, ovlivnit interpretativni rdmec,
v kterém se pohyboval. Rdmec ,zpozdéni/zaostalosti“ jiz tolik nepfevazuje v ¢lanku Jana Pauera:
,Disent v troji perspektivé: Diskursy o politice, spole¢nosti a déjinach v ¢eském, slovenském a vy-
chodonémeckém disentu v 70. a 80. letech”, Soudobé déjiny 19 (2012) ¢. 1, s. 71-81, zejm. s. 77-78.

8 pro ptiklad, jak funguje tato logika, viz on-line Antologii textii z disentu a exilu (1969-1989),
kterou sestavil Ustav pro soudobé dé&jiny v Praze. Antologie obsahuje 272 text{i rozdélenych
do sedmnacti tematickych oblasti, mezi nimi ,Perspektivy levice a socialismu“. Téméi polovi-
na z osmndcti textd v ni jsou kritiky marxismu a socialismu mimo jiné ze strany militantnich
katolikti. Zadny text Petra Uhla v antologii nenf, pfestoZe jeho vyznacny Program spolecenské
samosprdvy z roku 1979 byl pfelozeny do francouzstiny a némciny. Nachdzime v ni jen dva texty
z osmdesatych let od autord, ktefi se hldsi k marxismu nebo socialismu (Jaroslav Sabata a Miroslav
Kusy; od Kusého byl vybran ¢ldnek , Byt marxistou v Ceskoslovensku®, ktery pfinaime v tomto
svazku v anglickém ptekladu). Oproti tomu sekce vénované témattim jako Konzervativni mysleni
nebo Krestanstvi jako vychodisko z krize ceskoslovenské spolecnosti zahrnuji vylucné texty psané
z perspektivy zastancl téchto postoji, snad s vyjimkou jediného, ktery je ke kiestanské etice
,pouze” vstiicny. Viz: www.disent.usd.cas.cz/o-projektu/ (navstiveno 7. zati 2021).
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navrhnu nékolik pfistupti, které by mohly byt uzite¢né pii snaze o hlubsi pochopeni
levicového disentu v nékdejsi vychodni Evropé.

Podminky pro protest se sice vyrazné lisily, Vychod a Zapad ale nebyly naprosto
oddéleny a totéz plati pro disent. Pro vétSinu disidentskych aktivit byly samoziejmé
urcujici doméci agendy, které rezonovaly na lokdlni nebo statni trovni, nicméné, jak
ukdzali Robert Brier, Padraig Kenney a dalsif autofi, vychodoevropsky disent mél také
transnaciondlni rozmér.* Vyznamnym piikladem jsou letni $koly na ostrové Korcula,
které v letech 1963-1974 potadala jugoslédvska skupina Praxis.*

Mezi disidenty a jejich sympatizanty existovaly pfeshrani¢ni kontakty, at uz v podobé
setkavani lidi nebo ¢teni texti. Madarsti studenti cestovali do Polska, vychodni Némci
do Ceskoslovenska a tak dédle; hledali inspiraci a debatovali o svych postojich. Zapadn{
podporovatelé mnohdy piekroéili Zeleznou oponu a vyjimeéné se také vychodni ,di-
sidenti/opozi¢nici“ mohli vydat na Zapad - a vrétit se dom!* Tamizdat byl pro $iteni
disidentskych ideji stejné dtlezity jako samizdat a jeho vyroba i distribuce si zadaly
funkéni mezinarodni spolupraci.® Mnozi levicovi aktivisté se podileli na pasovani
text(; jak ukazal Bent Boel, zvlasté aktivni byli v tomto sméru trockisté.”® Pro fadu
aktivistd - emigrantti nebo jejich potomki - byla transnacionalita kliCovou soucésti
jejich osobni biografie.

Také obrazy a projekce byly v pohybu. Zminil jsem Szuleckého podnétnou analyzu
vyvoje figury ,disidenta“ stejné jako ,zpétny efekt”, ktery tato figura vyvolavala jak
v predstavitelich moci, tak v ,opozi¢nicich®. Tato ,zdpadni“ figura nutné musela mit
rozporné diisledky. Nabidla platformu a urcitou miru ochrany ,disidentim®, ale zapadni
pozorovatelé méli soucasné sklon vidét pravé to, co vidét chtéli, tj. interpretovat disent
a disidenty v ndvaznosti na jejich vlastni cile nebo pfedstavy o zZivoté pod nadvladou
komunistti.** Fascinace francouzské levice SolZenicynem v poloviné sedmdesatych let
byla ve stejné mife ddna domdacim intelektudlnim obratem a taméjs$i zménou priorit
jako Solzenicynem samym a vénovani Bendatského biendle vychodoevropskému disentu

89 Brier, ,Entangled Protest”, s. 18-19. Padraic Kenney, ,Electromagnetic Forces and Radio Waves
or Does Transnational History Actually Happen?*, in Brier (ed.) Entangled Protest, s. 43-52.

90Viz ¢lanek Milivoje Beslina, Gazely Pudar Drasko a Bal$i Delibasi¢e v tomto svazku.

91 Nejznamé;jsi je pravdépodobné pfipad Adama Michnika, ktery vroce 1976 cestoval po Francii,
Itélii a zdpadnim Némecku. Viz Szulecki, Dissidents in Communist Central Europe, s. 123-125.

92 Briederike Kind-Kovacs, Written here, Published there: How Underground Literature Crossed
the Iron Curtain (Budapest - New York: Central European University Press, 2014).

93 Bent Boel, ,Western Trotskyists and Subversive Travelling in Soviet Bloc Countries, 1956-1989°,
Journal of Contemporary Central and Eastern Europe 25 (2017), €. 2, s. 237-254.

94 Julia Metzger, ,Writing the Papers: How Western Correspondents Reported the First Dissident
Trials in Moscow, 1965-1972° in Brier (ed.), Entangled Protest, s. 87-108. Metzgerova v ¢lanku
presvédcivé doklada svou tezi (s. 108), Ze ,vyznamnou roli hréla také jistd nahodilost v dostup-
nosti informaci o disentu a opozici®.
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vroce 1977 poslouzilo také tehdej$im italskym z&jmim.* Zépadni sousttedéni na lid-
skopravni agendu rovnéz znamenalo, Ze se mnohdy ptehlizely levicové a socialistické
myslenky, které fada disidentt héjila.

Projekce, at uz oslavné, zdrzenlivé nebo odmitavé, byly na obou strandch®® a mohly
naru$ovat pireshrani¢ni levicovou solidaritu. Jednou snad vzniknou transnacionalni
déjiny studenovéle¢ného disentu jakoZto déjiny nedorozumeéni, at uz se to tyka kon-
textli, zdméraq, nebo slov. Piikladid se najde spousta, od setkdni vychodonémeckych
a Ceskoslovenskych studentti v roce 1968" pies postoje k mirovym hnutim a détente
(kde byla nepochopeni vskutku vzajemna)® po vykladani pojmt ,totalitarismus“®®
nebo ,feminismus”.'%°

Pres tyto diivody k opatrnosti nicméné nezapominejme na dalsi klicovy rozmér tohoto
piibéhu, a to transnacionalni solidaritu. Na rozdil od pomoci nebo dokonce charity,
které funguji na hierarchickych principech a pfijemce situuji jako objekt, solidarita je
horizontdlni, vzdjemnd, rovnostaiskd. Ne nahodou rdmovali zdpadni trockisté a jiné
levicové skupiny svou pomoc disidentim, at uz véznénym nebo na svobodé, jako so-

9 Horvath, ,The Solzhenitsyn Effect”, s. 895-902. Furio Colombo, ,Italy: the Politics of Culture®,
New York Review of Books, 14 July 1977; Carlo Ripa de Meana, ,News from the Biennale“, The New
York Review of Books, 15 September 1977. Biendle vyznamné ovlivnilo ¢eské chapani disentu
a jeho mezindrodniho dosahu. Bugge, ,,A Western Invention?“, s. 287.

96 Barbara Walker, ,Moscow Human Rights Defenders Look West: Attitudes toward U. S. Journa-
lists in the 1960s and 1970s", Kritika 9 (2008), ¢. 4, s. 905-927.

97 Ibid., passim. Paulina Bren, ,1968 East and West: Visions of Political Change and Student
Protest from across the Iron Curtain®, in Gerd-Rainer Horn a Padraic Kenney (eds.), Transnational
Moments of Change: Europe 1945, 1968, 1989 (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2004), s. 119-135.

su

98 0 ,nedorozuméni se cilené pise napiiklad v Jiirgen Danyel, Jennifer Schevardo, Stephan
Kruhl (eds.), Misunderstanding 1968/89: Fremde Zeitgenossen und umstrittene Deutungen/Cizi
soucasnici a sporné vyklady (Berlin: Metropol, 2009). Matyas K¥izkovsky, Michael Poldk a Ondfej
Slacdlek ve svém c¢lanku v tomto svazku rovnéz zminuji, ze ticastnici setkani studenttt mluvili
o ,nedorozuméni”. Viz , The Anti-Authoritarianism of the Movement of Revolutionary Youth?
Three Contextualisations”, Contradictions 5 (2021), ¢. 2. s. 48. Viz dale Paulina Bren, ,1968 East
and West: Visions of Political Change and Student Protest from across the Iron Curtain® in Gerd-
-Rainer Horn a Padraic Kenney (eds.), Transnational Moments of Change: Europe 1945, 1968, 1989
(Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2004), s. 119-135.

9 Robert Brier, ,Adam Michnik’s Understanding of Totalitarianism and the West European Left:
A Historical and Transnational Approach to Dissident Political Thought*, East European Politics
and Societies 25 (2011), ¢. 2, s. 197-218. Piotr Wcislik, ,,Totalitarianism‘ and the Limits of Polish
Dissident Thought: Late Socialism and After”, in Michal Kopecek a Piotr Wcislik (eds.), Thinking
Through Transition: Liberal Democracy, Authoritarian Pasts, and Intellectual History in East Cent-
ral Europe After 1989 (Budapest a New York: Central European University Press, 2015), s. 73-107.

100 y7ymluvn4 jsou v tomto kontextu slova Viclava Havla na adresu dvou americkych feministek na

néavstéveé v Praze a jeho tvrzeni, Ze ,v nasem prostiedi [...] se jevi feminismus prosté jako ,dada‘“.
Havel, ,Anatomie jedné zdrzenlivosti, s. 541-543, zde 543.
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lidarn{ akce.” Pro trockisty a novou levici, k niz patfila tehdy nové Strana zelenych
v zépadnim Némecku, byli vychodoevropsti disidenti zdrojem inspirace jakozto podobné
smyslejici partnefi v dialogu o sblizovani socialismu a svobody, nové konceptualizaci
politiky, zavddéni novych podob spolecenské samospravy a zachovdni miru bez sou-
¢asného piijimani studenovale¢né logiky mocenskych bloka.!*

Je podstatné, ze vychodoevropsti levicovi ,,opozi¢nici“ se nebali vyjadtit viastni
solidaritu s lidmi pronasledovanymi na Zapadé nebo ve tfetim svété. S tim, jak silila
francouzska a belgickd solidarni kampan s polskym hnutim Solidarno$¢, Solidarno$¢
Coordinating Office Abroad (zahrani¢ni koordinaéni astiedi Solidarno$ci), kterou v Bru-
selu zalozili polsti odboréfi uvizli na Zapadé po zavedeni vyjimecného stavu, spojila
téma polské krize se situaci v Chile a Jizni Africe a do obou téchto zemi posilala projevy
solidarity.'”® Pokud jde o Ceskoslovensko, vzpometime dopis z roku 1974, podepsany
tficeti politickymi vézni, vyjadfujici solidaritu s obétmi prondsledovani v Pinochetové
Chile' nebo dopis z roku 1977 podepsany sedmi levicovymi disidenty na podporu
obéti zdkazu vykonu nékterych povolani (Berufsverbot)'*® v zapadnim Némecku.'%®

101 Bpel, ,Western Trotskyists®, s. 244.

192 1hid., s. 246-247; Robert Brier, ,Beyond the ,Helsinki Effect’: East European Dissent and the
Western Left in the ,Long 1970s*“, in Poul Villaume, Rasmus Mariager, Helle Porsdam (eds.), The
Long 1970s: Human Rights, East-West Détente and Transnational Relations (Londyn: Routledge,
2016), s. 71-86.

103 Kim Christiaens, Idesbald Goddeeris, , The East Versus the South: Belgian Solidarity Movements
with Poland and Nicaragua during the Early 1980s in Brier (ed.), Entangled Protest, s. 173-197,
viz s. 182-183 a 192-193. Autofi ukazuji, Ze Solidarnos¢ nedokdazala vyjadrit solidaritu s nikara-
gujskym bojem proti intervenci ze strany Spojenych statti pravé proto, ze tamni sandinistickou
vladu povazovala za ,komunistickou®.

104 pieklad do angli¢tiny s ivodem viz Karel Kovanda, ,A Document of Our Time*, New York
Review of Books, 31. fijna 1974.

105y roce 1972 zédpadonémecké tiady vydaly ,zakon o radikalech, ktery zakazoval praci ve
statni spravé osobdm spojenym s organizacemi, které stat povazoval za extrémistické nebo
v radikdlni opozici vici ustavé. Odptirci tohoto zdkazu, ktery se tykal také ¢lenti legalni zapa-
donémecké komunistické strany, zacali v souvislosti se zdkonem pouzivat pojem Berufsverbot
(,zdkaz vykonu povoldni“).

196 Tyto dva piiklady pochézeji z pamfletu, ktery v roce 1980 vydala v ddnském piekladu z angli¢-
tiny Socialistisk Arbejderparti (sektion af 4. Internationale) [Socialistickd strana pracujicich (sekce
Ctvrté internacionaly)]. Sou¢asti pamfletu je rozhovor s Petrem Uhlem z roku 1979, Uhliv dopis

X

yrevolucni levici v zapadni Evropé” z roku 1977 a otevieny dopis Heinrichu Béllovi z roku 1977,
ktery podepsalo Sestndct ,disidentti. Vi er med jer. Er I med os? Petr Uhl og feengslede Charter 77
medlemmer i Tjekkoslovakiet [Jsme s vami. Jste s ndmi? Petr Uhl a uvéznéni Chartisté v Cesko-
slovensku] (Kodarni: Prinkipo, 1980). Existence pamfletu i jeho obsah necht poslouZi jako ditkaz
transnacionalni povahy levicového disentu a solidarity v osmdesatych letech. Ve Skandinavii
ijinde se do aktivni solidarni spoluprace s Chartou 77 a dal$imi vychodoevropskymi ,disidenty*
a ,opozi¢niky“ zapojovali pfevazné - i kdyz rozhodné ne vylu¢né - levicovi aktivisté a strany
situované , mezi“ socialnimi demokraty a promoskevskymi komunisty.

206



Levicovy disent

Doufdm, Ze z téchto pfedbéznych uvah jasné vyplyvé, Ze je nadéle potfeba zkou-
mat déjiny a intelektualni ptinos levicového disentu v komunistickych rezimech a ze
predchozi rozséhly piehled konceptudlnich déjin pojmu ,disent” a , disidentstvi“ ndm
pomtize upfit pozornost na to, jak aktéfi - at uz predméty naseho zkoumadni, nebo
autorii studif - definuji a uzivaji klicovych pojmi. Vskutku zalezi na tom, jestli bude-
me levicovy disent vnimat pouze jako pifedchtidce skute¢né , opozice”, nebo jako jeji
radikélnf alternativu!

Pielozil Antonin Handl
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PREKRACQVAT
HRANICE CESKE
KOTLINY

Kosmopolita demokratického socialismu
Antonin J. Liehm (1924-2020)

Neni jednoduché vzdavat hold ¢lovéku, ktery se narodil bezmala o Sedesat let dfive nez
sam pisatel. Takové po¢indni miize lehce sklouznout k patosu, nebo naopak k informa-
tivnimu objektivismu slovnikového typu. S védomim mozného selhdni je vSak nutné
takové riziko podstoupit. Myslim, Ze Antonin J. Liehm by na mém misté zacal zhruba
takto: potkali jsme se nékolikrat; poprvé jsem se za nim vypravil jesté jako student, pfi-
vital mé v neformélni kozené bundé a na mij ostych odpovédél piatelskym pohosténim
v lobby hotelu, kde zrovna jako porotce filmového festivalu pobyval; na rozdil od mnoha
jinych jeho generace se nikdy nestydél za to, Ze je levi¢édk... Pfi cesté vlakem pfemyslim
o tom, Ze rozhovor s nim sice jiz bohuzel neudéldm, av§ak Ze nemohu-li studentkdm
a studentim v souvislosti s ceskym filmem Sedesatych let jeho jméno nezminit, nemiize

Novinaf, publicista a ptekladatel A. J. Liehm stél prakticky u v§eho zajimavého,
co se v Ceskych i slovenskych intelektudlnich kruzich v §edesatych letech odehrava-
lo. Spoluformoval tvainost Literdrnich novin, jednoho z nejvlivnéjsich tydenikt své
doby, a roku 1968 platil za hlavniho iniciatora radikdlné demokratického deniku Li-
dové noviny. Vedle toho k vydani ptipravil knihu s ¢eskymi a slovenskymi spisovateli
a knihu rozhovort s muzi a Zenami, jiz se podileli na vzniku ceské a slovenské filmové
viny Sedeséatych let. Kratky ,béh“ ceskoslovenského jara pferuseny vojenskou invazi
a naslednou normalizaci zlikvidoval jak velkorysy projekt nezéavislého socialistického
deniku, tak Liehmovy knizni plany. Obé zminéné publikace vysly nejprve v exilovych
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nakladatelstvich ¢i anglickych ptekladech, v ¢eském origindle teprve po roce 1989.!
Jestlize prvni kniha méla historicky priléhavy ndzev Generace a mohla by nést podtitul
»roku 1968 jeji anglicky titul The Politics of Culture® zase nejlépe vystihuje Liehmovu
vizi kultury coby zménotvorného ¢initele. Jak svou myslenku formuloval na konci Se-
desatych let, kultura osvobozena od politického diktatu na jedné strané a diktatu trhu
na strané druhé byla v Liehmovych ocich teprve schopna plné rozvijet ¢lovéka zijiciho
tvari v tvar negativnim aspektiim moderni civilizace. Spolu s lidskym individuem
se téZ méla promeénovat i spole¢nost oprosténé od deformujici moci politiky a penéz.
Neuskute¢nénou vizi demokratického socialismu si Liehm odnesl do exilu. Stejné jako
mnoho jinych se tam podilel na aktivitdch ceskoslovenské politické opozice, nikdy se
v8ak nehodlal spokojit se svétem zabomysich sporii ¢esko-slovenskych zahrani¢nich
komunit. Svym zalozenim byl A. J. Liehm totiZ , kosmopolita“, ¢lovék dlisledné se pohy-
bujici v nékolika kulturdch soucasné. Nejblize mu byla vedle ¢eské kultura francouzsk4,
stejné dobfe se ale pohyboval v némeckém ¢i anglofonnim prostfedi. Podobné jako
nékteré mezivale¢né postavy ¢eské komunistické Zurnalistiky (Stanislav Budin, Josef
Guttmann ¢i Otto Katz) Liehm nikdy svoji novindfskou ¢innost neuzaviral do ¢eské
kotliny. Jako jeden z maéla Ceskych intelektudlt soustavné sledoval dénf ve slovenské
¢asti republiky a v redakcich svétovych levicovych periodik se pohyboval, nakolik mu
to dovolovaly podminky statniho socialismu, naprosto pfirozené. Pfedstavoval ten typ
novinéfské osobnosti, kterd byla schopna kvalifikované pfipravit interview s nejvétsi-
mi intelektudlnimi postavami své doby: s Vercorsem, Simone de Beauvoir, Jean-Paul
Sartrem, Gyorgy Lukacsem, Peterem Brookem a dal$imi.?

V exilu se tedy vcelku pfirozené pohyboval dvojim smérem. Jednak v rdmci skupiny
soustfedéné kolem casopisu Listy cilil na ¢eskojazy¢né prostfedi a jednak sméioval
k projekttim evropského rozméru. Jednim z nich méla byt pravidelnd mezindrodni
antologie s ndzvem L76, kterou mél mimo jiné zastitit Giinter Grass spolu s Heinrichem
Bollem. Vicejazycny ctvrtletnik se hlasil k odkazu demokratického socialismu a chtél
oslovovat anglické, némecké, francouzské a italské publikum. Vedle Liehma mél mezi
pateini editory patfit Jif{ Pelikdn a némecky bohemista Thomas Rothschild. Byt z vy-
dévaniv pldnované podobé nakonec se$lo, sama jeho organizace je cennym dokladem
snah o bofeni geografickych hranic a pokust o hleddni socialistickych spojenectvi.
Druhym projektem byl roku 1984 zalozeny ¢asopis Lettre internationale. Ten vychédzel
v bezpoctu jazykovych mutaci a svym panevropskym charakterem ptekracoval nejen
Ceskoslovensko, ale i v osmdesétych letech znovunalezeny region stiedni Evropy. P¥i-
znacné je, ze zatimco v ¢eském prostiedi ziistava tato Liehmova iniciativa nedocenéna,

! Antonin Jaroslav Liehm, Generace (Praha: Ceskoslovensky spisovatel, 1990); tyZ, Ostre sledované
filmy (Praha: Narodni filmovy archiv, 2001).

2 Antonin Jaroslav Liehm, The Politics of Culture, p¥el. Peter Kussi (New York: Groove Press, 1970).

3 Viz obé vydani jeho knihy rozhovorti Antonin Jaroslav Liehm, Rozhovor (Praha: Ceskoslo-
vensky spisovatel, 1965 a 1966).
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historik a politolog Roman Léandre Schmidt ji pojednal jako obdivuhodnou snahu
o udrzeni levicovych a kulturnich debat od Atlantiku po Ural.*

Kdyz v prosinci roku 2020 Antonin J. Liehm zemfel, vétsina ¢eskych médii se omezi-
la na lakonické a nicnetikajici noticky. Pro domdci prostfedi byl podobné jako Milan
Kundera moc svétovy, kosmopolitni s pejorativnim piidechem podezielého ,globe-
trotterstvi“. Intelektudl, ktery oteviené hovotil o socialismu jako o inspiraci a ktery
nadto kritizoval trzni principy, jednoduse do ¢eské polistopadové intelektudlni scény
nezapadl a zapadnout nejspiSe ani nemohl. Patrné také proto ztstdval dlouhou dobu
v Parizi a do Prahy se vratil az kviili neutésenému zdravotnimu stavu své manzelky
nedlouho pted svou smrti. Dost mozna lze ale také ceské nepfijeti postav typu Liehma
spolu s vytésnénim jakychkoliv alternativnich tivah k nastavajicimu a pozdéji redlné-
mu kapitalismu povazovat za pticiny trvalého provincionalismu ¢eské polistopadové
vefejné debaty. Navzdory generacni propasti mezi mnou a Antoninem J. Liehmem chci
proto na zavér fici za Kontradikce toto: I kdyz neptijimédme dédictvi osmasedesatého
roku nekriticky, nezapomindme na né€j a v mnohém jej rozvijime. Pfinejmensim v tom
smyslu, Ze v Liechmové duchu chceme byt ¢asopis ¢esky, nicméné také - a to disledné
- internaciondlni.

Jan Mervart

4 Viz Roman Léander Schmidt, Lettre internationale: Geschichte einer européischen Zeitschrift
(Paderborn: Brill-Fink, 2017).
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0 AUTORKACH A AUTORECH

Kristina Andélova (kristina.andelova@gmail.com) je historicka. V roce 2021 dokon-
¢ila na Filozofické fakulté Univerzity Karlovy diserta¢ni praci o politickém myslen{
¢eského reformniho komunismu v sedmdesétych a osmdesétych letech. Plisobi jako
védecka spolupracovnice Ustavu soudobych dé&jin AV CR, kde se i¢astn{ grantu o ¢es-
kém levicovém exilu po roce 1968. Zabyva se déjinami levicového mysleni a déjinami
ceského disentu. Je spoluzakladatelkou mezindrodni vyzkumné platformy Intellectual
History in East Central Europe. Jako editorka a autorka se podilela na mezinarodnim
sborniku Jednoho dne se v nasem zelindri cosi vzbouri. Eseje o Moci bezmocnych (2016)
a kolektivni monografii Sest kapitol o disentu (2017).

Peter Bugge (peter.bugge@cas.au.dk) je docentem sttedoevropskych studif na Aarhuské
univerzité v Dansku. Zabyva se Sirokou paletou témat z Ceskych a sttedoevropskych déjin
a kultury 19. a 20. stoleti. Do ddns$tiny mj. ptelozil nékteré eseje a hry Vaclava Havla.

Juraj Halas (juraj.halas@uniba.sk) posobi ako odborny asistent na Katedre logiky a me-
todoldgie vied na Filozofickej fakulte Univerzity Komenského v Bratislave. Zaoberd sa
metodoldgiou a filozofiou socidlnych vied.

Ondfej Holub (ondrejholub0@gmail.com) ptisobi jako doktorand v Historickém dstavu
Univerzity Hradec Kralové. Ve své badatelské ¢innosti se soustfedi zejména na intelektudlni
a programové premeény levicové, socialistické modernity ve 20. stoleti, na problém jeji
vnitfni kontinuity a ménici se politické a socidlni tvainosti. Svymi studiemi, recenzemi
nebo eseji tematicky pokryva pfedevsim téma déjin ceského reformniho komunismu
a poststalinismu, zaobira se v$ak také déjinami ceského narodniho socialismu.

Petr Kuzel (kuZelpetr82@seznam.cz) ptisobi jako vyzkumny pracovnik ve Filosofickém
ustavu AV CR. Specializuje se zejména na francouzskou a ¢eskou filosofii 2. poloviny
20. stoleti. Je ¢lenem redakeni rady ¢asopisu Kontradikce. Casopis pro kritické mysleni
a edi¢ni fady Emancipace a kritika. Je autorem monografie Filosofie Louise Althussera.
O filosofii, kterd chtéla zménit svét (Praha, 2014). V roce 2017 ptipravil k vydani vybor
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politickych textti Egona Bondyho Pracovni analyza a jiné texty (Praha, 2017), o rok
pozdéji kolektivni monografii Mysleni a tvorba Egona Bondyho (Praha, 2018). Je rovnéz
autorem fady odbornych studif.

Michal Liptak (lammichal@gmail.com) je samostatny vedecky pracovnik na Filozofickom
ustave Slovenskej akadémie vied. Venuje sa fenomenolégii, najmé husserlovskej feno-
menoldgii, filozofii umenia, politickej filozofii, marxizmu a filozofii prava. Je autorom
knihy Moznosti umeleckej kritiky: fenomenologickd analyza (2013).

Jan Mervart (mervart@flu.cas) je védeckym pracovnikem Filosofického tistavu AV CR,
ktery se zaméfuje na moderni ceské a slovenské intelektudlni a kulturni déjiny. Jeho
posledni kniha, napsand spole¢né s Jifim Riizickou, je vénovéna intelektudlnim déjinam
¢eskoslovenského poststalinského marxismu (Praha 2020). Spolu s Adamem Hudekem
a Michalem Kopeckem pfipravil k vydéani sbornik Cechoslovakismus (2019) a spolu
s Josephem Grim Feinbergem a Ivanem Landou spolueditoval knihu Karel Kosik and

the Dialectics of the Concrete (2022).

Apolena Rychlikova (rychlikova@advojka.cz) je redaktorka webu A2larm.cz, publicist-
ka, filmova a rozhlasovd dokumentaristka. Za svou dokumentarni i novinatskou praci
ziskala celou fadu ocenéni. Je inicidtorkou vzniku sborniku autorti a autorek nové levice
s ndzvem Budoucnost (Praha 2020), jednou z 28 evropskych umélkyn, které publikovaly
ve sborniku Europe 28. Je ¢lenkou Rady mezinarodni platformy Progressive Interna-
tional a spoluzakladatelkou interdisciplindrn{ platformy Pamét mésta. Absolvovala
magistersky program Katedry dokumentérni tvorby na prazské FAMU. Dlouhodobé
se vénuje otdzkdm socidlnich nerovnosti, bydleni, politice a feminismu.

Pavel Siostrzonek (siostrzonek@gmail.com) je prekladatel. Zabyva se déjinami ¢eského
a svétového marxistického mysleni. V nakladatelstvi Filosofia vySel jeho pieklad vybo-
ru z eseju G. M. Tamase K filosofii socialismu (Praha, 2016). Je spoluautorem kapitoly
o surrealistickém mysleni v kolektivni monografii Kritickd teorie spolecnosti. Cesky
kontext (Praha, 2013).

Véclav Skotepa (vasek.skorepa@seznam.cz) je doktorandem v Ustavu ¢eskych déjin
Filozofické fakulty Univerzity Karlovy. Ve své diserta¢ni praci se zabyva konceptem
spole¢enské samospravy v diskuzich disentu a postdisentu v Ceskoslovensku a Polsku.
Dlouhodobé se vénuje kulturnim a intelektudlnim déjinam disentu a neoficidlni sféry
ve stfedni Evropé.
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EDITORIAL
Thinking Left Dissent

After the fall of state socialism, the central concepts of leftist thought, such as social-
ism and Marxism, have appeared in concert with the adjective “democratic” as a mere
contradictio in adjecto, a contradiction in terms. Instead, post-1989 democratic regimes
identified with liberal values, which were often defined by unregulated individualism
and distrust toward collectivist political models, including various non-Soviet alterna-
tives to liberal capitalism. The same perspective framed the historic role of the Eastern
European dissidents, who were chiefly focused on the defense of human rights and
political freedoms - that is, on values connected with political liberalism. Connecting
the dissidents’ negotiation of a democratic space within a socialist (or even a Marxist)
space was practically unmentionable in Central and Eastern European countries after
1989. The postwar experience of (not only) this region casts a shadow over the entire
socialist political project and, in the eyes of many citizens, has rendered socialism the
antithesis of the political practice of democracy.

This moment has given rise to historical inquiry, primarily because modern democracy
has, since the 19" century, been intrinsically bound up with the socialist movement
and its various political projects. Of course, this is not to say that the Left has no dark
marks in its past, when it denied or disavowed democratic principles, often even rad-
ically. On the other hand, the political Left played an indisputable role in spreading
democracy worldwide. In its nearly 200-year history, the modern Left has had a hand
in establishing democratic constitutionalism, spreading civic, economic, social, and
cultural rights, fighting for equality, and propagating respect for differences and social
inclusion. Along these lines, in Forging Democracy: The History of the Left in Europe,
1850-2000, Geoff Eley goes so far as to identify all democratic negotiation as leftist.!
However controversial, activist, or one-sided this opinion may seem, the fact of the
matter is that the interconnection of the Left, or rather socialism, and democracy is
historically incontrovertible, just as the discrediting of leftist concepts after the fall of
state socialist dictatorships in Europe is partially understandable.

! Geoff Eley, Forging Democracy. The History of the Left in Europe, 1850-2000 (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2002).
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Eley studies the long-term development of the European Left and sees that, in West-
ern Europe, the historical domination of socialism over other leftist concepts began
to disintegrate in the 1960s with the advent of the so-called new social movements
(feminism, pacifism, environmentalism). These assumed the leftist political agenda
and, in their emancipatory rhetoric, partially sidelined the classic political categories
defining the identity of the Old Left, such as “working class” or “workers’ interests.” The
New Left deemphasized this original class analysis and prioritized cultural criticism
of various forms of disenfranchisement.

In state-socialist Europe, the situation was understandably different. The anthology
Revolutions for the Future: May '68 and the Prague Spring, which we review in both the
Czech-Slovak and English issue of the current Contradictions (by Michal Liptak in the
former and by Sezgin Boynik in the latter), traces the different trajectories of 1968 and
its legacy in France and Czechoslovakia. No doubt, it is problematic to automatically
impose the political categories of Western thought onto an Eastern European context,
where political identities and divisions came into being under different conditions. The
tradition of democratic thought in East Central Europe after 1968 was linked primarily
to the dissident movement, which was long considered to be “non-ideological” thanks
to its criticism of official socialist politics. Such a view was also formed by the dominant
interpretive framework that mostly connected the dissident movement with so-called
nonpolitical politics, or the effort to find consensus across the political spectrum and
to build common “pre-political” values. If we are to understand the diverse world of
meaning of East Central European dissent, our research must not stop at this assertion.
The effort within the human rights agenda to unite various dissident currents against
their common enemy did not mean that some dissidents did not continue to politically
shape and present their views. The very question of whether human rights and thus
also human freedom should be understood only as negative freedom (freedom from),
implicating the liberal conception, or as positive freedom (freedom to), as in the socialist
conception, formed fundamental divides within the political dissident movement. In
the English issue of our journal, an interview with Ilya Budraitskis further illustrates
this conflict in the context of Soviet dissidents. Michat Sierminski tackles this very
same problem in his book, reviewed for us by Jakub Szumski.

The research paradigm in which we situate Contradictions casts doubt on the dominant
interpretation of the dissident movement as an ideologically liberal project. Academic
discussions betray a glaring and pressing need for “reevaluating” and “rethinking” the
history of the dissent, which also leads to new examination of the political thought that
emerged in Central and Eastern Europe before the radical transformations of 1989. It has
become clear that several socialist political concepts began to form within the dissident
movement and that the term Marxist dissent is not, in fact, a contradictio in adjecto.

We are chiefly interested in political thought, in the content of criticism, programs
and visions, and in their philosophical relevance. We understand the leftist dissent -
the value of which the liberal narrative sidelines - as a way of thinking that resists the
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liberal interpretation. This, of course, does not mean that we can make our work easier
by simply defining the leftism of the dissent as “illiberal.” Such an approach would
be as reductive as the original generalizing liberal conception. When scoping out the
terrain, we did not restrict ourselves to one limiting definition; instead, we tried to ex-
amine the leftist dissent from various perspectives, which together bring this topic - at
first glance clearly identifiable but under closer scrutiny multilayered and thus wholly
intangible - more fully under our microscope. As such, we endeavored to define the
leftist dissent with several mutually interconnected characteristics.

First off, we must emphasize that while the leftist dissent fought against the existing
model of socialism, and dissidents often identified with liberal values (for example in
respecting human rights), by no means, however, did they identify with capitalism
as a socioeconomic order. Given the circumstances of the time, including the threat
of various degrees of persecution, enemy number one was always the official - be it
the Soviet, Yugoslav or Albanian - model of socialism. However, the rejection of real
socialism did not inevitably mean the rejection of socialism per se. For example, Inxhi
Brisku’s study on the reactions of part of the Albanian party and intellectual elites
to the 20" Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union maps the Albanian
dissident efforts. In the translated text “To Be a Marxist in Czechoslovakia” (arranged
for publication by Dirk Dalberg), Miroslav Kusy focuses on the Czechoslovak case to
trace contemporary evidence of distancing from the official model of socialism. This
is also evident in Josef Guttmann’s analysis “The Soviet Union - A New Class Society”
from 1944 and Egon Bondy’s “Dictatorship of the Proletariat” from 1949/1950, which
were both editorially prepared for the Czech issue by Pavel Siostrzonek and Petr Kuzel.
Both texts present annihilating critiques of the Soviet Union and of Soviet-type societies
without renouncing Marxist foundations and socialist ideals. At the same time, they
both demonstrate that the term leftist dissent need not be reserved for merely the 1970s
and 1980s, as it typically is, and that we can speak about leftist dissent even in years
prior. In a similar vein, Peter Bugge, in his contribution, discusses the etymology of
this term, its transformations, and its history.

Leftist dissidents did not share a homogenous idea about the socialist social order.
Most often, the only common ground in their approaches was their criticism of and
delineation against both the existing realization of socialism and capitalism. Naturally,
this disparateness was the result of a departure from the ideological canon of the time.
Leaving behind the unifying and binding language of official Marxism-Leninism gave
rise to considerable heterogeneity, which was fortified by various ideological influences
that may have overlapped but never created a singular theoretical or political language
for dissident leftist intellectuals. At that time in East Central Europe, it was possible to
observe various reactions to and receptions of Maoism, as we see in the text by Kristéf
Nagy and Mérton Szarvas, who study this phenomenon in the context of radical Hun-
garian art groups, and in its treatment and development by Egon Bondy, an independent
Czech Marxist associated with the underground art scene.
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We see the influences of the New Left, along with Trotskyist inspiration, on the Czech
radical student group Hnut{ revolucni mlddeze (Movement of Revolutionary Youth),
which is presented in Ondiej Slac¢dlek, Micheal Poldk, and Matyas Ktizkovsky’s text.
Several Marxist intellectuals that originally worked in official institutions also wound
up as dissidents, including Yugoslav philosophers around the journal Praxis - outlined
by the authorial trio of Gazela Pudar Drasko, Milivoj Beslin, and Bal$a Delibasi¢ - and
German philosophers such as Wolfgang Harich, Robert Havemann, and Rudolf Bahro,
whose programs of social change are analyzed here by Alexander Amberger. Ondfej
Holub then reviews the Czech translation of Bahro’s book The Alternative. In the Czech
issue, Holub also presents his study on the Slovak Marxist philosopher Rudolf Sima.
Similarly, we cannot leave out the various independent socialist groups that, in the
Czech setting, included the Brno group of independent socialists (with which historian
Jan Tesaf was closely associated and whose book of essays from the time is reviewed
for the Czech issue by Véclav Skotepa) or the former reform communists, who flirted
with Eurocommunism and whose critique of the Soviet socialist model is analyzed by
Kristina Andélové for the Czech issue.

Along with the existing socialist order, the official language was also a frequent target
of dissident critique (see M. Kusy’s text). Yet language is not the same as the conceptual
apparatus, and so there was not as strong a need to repudiate Marxist concepts. This
is evident as early as in the book The New Class by Milovan Djilas, later in The Open
Letter to the Party by Karol Modzelewski and Jacek Kuron, and until state socialism’s
end in the work of leftist dissidents. Intellectual activity at the time was fundamentally
defined by, among other things, efforts to purge Marxist terminology of the ideological
detritus of the ossified official language; to return to original Marxist terminology as
a tool of theory; and to restore the analytic capacity of terms such as revolution, class,
exploitation, and division of labor. While theory - whether that of Western Marxism, the
New Left, Trotskyism, Maoism, or various local socialist traditions - largely kept to the
Marxist terminological arsenal, the visions of political practice differed and diverged
according to individual ideological influences. Maoists dreamed of cultural revolution
by means of rejecting the old world; radical students envisioned a new society born of
true revolutionary change; independent socialists, such as those of the aforementioned
Brno group, imagined a symbiosis of leftist and civic principles; exile reform commu-
nists bet on Western European communist parties and potential changes in the Soviet
Union; and so on. Just as Marxism was reformulated on the level of theory, so too was
revolutionary Marxism revived, by various groups, as a union of revolutionary theory
and revolutionary practice. While the stability of this union was allegedly, according
to the official propaganda, secured by the Communist party, dissident thought under-
stood this connection as the creation of a new, dynamic, and unceasingly revolutionary
political power. Along these lines, it was entirely natural for Egon Bondy and Petr Uhl
to criticize Soviet society and simultaneously see themselves as Marxists. We explore
this duality in Apolena Rychlikové’s interview with Anna Sabatové in the Czech issue.
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But let us return to the theme we introduced at the very beginning. Much like the
contemporary critics of state socialism, we believe that certain Marxist terms still rep-
resent useful tools for analyzing today’s society and that the almost Sisyphean struggle
of the former leftist dissidents to create an equal and just society helps us to take up
their legacy (see, in particular, the interview with Anna Sabatova or Wolfgang Harich’s
critique of growth society as discussed in Alexander Amberger’s text). Although we are
reviving leftist dissident thought and attempting to read its stories and ideas anew, this
does not mean that we intend to heroize it.

For instance, the tendency of many representatives of the Praxis school to ethnon-
ationalism (see the text of Gazela Pudar Drasko, Milivoj Beslin, and Bal$a Delibasic)
opens up topics to which we should direct our future criticism. Likewise, we might also
address the question of why texts of that time essentially lack any reflection of different
forms of oppression, such as gender inequality (a rare anomaly being Blazenka Despot’s
text, which Zséfia Lérand editorially arranged for the preceding issue of this journal?).
Thus far insufficiently explored leftist dissident thought gives rise to an array of other
research topics: for example the dissident concept of solidarity, questions of the critique
of labor laws, or later inclinations to various forms of authoritarianism in the region.

Just as this volume of Contradictions was going to press, we received the sad news of
the passing of Petr Uhl, a lifelong fighter against injustice and a tireless defender of
the rights of the oppressed. At this stage it is not possible to publish a full and proper
memorial to Uhl, but we would like, at least in these few words, to pay respects on be-
half of the editorial board to a man who never compromised his principles and ideals
and who, even under the most difficult conditions, never changed who he was. For
those of us who come one, two, or even three generations after him, Petr Uhl remains
an inspiration. We dedicate this volume of Contradictions to him, to rend him honors
and thanks for the legacy he left us to build on.

Kristina Andélova, Jan Mervart, and Petr Kuzel
Translated by Tereza Jondsova

2 Blazenka Despot, “Women and Self-Management,” introduced by Z. Lérand, Contradictions:
A Journal for Critical Thought 4 (2020), no. 2, pp. 141-151.
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POST-GROWTH
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The Ecosocialist Alternatives of SED
Critics Wolfgang Harich, Rudolf Bahro, and
Robert Havemann from the 1970s*

Alexander Amberger

Abstract

While the Socialist Unity Party of Germany (SED), under its new chairman Erich Honecker,
focused on consumption and economic growth in the 1970s, some Marxist intellectuals in
the GDR recognized the urgency of the ecological question. They took the warnings of the
Club of Rome seriously and pleaded for a different communist way of life, one that would
abandon the ever-prosperous industrial economic model. To this end, they independently
formulated eco-socialist utopias. Wolfgang Harich was the first in 1975 with Communism
without Growth?, followed by Rudolf Bahro with The Alternative from 1977, and Robert
Havemann with his book Tomorrow, published in 1980. In this article, the three utopian

* This article is based on the results of the author’s dissertation, see Alexander Amberger, Bahro
- Harich - Havemann: Marxistische Systemkritik und politische Utopie in der DDR (Paderborn:
Schoeningh Ferdinand, 2014). An English translation of the book is planned for 2022 and will
be published by Brill.
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texts and their authors are presented, analyzed and compared. Amberger shows that
the oppositional thinking of Harich, Bahro, and Haveman does not only belong in the
history books but can also be an inspiration for today’s debates on climate change and
environmental destruction.

Keywords

Eco-socialist utopias, GDR, Marxist intellectuals, Wolfgang Harich, Rudolf Bahro, Robert
Havemann

On November 9, 1989, the Berlin Wall fell, and less than a year later the GDR was his-
tory - and with it almost all the Central and Eastern European “people’s democracies,”
including the Soviet Union. A social system that had been founded on noble ideals but
in reality not only failed to live up to those ideals but in some cases turned them into
their opposites, was bankrupt. With it, the utopian and ideological history of socialism
in general seemed to have failed, even if the Russian attempt to implement it occupies
only a comparatively small historical period of this dream of humanity. Intra-socialist
disputes about the (right) way and criticism of dictatorial communism from the left
hardly interested anyone immediately after 1990.

Conservatives and neoliberals, mantra-like, invoked the end of all utopias. Margaret
Thatcher’s slogan “There is no alternative” and Francis Fukuyama’s narrative of the sup-
posed “End of History” were hegemonic in the West until at least the Lehman Brothers
crisis. The thesis was that the so-called “real socialism” of the communist states was
a realized utopia. Its failure was seen by conservative critics as clear evidence of its
unsuitability in practice and the latent totalitarian danger of the entire genre of utopia.

However, this is a truncated interpretation because the connection between the genre
and the former “real socialism” is not evident. This pejorative reading overlooks some
core elements that make up the history of political utopias and their dynamics. Firstly,
the centuries-old tradition of anarchist utopias should be mentioned here. Secondly,
the conservative critique of utopia ignores the fact that, in modern utopias, internal
contradictions are often discussed and the possibility of failure is considered.! Thirdly,
this form of critique finally overlooks the contradiction between “Ideology and Utopia,”
as Karl Mannheim had already called it in his work of the same name in 1929.

According to this view, the GDR in its last years was at best a utopia that had coagu-
lated into an ideology. A realized utopia can no longer be a utopia anyway, since it has
gone from being a literal non-place to a reality in space and time. At this point, there
is a latent danger that it will solidify into ideology when the transformation process
loses momentum. To avoid this, new utopias are needed that analyze, criticize, and
extrapolate the actual situation. Marxism congealed after the October Revolution, its

! A good example of this is The Dispossessed by the US author Ursula K. Le Guin from 1974.
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initial utopian impulse quickly falling victim to civil war, war communism, the Cheka,
the ban on factions, and the growth of the Stalinist bureaucracy. What remained in the
end was the truncated and dogmatic ideology of Marxism-Leninism whose purpose
was not to preserve the utopian idea, but to legitimize the dictatorship of the Bolshevik
party (elite).

It was also based on a constructional error of Marx and Engels: the “ban on images.”
The two authors of the Communist Manifesto founded their “Scientific Socialism” as
a demarcation from the ideas of earlier socialists, anarchists, and followers of other
intellectual currents competing for the favor of the working class. Their approaches
were portrayed as unscientific - thus their social utopias as well. The “ban on images”
prohibited communists from concretely imagining their golden future. What counted
was not a fool’s paradise, but only the concrete here and now. Communism as the
teleological end of history was placed at the end of the revolutionary transformation
process. At the latest, it was only after Lenin that a revolutionary vanguard party was
to point the way to this end. Painted communist images of the future that went beyond
fantasies of technology were undesirable - but images of the respective party and state
leader were not.

Only a few Marxists defied this ban, for example the SED? critics Rudolf Bahro, Wolf-
gang Harich, and Robert Havemann.

In the 1970s, they tried to use utopia to write against the ideologization of the transform-
ation process. In this way, they wanted to give new impulses to the ossified real socialism.
However, these Marxists were not only driven by concerns about the further develop-
ment of communism, but also by the debate on ecological issues, which had become
important at the time. Writings such as The Population Bomb by Paul R. Ehrlich (1968),
the Doomsday Book by Gordon R. Taylor (1970), and above all the first Club of Rome
report on the “Limits to Growth” (1972) suddenly brought up fundamental questions
concerning the way of life of modern civilizations: if humanity continued to treat nature
as carelessly and instrumentally as it had been doing up to that point, an ecological
catastrophe would result.

These Western authors and scientists were not communists; their ecological demands
did not stem from some left-wing political camp. As a way out of the crisis, they called
for a turn away from economic growth, but refrained from a general critique of cap-
italism. They also derived the causes anthropologically and generally blamed “Man.”
The Marxists Bahro, Harich, and Havemann, on the other hand, were of the opinion
that only communism could offer a functioning alternative to the capitalism of the
West with its inherent environmental destructiveness - but at the same time not a
growth- and industrial-policy-oriented socialism like that of the existing Communist
states. They wanted models that would be the first alternatives to Western capitalism.

2 Socialist Unity Party of Germany (Sozialistische Einheitspartei Deutschlands).
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In the GDR, little consideration was given to the environment within the context of
the overall economic race. Driven by its inherent competition with the West, initially
the conditions were to be created at great expense in order to at least catch up in terms
of productivity, if not to “overtake without catching up,” as Walter Ulbricht put it.* In the
1970s, Ulbricht’s successor, Erich Honecker, focused on a better supply of material goods
to the population, at the expense of investment in industry and foreign debt. Money for
environmental policy measures was hardly available. Ideologically, this was justified
by saying that the environment would be preserved and restored after the victory of
socialism which, unfortunately, was not possible at the moment.*

Bahro, Harich, and Havemann, as Marxists, however, not only pleaded for ecological
communism, but unusually combined this with the demand for utopian thinking against
the background of the ecological crisis. They were probably the best-known dissidents
of the GDR.’® In today’s historiography and the reappraisal of the SED dictatorship,
however, they have become marginal figures. When their names do appear, it is more
in the context of an injustice that had occurred and of oppositional demands for civil
and human rights. Freedom in the capitalist sense was not a serious alternative for
Bahro, Harich, and Havemann. They were like Ernst Bloch, who moved (involuntarily)
from Leipzig to Tiibingen in 1961 but maintained until the end that “freedom as an
utopia of Western capitalism is chloroform.”® The three dissidents had a different kind
of socialism in mind, but not a non-socialism. The ideas and demands of the Marxist
oppositionists have been neglected in the post-1990 reappraisal of the GDR, partly
because they did not always fit into the historical narrative. Political science research
into utopias offers a new perspective here: the texts of Marxists who were critical of the
SED can be analyzed comparatively and placed in their historical context.

The utopias Kommunismus ohne Wachstum? (Communism without Growth?),” Die
Alternative (The Alternative in Eastern Europe),® and Morgen (Tomorrow)® are remark-

3 Cf. Hans-Hermann Hertle, Stefan Wolle, Damals in der DDR, 2. Auflage (Miinchen: Bertels-
mann, 2004), p. 116.

* This is how the economist Jiirgen Kuczynski put it on behalf of the SED in his 1973 book Das
Gleichgewicht der Null. Zu den Theorien des Null-Wachstums. Cf. in detail the chapter “Meadows
und die GDR” in Amberger, Bahro - Harich - Havemann, pp. 30-49.

® However, they were not friends and did not act together politically. Each fought for himself,
and sometimes they even made insulting remarks about each other. Cf. Alexander Amberger,
“Wolfgang Harich und die ‘aus-der-Bahn-Geworfenen.’ Das Spannungsfeld Bahro-Harich-Have-
mann,” in Andreas Heyer (ed.), Wolfgang Harichs politische Philosophie (Hamburg: Verlag Dr. Ko-
vac, 2012). On the relationship between the three, see pp. 36-54.

6 Ernst Bloch, Das Prinzip Hoffnung, vol. 2 (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1973), p. 682.

" Wolfgang Harich, Kommunismus ohne Wachstum: Babeuf und der ‘Club of Rome’ (Hamburg:
Rowohlt, 1975).

8 Rudolf Bahro, Die Alternative: Zur Kritik des real existierenden Sozialismus (Kéln-Frankfurt am
Main: Europdische Verlagsanstalt, 1977).
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able in several respects: the three SED critics used utopia with its core elements - an
analysis and critique of the existing state of things, linked to an alternative proposal - to
name the distortions of “real socialism” and to propose strategies for overcoming them.

In doing so, they fell between many stools: firstly, they belonged to the minority of
confirmed Marxist critics within the opposition of the entire Eastern Bloc; secondly,
within Marxism itself they belonged to the small minority that professed utopian-
ism, and thirdly, within the history of literary genres, the three authors were quite the
last ones to adhere to eutopic designs, that is, utopian societies that were supposed
to function without serious internal contradictions. With his “Communism without
Growth?” Harich even took up the utopian line of strict dictatorial designs that had
actually already been overcome.

On the Concept and History of Utopia

The modern variety of the utopian genre emerged during the Renaissance, when the
legacy of antiquity was revived by Thomas More in his Ufopia (published in 1516).
Campanella’s Sunshine State, and Francis Bacon’s New Atlantis were also written at this
time. In these early texts, the desire for order dominated, which was linked to a critique
of the somewhat chaotic contemporary conditions. The (mostly French) utopias of the
Enlightenment followed on from the early writings of the genre. They reacted to the
social ills of absolutism and countered them with alternative, normatively better, social
designs, such as Lahontan’s Conversations with a Savage and Mercier’s The Year 2440.
At that time, anarchist concepts were designed and opposed to absolutism. Historically,
the Enlightenment era was followed by the era of industrialization, which brought major
social upheavals. This proved to be a propitious breeding ground for the emergence of
political utopias. At the beginning of this era, the works of Charles Fourier, Henri de
Saint-Simon, and Auguste Blanqui, among others, were written. Later, the classics of
social utopia appeared, such as Etienne Cabet’s Journey fto Icaria, Edward Bellamy’s
Looking Back from the Year 2000, or William Morris’ News from Nowhere.

With the reality of the dictatorships of the 20" century, which often legitimized them-
selves in terms of power politics by their (supposed) claim of realizing political utopias,
the genre fell into serious crisis. The best-known dystopias, Yevgeny Zamyatin’s We, Aldous
Huxley’s Brave New World, and George Orwell’s 1984, show that the utopian genre can
also be self-critical to the point of being self-destructive when social realities demand.
After the end of the Second World War, the utopian genre seemed to have fallen victim
to the tragic attempts at its realization. It only emerged from this lethargy in the late
1960s with the emergence of post-material utopias, what with statist approaches having
hardly been represented or justifiable after the experience of the dictatorships of the last
century. Anarchist designs with self-reflexive elements, however, did survive that century.

% Robert Havemann, Morgen: Die Industriegesellschaft am Scheideweg: Kritik und reale Utopie
(Miinchen: Piper, 1980).
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Countless other utopias have appeared over the last 500 years. Through a combi-
nation of critique and alternative, they reveal a lot about their respective eras. Almost
all of them can be assigned to either the statist or the anarchist schools. At the same
time, there are different methodological approaches in utopia research, especially in
political science. Between the poles you will find conservative rejection of utopia for
the reasons mentioned above, practical-philosophical, system-overcoming readings in
the sense of Ernst Bloch, and an ideal-typological categorization, such as that tackled
by Richard Saage in his elaboration of a classical concept of utopia.'

Here, Morus’s Utopia is regarded as the reference work of the genre and individual
elements of other utopias are compared with it. A comparative analysis of the books
by Bahro, Harich, and Havemann on this basis makes sense. It is true that only Have-
mann chose the form of the novel with Tomorrow, whereas Harich and Bahro did not.!!
However, the classical concept of utopia is not limited to novels but is instead open to
other forms of utopia as well.

With regard to the texts by Bahro, Harich, and Havemann, however, an exclusive
limitation to the classical concept of utopia would run the risk of ignoring their practi-
cal-philosophical elements in the sense of Ernst Bloch. Such a limitation would leave a
central building block missing because Bloch’s philosophy of hope was always present
as an influence in the texts of (critical) GDR intellectuals. Without a doubt, his utopian
thinking influenced many GDR opposition members, with many critics of the system
taking up his plea against the Marxist ban on images and his demand for an “upright
walk.”

However, Bloch'’s approach is unsuitable for comparative research into political uto-
pias. He himself rejected such an approach and interpreted social utopias in a highly
subjective and political fashion. Using the classical concept, however, the texts can be
analyzed, compared, and classified in terms of genre history.

The drafts by Bahro, Harich, and Havemann are interesting especially with regard
to the last point. They can also be described as exotic within the genre. For, in contrast
to Western modern utopias, they were clearly Marxist, holding onto an image of his-
tory that saw communism as the highest and final stage of human development, thus
they refrained from planning for their own failure, and there are no references in their
designs to esotericism, spirituality, or nature mysticism. The designs are almost free of
contradictions and are thus quite unique among the utopias of the 1970s.

At the same time, the GDR representatives show many parallels to Western utopias
of the time, especially with regard to their preoccupation with the themes of the new
social movements. The desire for peace, a criticism of consumerism, demands for equal

10 5aage wrote numerous books on the history of utopia. Of particular note is the four-volume
work “Utopische Profile” with a total of approximately 1,600 pages.

I They chose the interview form in the case of Harich and the essay form of a political pamphlet
in the case of Bahro'’s Alternative.
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rights for women and, above all, environmental protection can be found in almost all
social utopias of this period.

The three SED critics sought above all to address the question of growth or the growth
dilemma. Much more than in the American utopian discourse, this played a role, if not
the central role, for them - especially with regard to the Marxist philosophy of history,
which was to be turned upside down in its goal of achieving material prosperity for
all people. Questions on “soft” policy fields became secondary contradictions to this
problem. For this reason, the term “post-growth utopias” is more precise in relation to
the texts by Bahro, Harich, and Havemann than the term “post-material utopias,” which
is often used for the American designs. This also makes the texts compatible with the
current post-growth discourse, which is conducted under the keywords degrowth and
décroissance. Over the course of the growth of the climate movement in recent years,
some ideas from back then are experiencing a renaissance, without an awareness of
these GDR thinkers being intellectual forebears in today’s understanding. For example,
in 2020, shortly after the global outbreak of the Coronavirus pandemic, the Swedish
human ecologist Andreas Malm made an appearance within the climate debates with
his plea for an “eco-Leninism.”'?> Much of what he calls for unconsciously resembles
Harich’s 50-year-old ideas.

The confrontation with the warnings of the Club of Rome shaped the three GDR
authors and at the same time turned them into revisionists, that is, deviationists from
Marxism-Leninism. Bahro, Harich, and Havemann questioned Marx’s prognosis from
his Critique of the Gotha Programme, according to which under communism “all foun-
tains of cooperative wealth would flow more fully.” They revised it ecologically and
designed different utopias in the process: Wolfgang Harich took up the statist utopian
tradition and saw an ascetic, global eco-dictatorship as the only way out. Rudolf Bahro
envisioned a new society with a high level of education and a completely changed,
post-material structure of needs. Robert Havemann supplemented this change in needs
with technical instruments for solving ecological problems. He was the closest to the
anarchist utopian school.

For many years, research in Germany had hardly dealt with the three texts under
discussion here in particular and with GDR utopias in general. It is only in the last
few years that they have received greater attention again, but not to the same extent.
While the last major research work on Bahro and Havemann dates from 2015 (Ines
Weber Sozialismus in der DDR: Alternative Gesellschaftskonzepte von Robert Havemann
und Rudolf Bahro), Harich is getting much greater appreciation: his literary estate has

12 Gf. Andreas Malm, Corona, Climate, Chronic Emergency: War Communism in the Twenty-First
Century (London: Verso, 2020). For a comparison between Bahro, Harich, Havemann, and Malm,
see Alexander Amberger, Inga Jacobsen, “Okologische Planwirtschaft bei Harich, Bahro, Have-
mann - und Malm”, in Timo Daum, Sabine Nuss (eds.), Die unsichtbare Hand des Plans. Koordi-
nation und Kalkiil im digitalen Kapitalismus (Berlin: Dietz, 2021), pp. 76-90.
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been in publication since 2012, in a series of sixteen planned volumes. Two of them,
volume 8 from 2015 and volume 14 from 2020", are dedicated to his ecological writings.
Communism without Growth? was also reprinted in the latest volume. The editor of the
Harich estate, Andreas Heyer, has provided the volumes with detailed introductions.
So, what makes the three utopias different in terms of their content? What are the
differences and why are they so special?

The Ecological Dictatorship of Wolfgang Harich

Wolfgang Harich was born in 1923 into an educated bourgeois family, grew up among
books, was well taken care of and was already very much interested in philosophy and
literature as an adolescent. He managed to desert from the front twice during the war,
went into hiding and was active in the resistance against the Nazis. After the end of the
war, he studied philosophy and worked as a journalist for political magazines in the
Soviet occupation zone. He had a stellar career and soon became a young star among
GDR intellectuals. In the early 1950s, he wrote his doctoral thesis on Herder, becom-
ing a lecturer at Berlin’s Humboldt University, editor-in-chief of the newly founded
Deutsche Zeitschrift fiir Philosophie (German Journal of Philosophy) and, as an editor
at Aufbau Verlag, supervised the writings of Ernst Bloch and Georg Lukécs, among
others. Together with them, he advocated an open debate and a thorough examination
of bourgeois philosophy. The Stalinist hardliners in the SED, on the other hand, wanted
to convey their ideology dogmatically and did not want doctrinal discussions. After the
XXth Party Congress of the CPSU in 1956, there was also a small thawing period in the
GDR. Intellectuals at Aufbau Verlag demanded a discussion of errors, de-Stalinisation,
an end to the personality cult, democratization, and the ousting of Ulbricht. Ulbricht
retaliated at the end of 1956 and had Harich and others arrested and sentenced to long
prison terms in a show trial the following year. Harich was released in 1964 and wanted
to stay in the GDR. However, the SED did not allow him to appear in public again as
a philosopher. At the beginning of the 1970s, he discovered the Western debates on
the global consequences of economic growth and actively campaigned for environ-
mental protection. From 1979 to 1981, he stayed in the West on a permanent visa and
participated in building the Green Party. After his return to the GDR, things turned
rather quiet around him. After 1990, Harich became involved in coming to terms with
German-German history and advocated a discussion on equal terms - that is, against
the one-sided view of history held by the victors. Harich died in Berlin in 1995.

What distinguishes his 1975 conception of Communism without Growth? The book
contains six interviews and an exchange of letters between Harich and the West German
editor and social democrat Freimut Duve. In it, the philosopher pleaded for a turn away
from a growth trajectory. To his mind, the only way to solve the pressing problems of

13 Wolfgang Harich, Das griine Jahrzehnt, Schriften aus dem Nachlass, vol. 14 (Baden-Baden:
Tectum, 2020).

22



Post-growth Utopias from the GDR

humanity was a global eco-dictatorship along the lines of “real socialism” - but without
its aspirations for a better supply of luxury goods for the population. Harich wrote:

At the present stage of the development of the productive forces, I consider the
immediate transition to communism to be possible, and in view of the ecological
crisis, it seems to me to be urgently necessary. However, I no longer believe that
there will ever be a communist society living in abundance, a communist society
drawing on unlimited resources, as we Marxists have striven for up to now. On
this point we must correct ourselves.*

In order to achieve the goals of the Club of Rome, the overthrow of the bourgeoisie
and the realization of communism were the only options. Harich wanted to manifest
the “dictatorship of the proletariat” - originally envisaged in Marxism-Leninism only
as a transitional phase to communism - now as a historical final state under ecolo-
gical auspices. This meant a renunciation of the withering away of the state in the later
phase of communism. Harich also was opposed to the ideology of the SED in another
central point, in that he also considered a direct transition from Western capitalism to
eco-communism possible. SED socialism as a self-proclaimed construction stage would
thus become obsolete. In this way, the philosopher negated the claim to progress of the
“real-socialist” rulers. He also sacrificed the prosperity-promising future perspective of
communism in favor of preserving life-sustaining conditions for humanity on this planet.

For Harich, democracy and market-based instruments were contrary to any efforts
to secure ecological conditions for survival. The SED leadership, however, was not
very enthusiastic about his proposals but did not know how to deal with them. For the
philosopher, like other opposition figures, openly called the human rights violations by
their name - even if he welcomed them and considered them necessary for ecological
reasons. It was misplaced praise. Instead of criticizing the dictatorship, Harich called
for its global expansion and reconstruction. By eliminating competition on the world
market, he believed that production locations should be determined in an ecologically
compatible way. A central administration would coordinate all this: “There would be
a world economy plan worked out by the World Economic Council with its quota re-
quirements for all industrial products, and for the individual there would be ration
cards, ration coupons, and that would be it.”*

Nevertheless, Harich did not consider his concept to be a prison-communism in
which man would be a subjugated being. Taking up the French social utopian Gracchus
Babeuf (1760-1797), he relied on a statist model in which the common good and the
happiness of the individual would merge and be realized:

4 Harich, Kommunismus ohne Wachstumg?, p. 32 ff.
15 Harich, Ibid., p. 167.
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Communism will emerge from the victory of the proletarian world revolution as
a global system of centrally controlled mutual aid and satisfaction of needs, freed
from the exchange of goods, competition, trade balances, etc., and oriented solely
towards the optimum benefit for all.'s

For the implementation of his ideas, which were addressed to Brezhnev and Honecker,
Harich relied on transformation from above, whereby he assumed a voluntary subor-
dination of the people to the collective will out of an understanding of the ecological
necessity. To Harich, such an ecological communism with a renunciation of the ma-
terial West would have represented a real alternative. Selling it to the people as a more
attractive model than present-day capitalism would remain a matter for those in power.
In his conception, Harich took the view that a transition to communist eco-dictatorship
as quickly as possible could save more freedom for the people in the long term than
capitalism with its “bourgeois freedom,” which in the course of the intensification of
growth’s contradictions could not be maintained anyway, so that in the end the danger
of eco-fascism loomed. He preferred eco-communism instead.

The apparent contradiction in Harich’s biography results from the fact that in 1956
he was sentenced to ten years in prison for reform-communist efforts to de-Stalinize
the GDR."” However, 25 years later, the resolution of ecological problems was far more
important to him than the struggle for democratization of the GDR. After 1989, Harich
dissociated himself from the concept of eco-dictatorship and, in this regard, took up
the search for an ecological-democratic communism.

Anarcho-communism on a Technical Basis: Robert Havemann’s Morgen (Tomorrow)
Robert Havemann approached the environmental question quite differently. Unlike
Harich, he was not a philosopher but rather a natural scientist. Born in 1910, he was
already able to look back on an eventful life after the Second World War: he was al-
ready considered a recognized researcher and had also been active in the communist
resistance within Nazi Germany. In the process, Havemann was arrested and sentenced
to death before a People’s Court (Volksgerichtshof). Only good connections and his
scientific knowledge saved his life, as he was sent to Brandenburg Prison to carry out
research that was “important to the war effort.” In the Soviet Occupation Zone (SBZ),
or the new GDR, Havemann was a well-adapted scientist and SED functionary. At the
beginning of the sixties, he got into a conflict with Ulbricht and was made into an op-
positionist. Artists and oppositionists critical of the system soon gathered around the

16 Ibid., p. 168.

17 0n Harich’s concept of the state and the explanation of this contradiction, see Andreas Heyer,
“Wolfgang Harichs Staatsbegriff,” in Wolfgang Harich, Schriften zur Anarchie: Zur Kritik der
revolutiondren Ungeduld und die Baader-Meinhof-Gruppe, Schriften aus dem Nachlass Wolfgang
Harichs, vol. 7, ed. A. Heyer (Marburg: Tectum Verlag, 2014), pp. 9-90.
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outcast Havemann, and he became “enemy of the state no. 1.” Despite all the shield-
ing, Havemann managed again and again to smuggle texts into the West in which he
called for a democratic socialism - on either side. After the expatriation of his friend
Wolf Biermann in 1976, Havemann became increasingly lonely. He now expanded his
thinking to include the great questions of humanity of his time.

With his utopia Morgen. Die Industriegesellschaft am Scheideweg (Tomorrow: In-
dustrial Society at the Crossroads) from 1980, he attempted to overcome his previous
focus on the SED and dissidence and write his magnum opus. He now focused on the
economic and ecological fiasco that was in the offing should no fundamental change
in humanity’s thinking and action occur. Havemann deplored the arms race, global
social inequality with Western wastefulness on the one hand and hunger in the Third
World on the other, as well as a fixation on luxury and the squandering of resources,
which ultimately lead to enormous mountains of trash. Similarly to Harich, he was of
the opinion that capitalism could not solve the global crisis because, if it wanted to
continue to exist, it was doomed to grow. However, Havemann considered not only
capitalism but also “real socialism” as unsuitable for solving the problem. He did not
see any inevitability for communist development having to go through the misguided
development of socialism after the October Revolution. Havemann therefore wanted
to draft a communist utopia of the third way, which was to serve as a “sketch” and
inspiration. He called it “The Journey to the Land of Our Hopes” - a clear reference to
Ernst Bloch’s Prinzip Hoffnung.'®

In Havemann’s utopia, science and technology serve man and provide happiness
without side effects. Women are freed from the shackles of patriarchy, natural resourc-
es are used sensibly instead of being wasted (for example, cars are almost completely
dispensed with) and in general there is a marked environmental awareness. The en-
tire society places a high value on knowledge and education. Cities, in earlier times
structural manifestations of human alienation, no longer exist and have been replaced
by decentralized forms of settlement. In general, Man has thrown off the shackles of
industrial society and now devotes himself to his personal development. In Havemann'’s
hedonistic draft of the future, the arts are cultivated, a world language enables global
communication, no one is forced to work, and there is no more money. Without the old
way of working and sharing, travel by car or plane is also no longer necessary because
there is no longer any rush. People can now discover the world in a slowed-down and
relaxed way. All energy is generated by small fusion and hydroelectric power plants,

18 The archive holdings of the Robert Havemann Society contain publisher’s folders from the
collection of the Morgen publisher Ernst Piper. In a letter written on 9 April 1980, Havemann
submitted title proposals for the book to him: it is remarkable that - in contrast to the final name
- he did not want to include utopia in the subtitle, but in the title: “Terra Utopie. Die Hoffnung
zu tiberleben” was his suggestion. He thus deliberately wanted to write a political utopia and ex-
plicitly state this in the title. Cf. Amberger, Bahro - Harich - Havemann, p. 230 for further details.
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showing the technological direction of Havemann'’s thoughts, so unlike Bahro’s and
Harich’s. Overall, much less is consumed (and needed) through good planning.'

Havemann saw the realization of humanity’s movement towards such a utopia only
as coming through a broad radical change in social conditions. He questioned whether
such a chance of realization existed and analyzed its present form. From a Marxist
perspective, he came to the conclusion that the current conditions of production were
increasingly becoming a stumbling block to the developing productive forces and con-
sequently class contradictions were rising and revolution was ripening. In classical
Marxist terms, he held onto the proletariat as motor of the transformation. Havemann,
a natural scientist, regarded the negative consequences of technology as secondary
contradictions that could be solved through research and development. He even did
not reject nuclear energy, insofar as its use would be linked to a general change of
consciousness. As early as the 1950s, Havemann, then still one of the leading natural
scientists of the GDR and an SED official with many functions,?’ had protested in West
Berlin against the atomic bombs of the USA. At the same time, however, he welcomed
and defended the communist use of nuclear energy.* Until the end of his life in 1982,
he considered it to be a good technology if it was in socialist hands.

Havemann’s anarcho-communist draft is not only in the tradition of Bloch in terms
of utopia and the history of ideas, but is also reminiscent of models of economic demo-
cracy from the 1920s, the Yugoslavian attempts at council communism, ideas of work-
ers’ self-administration, and other reflections on the goals and paths of a democratic
socialism or a socialist democracy. As a direction forward, he oriented himself by such
socialist greats as Eduard Bernstein, Karl Kautsky, Rosa Luxemburg, Antonio Gramsci
or the Austro-Marxists.

Out of the “Megamachine”: Rudolf Bahro’s Alternative

Rudolf Bahro was born in 1935 in Bad Flinsberg (today the Polish town of Swierad-
ow-Zdroj). After the war, the family had to leave his place of birth. Bahro lost his mother
and siblings on the run and grew up as a half-orphan with his father. Unlike Harich

19 Cf. Havemann, Morgen, p. 120 ff., cf. also Amberger, Jacobsen, “Okologische Planwirtschaft
bei Harich, Bahro, Havemann - und Malm,” pp. 76-90.

20 Numerous books have been published on Havemann’s biography, most of them by people from
his circle, e.g.: Bernd Florath (ed.), Anndherungen an Robert Havemann. Biografische Studien und
Dokumente (Berlin: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2016); Florian Havemann, Havemann (Frankfurt
am Main: Suhrkamp, 2007); Katja Havemann, Joachim Widmann, Robert Havemann oder Wie
die DDR sich erledigte (Munich: Ullstein, 2003).

21 This can be read, for example, in an article by Havemann in the Tégliche Rundschau of July 8,
1954, in which he expressed his delight at the first civilian nuclear power plant in the world to
go on line in the Soviet Union. Cf. Dieter Hoffmann, ,Physiochemiker und Stalinist,” in Dieter
Hoffmann et al. (eds.), Robert Havemann: Dokumente eines Lebens (Berlin: Ch. Links, 1991),
pp. 65-115, p. 111 ff.
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and Havemann, he came from a petty-bourgeois background and, because of his age,
belonged to the first generation of young cadres trained in the GDR. In the early 1950s
he began studying philosophy in Berlin and subsequently made a career as a socialist
official. The suppression of the Prague Spring changed Bahro’s world view: he now no
longer believed in the SED’s narrative, but looked instead for the causes of that un-
desirable development of “real socialism” and for ways out of the deadlocked system.

In his work Die Alternative. Zur Kritik des realexistierenden Sozialismus® (The Al-
ternative in Eastern Europe), published in 1977, he considered the transition to a “real
socialism” as feasible only through an intellectual and cultural revolution.* He was
concerned with the active and conscious influence of people on the course of history.
Bahro pleaded for emancipation:

The whole type of expanded reproduction that European civilization has produced
in its capitalist era, this avalanche-like swelling expansion in all material-technical
dimensions, is beginning to present itself as untenable. The success we have had
with our means of mastering nature is threatening to destroy us and all others
whom it mercilessly draws in its wake.*

Bahro opposed - contrary to Havemann - the belief in the East and the West that the
problems of industrial society could be solved through technical progress. Rather, he
saw this as “one of the most hostile illusions of the present day.”?

Communism, in Bahro’s sense, means thoughtful, regulated, sustainable, and harmo-
nious growth and life. This requires a balance between Man and Nature, which in turn
would make the “leap into the realm of freedom” possible. In order to bring this about,
the hierarchical structure of society had to be overcome, which Bahro identified as the
main pillar of the vertical division of labor - that is, the inequality and hierarchization
within work processes. Not asceticism, but a turning away from the consumerism of
industrial society characterizes Bahro’s utopian design. The basis of his model, which

22 Rudolf Bahro, Die Alternative: Zur Kritik des real existierenden Sozialismus (K6ln and Frankfurt
am Main: Europdische Verlagsanstalt, 1977), in 2020 the book first appeared in Czech under the
title Alternativa. Ke kritice redlného socialismu (Prague: Filosofia, 2020). The editor is Stanislav
Holubec.

2 The most comprehensive Bahro biography is by Guntolf Herzberg and Kurt Seifert, Rudolf
Bahro: Glaube an das Verdnderbare (Berlin: Ch. Links, 2002).

24 Bahro, Die Alternative, p. 310. The passage recalls Friedrich Engels’ warning against the con-
sequences of working on and destroying nature: “Let us not flatter ourselves too much with our
human victories over nature. For every such victory, nature takes revenge on us. In the first place,
everyone has suffered the consequences we have counted on, but in the second and third place,
it has quite different, unforeseen effects, which all too often cancel those first consequences.”
Friedrich Engels, “Dialektik der Natur,” in MEW, vol. 20 (Berlin: Dietz, 1962), pp. 307-572, 452.

25 Bahro, Die Alternative, p- 311.
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is not infrequently reminiscent of Edward Bellamy’s Looking Back from the Year 2000%,
was a very high level of general education, based on a different educational system.
Bahro’s book ultimately contains elements of both the statist and the anarchist utopi-
an schools and in this respect lies between the texts of Harich and Havemann. Bahro
also oscillated between democracy and dictatorship in the later course of his life. He
was arrested after the publication of Alternative and sentenced to a long prison term.
Only a few months later, the SED granted him permission to leave the country. Once in
Western Germany, Bahro joined the Green Party and gained experience in grassroots
democracy and communal projects. After the fall of the Wall, he moved back to Berlin,
took on a chair in social ecology and caused political consternation with demands for
a “green Adolf” and esoteric right-left, cross-frontal efforts in favor of preserving the
environment. Bahro died in 1997.

Concluding Remarks

All three authors refer positively to Lenin and his concept of the “dictatorship of the
proletariat.” Their utopias represent other, alternative, readings that were opposed to
the ossified Leninism of the SED. They referred to the democratic elements in the works
of the Russian revolutionary leader. The fact that his dictatorship of the majority was
also a dictatorship over the minority was accepted by each in his own way. Although all
three were convinced anti-Stalinists, they had just as little time for Western democracy.
If they had not been critics of the SED, their persons and thoughts would hardly have
made it into the most important media of the Federal Republic (of West Germany).
They appeared there regularly in almost all the major newspapers and magazines, in
news magazines, and on radio and television. Much of what they said would have been
better off in the SED central (news) organ “Neues Deutschland” and, once printed there,
would have become completely uninteresting for the Western media. If their utopian
texts had first appeared in GDR publishing houses, hardly anyone on the other side of
the Iron Curtain would have taken any notice of them. Through the actions of the SED
leadership, however, their utopias were able to find their effect and achieved resonance.

All three authors criticized the existing situation and pointed out a theoretical alter-
native that extrapolates present trends. Normative statements are made on the forms
of settlement, architecture, and the concept of the common good, and questions about
the fields of work, science, and technology are discussed in detail. Thus they fulfill the
most important criteria of political utopias. In addition, such “soft” political themes
as women, family, child education, art and culture also come to the fore, even if not
as central categories. There is room for the role and necessity of a “New Man” for the
respective future construct, as well as the role and function attributed to future elites
for the transformation and/or the functions of their respective utopias.

26 Cf. Alexander Amberger, “Wieviel Bellamy steckt in Rudolf Bahros Alternative? Ein
utopiegeschichtlicher Vergleich,” Berliner Debatte Initial 26 (2015), no. 2, pp. 111-122.
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On the other hand, the question of the transformation concept and subject was
answered differently: while Bahro’s “cultural revolution” was based on a long process
with progress and setbacks which placed intellectuals at the center, Havemann held
on to the proletariat as the transformative engine. Although he also had a long process
in mind, he trusted the “masses” more than Bahro. For this reason, he rejected Bahro’s
conspiratorial strategy of a “League of Communists” within the “real socialist” world
of states. Despite these differences, Bahro and Havemann envisaged a transformation
“from below.” Whether workers or professionally underchallenged intellectuals: they
were to replace the rulers in the course of the transformation process. Harich, on the
other hand, designed his path to “communism without growth” “from above.”

All three authors were concerned with internal critiques of the system, which could
not be discussed openly in the GDR. They did not question the GDR, nor the existence
of aleading communist party. However, they saw too clearly the contradictions that the
SED was trying to whitewash by means of its ideology and did not come to terms with
them. They fulfilled their role and identity as intellectuals by actively advocating change.

Finally, a few words about the validity of the three utopias: at the time of their publi-
cation, they were relevant, achieved respectable book editions,*” and their content were
also discussed. The period and the society in which they were written have come to
an end, but apart from the reference to the GDR’s present, their content, the questions
about ecology and growth they posed are still relevant, at least in part. The crises they
address are still present (military conflicts, the North-South problem, world hunger,
climate change, scarcity of resources, and so on). And the genre of utopia was and is
always most productive in times of crisis. That is why it will also have a future, beyond
the “end of history” propagated in the nineties.

27 Kommunismus ohne Wachstum? was printed 11,000 times in West Germany and was also pub-
lished in Swedish and Spanish. Die Alternative reached a circulation of about 300,000 copies and
was published in several languages and in 1990 also in the GDR. Havemann'’s Morgen was also
translated. Its first edition was published by Piper and 25,000 copies were printed. Since then, the
bookhas been reprinted twice. None of the books appeared in the GDR before the autumn of 1989.
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Abstract

The article aims to bring about a deeper understanding of the strong emphasis placed on
the anti-authoritarian dimension of radical left politics by the Movement of Revolution-
ary Youth (HRM), a group made up mostly of students that was active in 1968-1969 in
Czechoslovakia and was harshly repressed by the normalisation regime. This emphasis
is expressed not only in their demands for cultural freedoms but also through a critical
dialogue with the history of revolutionary Marxism and a rethinking of the past and the
future of the socialist movement in which the most important divide is seen as being be-
tween authoritarianism and libertarianism or, in another formulation, centralism and

* This study is a result of research funded by the Czech Science Foundation, grant no. 20-15012S.
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self-government. Taking into account the prevalent image of Trotskyism, this anti-au-
thoritarian emphasis might be considered surprising. Therefore, we discuss three possible
explanations for it: (1) a generational reflection of the state socialist dictatorship and
the experience of the student movement; (2) the internal dynamics of the development of
Trotskyist and post-Trotskyist ideas; (3) the more general development imprinted in the
so-called “global 1968” and “the long 1970s.” The combination of all these three contexts
opened up space for various analytical insights and political accentuations that made
it possible for the group to transcend both Western Trotskyism and the Czechoslovak
“socialism with a human face.”

Keywords

Movement of Revolutionary Youth, Petr Uhl, Czechoslovak student movement, post-Sta-
linism, Trotskyism and post-Trotskyism, global 1968

Introduction

On December 2, 1968, a group of Prague students inspired by radical left wing ideas
founded the Hnuti revolu¢ni mlddeze (Movement of Revolutionary Youth, HRM). They
declared both their adherence to revolutionary socialism and to radical resistance to the
Soviet occupation of the Czechoslovakia. The HRM only existed for one year, but was
important enough to become the target of a political trial that led to prison sentences.

What was the HRM? In the Czechoslovak context, the ideology of struggle and re-
volution together with its organisational form differentiated the HRM from those who
are considered to be dissidents. Still, many former members of the HRM participated
in the dissident movement and became important actors in this milieu. The ideology
of HRM was radical left-wing, and it is sometimes labelled a “Trotskyist” organisation.
While the movement was influenced by the Trotskyists, above all the French Trotskyists,
and one of its leading representatives, Petr Uhl, later went on to become a member of
the Fourth International in 1984-1991, the ideology of the movement was much more
differentiated and richer than might be suggested by a reductionist reading of this label.
Most of the members of the HRM were students and they framed their position with
the word “Youth” in the name of the organisation. But they definitely did not represent
the mainstream of the Czech student movement of the time (and not all of them were
students). Much more so, they expressed disillusionment at the unsuccessful activity
of the more moderate student movement, and tried to become its radical wing.

The story of the HRM has been told both by some of its actors (above all by Petr
Uhl) and by the historian Jaroslav Pazout.' Pazout was very painstaking in telling the

! Jaroslav Pazout, Hnuti revoluéni middeze 1968-1970: Edice dokumentil (Prague: USD AVCR,
2004). The memoirs are as follows: Petr Uhl, Délal jsem, co jsem povaZoval za sprdvné (Prague:
Torst, 2013); Petr Uhl, Prdvo a nespravedinost o¢ima Petra Uhla (Prague: C. H. Beck, 1998); Sibylle
Plogstedt, Im Netz der Gedichte: Gefangen in Prag nach 1968 (Sulzbach/Taunus: Ulrike Helmer
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story of the group, its activities, and the repression against it, and he also published a
nicely edited collection of documents regarding it.> Pazout’s work presented the story
of the activities of the HRM and the trial of its members, and it also placed them in the
context of the Western student movement.® However, there is another story to be seen
in the historical records as well as in some of the memoirs: the story of the ideas which
inspired the movement and which were developed within it. This story has hitherto
been told only partially,* and we do not aspire to tell it in its fullness. The aim of our
article is to tell the story of HRM’s ideas from one particular point of view. We focus
on its anti-authoritarian aspects, which we regard as the most puzzling and which we
therefore want to properly contextualize and explain.

What can be identified in the texts of the HRM are particularly strong anti-authori-
tarian accents and ethos. They were concerned with concrete freedoms and anti-author-
itarian issues (relationships of superiority and inferiority, bureaucracy and hierarchy,
the position of the young generation) and reflected the need for an anti-authoritarian
cultural transformation of society as part of the path towards socialism.? But not only
this. Their writings contain critical (sometimes very critical) dialogue with the history

Verlag, 2018, first edition 2001), in Czech, Sibylle Plogstedtovd, V siti déjin: Zatéena v Praze po
roce 1968 (Brno: Doplnék, 2002); Ale§ Machédek and Jane Kirwan, Druhy exil (Prague: Novela
bohemica, 2011); “Petruska Sustrové (¥1947). Historie je sloZit&j$f nez mytus o hrdinech a vrazich
(Interviewed by Michal Simek),” Pamét ndroda, Pribéhy 20. stoleti TV, Dec. 11, 2018 (online at
pametnaroda.cz/cs/sustrova-petruska-20181112-0 [accessed Mar. 25, 2021]); Jan Patoc¢ka, “Tenkrét
navychodé 4-6,” undated (online at cdk.cz/tenkrat-na-vychode-4; cdk.cz/tenkrat-na-vychode-5;
cdk.cz/tenkrat-na-vychode-6 [accessed Mar. 25, 2021]).

% Pazout, Hnutf, pp. 31-138.

3 Jaroslav Pazout, Mocnym navzdory: Studentské hnuti v Sedesdtych letech 20. stoleti (Prague:
Prostor, 2008).

4 Cf. Dirk Mathias Dalberg, “From Class-Society to a Democracy in Permanence: Petr Uhl’s
Program of Social Self-Management,” Studia Politica Slovaca 9 (2016), no. 2, pp. 5-23; Dirk Ma-
thias Dalberg, “Die tschechische ‘Bewegung der revolutionédren Jugend.’ Kritik, Programm und
ideologische Verbindungen mit der westlichen Studentenbewegung,” in Knud Andresen, Mario
Kessler, and Alex Schildt (eds.), Dissidente Kommunisten: Das sowjetische Modell und seine Kritiker
(Berlin: Metropol, 2018), pp. 229-262; Dirk Mathias Dalberg, “The ‘Program of Society’s Self-Or-
ganization:’ The Political Thinking of Petr Uhl,” in Krzysztof Brzechczyn (ed.), New Perspectives in
Transnational History of Communism in East Central Europe (Bern: Peter Lang, 2019), pp. 293-325;
Bent Boel, “Western Trotskyists and Subversive Travelling in Soviet Bloc Countries, 1956-1989,”
Journal of Contemporary Central and Eastern Europe 25 (2017), no. 2, pp. 237-254. For example, no
contribution analysed the important anthology published by HRM Byrokracie ne - revoluce ano.

5 “zakladajici manifest HRM,” in Pazout, Hnuti, pp. 41-43. See also Petr Uhl a kolektiv, Program
spolecenské samosprdvy (K6ln and Berlin: Index and Informacéni materialy, 1982), pp. 30-32, 62-64,
160-167, 220-231, 235-241. A scan of this exile edition was published in 2012 on the website of
Socialisticky kruh with a short commentary by Petr Uhl, where he confirms that the “collective”
(“kolektiv”) means above all Jaroslav Suk, but the book also has a chapter on the economy written
by Stépdn Steiger. Petr Uhl a kolektiv, “Program spole¢enské samospravy. Predmluva,” Socialis-
ticky kruh (2012) (online at sok.bz/clanky/2012/petr-uhl-a-kol-program-spolecenske-samospravy
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of revolutionary Marxism. Not only are important figures criticised (Nikolai Bukharin
as an author of the Programme of Russian Communists [Bolsheviks]®) or reconstructed
(for example, Lenin is remembered mostly as an anti-state thinker).” Members of HRM
also re-thought the history of the socialist movement from the point of view of the most
important divide being authoritarianism vs. libertarianism,® or in another formulation
centralism vs. self-government.’

An anti-authoritarian ethos was also present in their vision of the future, formulated
later on by the leading members of the HRM, Petr Uhl and Jaroslav Suk, in their Pro-
gram spolecenské samosprdvy (The program of social self-government).' Socialism is
reconstructed here in a radical Marxist way, as a society where human emancipation
will be realized by overcoming the division of labour. Nevertheless, this is reconstruc-
ted in the framework of the radical democratic ethos of the document, which places
social self-government at the centre of the socialist project and attempts to replace
hierarchical relationships in all aspects of human society."

The centrality of these anti-authoritarian aspects in its radical socialist vision makes
the HRM peculiar and puzzling. At first sight it can be explained quite easily as a part of
the spirit of the time - the exhaustion of the authoritarian “real” socialism, the ideological
development taking place within the Western radical left that featured a strong criticism
of bureaucracy, and the revolt against the various faces of the authoritarian “old guard”
of the war generation around the globe. However, a deeper look at these explanations
shows none of them is sufficient by itself without taking into account local specifics.

Therefore, after a brief presentation of the most important facts concerning the HRM,
we will reconstruct three important contexts that may to some extent explain the lib-
ertarian aspects of their thought and praxis. These are as follows: (1) A generational
reflection of the experience of state socialist dictatorship. In a dialogue with the histori-
ographical literature, we present the context of the regime and the rest of the student
movement in which the HRM emerged. (2) The second context focuses mainly on the
history of ideas and discusses the HRM in terms of the development within West-

[accessed Mar. 25, 2021]). The program is now accessible along with other of Uhl’s texts in an
anthology edited by Matéj Metelec, see Petr Uhl, “Program spolecenské samospravy,” in Za svo-
bodu je tieba neustdle bojovat: Vybrané texty, ed. M. Metelec (Neklid: Prague 2021), pp. 151-333.
The anthology of Uhl’s texts was published after the finalization of this article.

6 Byrokracie ne - revoluce ano (Prague: [Hnuti revoluéni mladeze], [1969], unpaginated), section
on Bukharin.

7 Josef Sykora [Jaroslav Suk], “Byrokracie a stat,” in Byrokracie, unpaginated.

8 petr Uhl and Jaroslav Suk, “Nékolik poznamek k deseti bodtim deseti prazskych intelektualt,”
in Pazout, Hnuti, pp. 56-59.

9 Byrokracie, section on Bukharin.
19 Uhl, Program.
" Ibid.
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ern Trotskyism towards a more libertarian approach, which we label post-Trotskyism.
(3) The last context then turns to a dialogue with historical sociology and its more
abstract framing of the global 1968 and the long 1970s.

While the first historical context that we will be discussing shows the specifics of
Czechoslovak socialism, it also underlines way in which the HRM differed from the rest
of the student movement as being the most “Western.” The second historical context
then claims that, from the ideational point of view, HRM’s anti-authoritarianism is
much closer to developments within the Western radical left. It corresponds to them
in some aspects, but cannot be reduced to them, partly because it was engaged in a
critical dialogue with them. The last context then places these discrepancies into an
abstract narrative of 1968 as a time that contains at least two different historical types
of anti-authoritarian revolution.

Before going on to debate these three contexts, we will briefly present the most im-
portant facts concerning the HRM.

The Movement of Revolutionary Youth'

When a group mostly made up of students met in a Prague student dormitory on De-
cember 2, 1968, their organisational efforts followed in the wake of a historic year. Since
January 5 of the same year, when the long serving First Secretary of the Czechoslovak
Communist party, Antonin Novotny, was replaced by Alexander Dubcek, Czechoslovakia
experienced an eruption of hope and debate on the democratic possibilities of socialism
(which were in fact an accelerated continuation of cultural developments since 1956,
see the next section of the article). These hopes were dashed by the invasion of Warsaw
Pact armies on August 21, 1968, and many of the student participants at the meeting
had been active in various anti-occupational activities, above all the student strike on
November 18-20, 1968. The founding of a revolutionary organisation was a manifes-
tation of their will to continue the struggle, but also of their frustration at moderate
forms of activity that seemed to have no impact and at the defeatist atmosphere that
was starting to prevail in the majority of the society, including students.

But it would be misleading to reduce the political content of the group to its resist-
ance to the occupation. The group was also influenced by the far left in the West and
by its themes: socialism understood as emancipation and radical democracy, solidarity
with the Third World, questions of social hierarchies and inequalities in relationships
between men and women, the generational relationships, majorities and minorities.
The movement probably had between 50 and 100 members. There were students of the
Faculty of Arts of the Charles University in Prague (Jaroslav Suk, Petrugka Sustrova,
Jan Frolik, Jaroslav Basta, Vaviinec Kor¢is, Egon Cierny), some of whom participated
previously in the Societas Cosmopolitica, which discussed left-wing ideas, played with

12 This section is mostly based on PaZout, Hnuti. Where we rely on other sources than Pazout we
will quote them, otherwise we will rely on the information in his book.
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student humour, organised solidarity for Biafra in Nigeria, and collected signatures
for a petition demanding the renewal of diplomatic relationships with Israel. There
was a group of students and alumni of the Faculty of Natural Sciences of the Charles
University (Jan Maftik, Pavel Rejnek, Pavel Sremer), as well as freedom-loving students
from the College of Agriculture in Prague (nowadays Czech University of Life Sciences
Prague; Ivan Dejmal, Ale§ Machécek), sometimes labelled “anarchists” but without a
clear connection with any ideology. There were also other students of law, math/physics,
engineering, and economics. The group also included the West German student and
the Sozialistischer Deutscher Studentenbund (Socialist German Student Union, SDS)
activist Sibylle Plogstedt.

There were also a few older members, including Petr Uhl (born 1941), a high-school
teacher who had repeatedly visited France during the 1960s and who had contacts with
the French Trotskyists. Uhl also co-translated Jacek Kuron’s and Karol Modzelewski’s
Open Letter to the Party™ and was active in the radical left theoretical platform Nézorové
sdruzeni levice (Intellectual Association of the Left).! An even older member was the
economist Stépan Steiger (1922-2019).

The group had an ambivalent relationship to the Prague Spring of 1968. While they
were influenced by the debates of that year and by the emancipatory movement in
society, they had a much more radical and at the same time much more democratic
concept of socialism than “socialism with a human face” (in which the Communist Party
played the leading role). They rejected the party because of its role in society (being
the political expression of the bureaucratic strata) and the party leadership because
of its compromises with the occupiers and the limits on the democratisation process.
They considered themselves part of the broader anti-occupational movement, but they
also criticised the most important parts of the movement, the intellectual leaders of
the Prague Spring, for being too moderate and too patriotic.'” The HRM wanted to be

13 published in Czech in June 1968 by the Prague Students’ Parliament. Jacek Kuron and Karol
Modzelewski, Otevieny dopis strané, trans. Petr Uhl and Milo$ Calda (Prague: Prazsky studentsky
parlament, 1968).

! Founded by Egon Bondy, poet, Maoist, and philosopher (and also, before and after, a collaborator
with the secret police). Cf. Jan Mervart, “Envisioning Socialist Utopia: The Czechoslovak Program
of Self-Governing Socialism,” in Jana Ndiaye Berankova, Michael Hauser, and Nick Nesbitt (eds.),
Revolutions for the Future: May 68 and the Prague Spring (Lyon: Suture Press, 2020), pp. 260-279.

!5 We do not have many sources to analyse how the members of the HRM were perceived by
members of the mainstream anti-occupation movement. One source is the memoirs of Jan Tesaf
(co-author of the opposition manifesto criticised by Petr Uhl and Jaroslav Suk), a radical historian
who tried to contribute to workers’ self-organisation in Kladno against the occupation. While he
recognized “Uhl’s boys” as “the most devoted” militants of the movement, he considered their
“hrm-rrrrevolutionary leaflets” to be counter-productive to the mobilisation of workers, who were
waging a “hard internal struggle” and were trying to find democratic legitimacy and legality for
their activities, while the HRM was trying to get them to refuse legality and to engage in illegal
activity. Jan Tesaf, Zamlcend diagnéza (Prague: Tridda, 2003), pp. 15-17. Later on, Tesaf also
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radical both in its goals and means (including defence of illegal activities), as well as
to defend an internationalist position. This was demonstrated by a day of solidarity -
June 10, 1969 - with students from Burma, who were being forcibly repatriated by the
repressive East German regime.

Members of the HRM promoted resistance to the occupation using illegally printed
leaflets'® and participated in a large street protest on the first anniversary of the occu-
pation on August 21, 1969. But the HRM was also active in the ideological field: beside
its manifesto, it also published an extensive reader featuring extracts and comments by
left-wing authors, Byrokracie ne - revoluce ano (No to Bureaucracy - Yes to Revolution;
see especially the section “The Context of (Post)Trotskyism” below) in an illegal print
run of a thousand copies in late May 1969.

While the group did not initially operate in complete secrecy (its manifesto was pub-
licly displayed on the notice board of the Faculty of Arts of the Charles University, for
example), it soon shifted to a more secretive method of organising, both because of the
atmosphere in the country as well as foreign inspiration. But even this did not prevent
the group from being infiltrated by Josef Cechal, a worker from Kladno. He gained some
respect because of his supposed experience in the World War II resistance. However, he
also terrified the group with a provocative proposal to “physically eliminate” traitors.
While members of the HRM did not know that Cechal was a police agent, they rejected
his proposal, and at the same time recognized that they had been infiltrated by the
police. On December 4, 1969, they decided to dissolve the HRM.

The arrest of HRM members began on December 13, 1969. On March 19, 1971, sixteen
people were found guilty. Petr Uhl was sentenced to four years in prison. Two members of
the HRM were sentenced to jail for two and a half years, others to between one and two
years. Two members were given suspended sentences, and one member was acquitted
for insufficient evidence. Two young people were spared having to undergo the main
trial for health reasons. Sibylle Plogstedt was deported to the GDR in May 1971. After
their release from prison, some of them did not engage in any opposition activities at all
while others (Ivan Dejmal, Jaroslav Basta, Petruska Sustrova, Petr Uhl, and Jaroslav Suk)
participated in the activities of the Czech human rights dissident platform, Charter 77.
Some of them in fact lost their radical left sympathies, becoming more attracted to
other parts of the dissident movement. The most important participants in the HRM
who retained left-wing positions were Petr Uhl and Jaroslav Suk. They together wrote

declared his scepticism towards the idea of social self-government, the ideal of the HRM, along
with many other Marxists. He believed the idealisation of social self-government omitted the
despotic dangers present in it. Tesaf argued that socialism needed a division of power, a control
of power, and the rule of law, and that socialist self-government without institutional correction
could produce despotism in a way similar to the dictatorship of the party. Jan Tesaf, Co pocit ve
vlkové brise: Prdce o vytvdreni struktur obcanské spolecnosti z let 1968-1980 (Prague: Tridda, 2018).

16 Some of them had fairly large circulation, in one case a print run of two hundred thousand
copies.
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Program spolecéenské samosprdvy (The program of social self-government) and collab-
orated with the exile journal Informacni materidly (Information materials; published
in Berlin and later on in Berlin and Paris, 1971-1982)."" Jaroslav Suk emigrated in 1981
to Sweden, where he organised some activities in support of the Czech dissidents, and
also tried to publish the radical left journal Krtek (The mole, 1984).

In the end, Petr Uhl, in addition to his Charter 77 activities (he was one of the most
active signatories, and was imprisoned for another five years for his activity in the
Committee for the Defence of the Unjustly Persecuted), worked closely with the Fourth
International during the 1970s and 1980s and was a member of it from 1984 until 1991.
In 1989 he co-founded Left-wing Alternative as an open platform for the anti-Stalinist
radical left. At the same time, he devoted most of his political energy to dissident struggles
for human rights and against dictatorship. In the new, post-1989 regime he retained a
radical left identity on the level of declarations of identity and sympathy, but he did not
continue to develop his previous theoretical works and political activity. He became a
member of the Federal Assembly of the Czech and Slovak Federative Republic for Civic
Forum (1990-1992), director of the Czech News Agency (1990-1992), and later as a left-
wing journalist he focused much more on anti-racism and human rights (becoming
Government Plenipotentiary for Human Rights in the social democratic government
in 1998-2001) and later on a member of the Czech Green Party.'

The Context of the State Socialist Dictatorship

In this section we will analyse possible sources of the HRM’s anti-authoritarianism
on two levels: that of the political regime and its paradoxes, and of the student milieu
and movement. While in the first subsection we discuss the historiographical literature
on the topics (above all the stimulating debate on post-Stalinism from recent years),
in the second subsection we combine historiographical literature with research using
primary sources conducted by one of the authors of this article.

The Ambivalence of “National Communism” and the Post-Stalinist Paradox

To understand the rule of the Communist Party between 1948 and 1969, we need to think
about the aspects of repression and voluntary support in the same moment, to connect
images of violent dictatorship with the evocation of hegemony in Antonio Gramsci’s
meaning. We have to underline the fact that in the Czech part of Czechoslovakia the
Communist Party won the election in 1946 with forty percent of the vote. Its demo-
cratic legitimacy was connected to the promise of a “Czechoslovak national way” to

17 petr Blazek, “Bylo nas pét: Rozhovor s Ivanou Sustrovou o vydavéni ¢eského exilového
¢asopisu za berlinskou zdi,” Listy 33 (2004), no. 3, pp. 63-67, (online at listy.cz/archiv.php?cislo-
=034&clanek=040318 [accessed Mar. 25, 2021]).

18 Uhl, Délaljsem; Pavel Petinka, Pod rudou viajkou proti KSC: Osudy radikdlni levice v Ceskoslov-
ensku (Brno: Doplnék, 1999).
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socialism, which was to mean a more moderate approach than in Russia, the inclusion
of “Czech democratic traditions,” the absence of forced collectivisation, a tolerance of
small businesses, and so on. This promise remained frustrated and unfulfilled after the
1948 Stalinist coup détat and Sovietisation of Czechoslovakia. Stalinism brought about
some elements of emancipation and modernisation, but mostly in a repressive frame-
work." Collectivisation sometimes modernized the countryside and emancipated some
poorer rural strata from a dependent position, but at the same time it was connected to
many human tragedies, repressive methods, and new forms of dependency. According
to some recollections, family experiences stemming from the violence connected with
collectivisation made some HRM members from the College of Agriculture in Prague
suspicious and critical of power.?® The Stalinist dictatorship also continued to develop a
fusion between socialism and nationalism. This continued under post-Stalinist condi-
tions, and the declaration of “socialism with a human face” in 1968 is often recognized
as an updated version of the promise of 1946: the nationalisation of communist rule by
combining socialism with the local traditions of humanism and democracy.

When we consider its various forms during the 1940s, 1950s, and 1960s, the main
ambivalence flowing from the idea of “national communism” consisted of the fact that it
contained an element of democracy. Not only did this element constantly clash with the
real forms of dictatorship (being frustrated because of domestic Stalinist and Moscow
advisors during the period of 1948-1953, or because of the Soviet invasion in 1968), but
this concept of democracy was also localised, based in a national essentialism. As such,
it was a product of Stalinist localising as a correction of the original globalist aspirations
of the Leninists. Thus, not only did the idea of “national democracy” bump up against the
limits caused by the dictatorial nature of the power of communist parties in the Eastern
Bloc, but the promise of (national) democracy was also at least implicitly contradicto-
ry with another democratic promise connected with the Bolshevik tradition: with the
original promise of a Soviet system and workers’ democracy connected with the hopes
(though much less with the reality) of the original phases of the Russian revolution,
with class clearly and completely prevailing over nation. While some politicians and
ideologues joined “national democracy” with the original Leninist “socialist democracy,”
there was in fact a tension between the two. One of the primary sources of this tension
originated in the fact that “national democracy” had to mean some form of “moderation”
of revolutionary socialism, its responsibility to particular nations, while the “workers’

19 We can find an interesting debate on this in the case of feminism. See Denisa Ne¢asové, Buduj
viast - posilis mir! Zenské hnuti v éeskych zemich 1945-1955 (Brno: Matice moravskd, 2011); Hana
Havelkova and Libora Oates-Indruchové (eds.), The Politics of Gender Culture under State Socialism:
An Expropriated Voice (London and New York: Routledge, 2014); Katefina Liskovd, Sexual Libera-
tion, Socialist Style: Communist Czechoslovakia and the Science of Desire, 1945-1989 (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2018).

20 pazout, Hnutt, pp. 15-16.
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democracy” or “socialist democracy” was connected with the idea of a return to the
original radical ethos of revolution. While “national democracy” meant some form of
“revision” of the original Leninist communism, “socialist democracy” came before any
“compromise with reality” moments and had therefore a strong utopian flavour.
National communism could have emancipatory, humanist, and democratic aspects,
but it definitely should not be reduced to them. Its problems, inter alia, consisted of
a complicated reconstruction of its key term the people: while it was often considered
some sort of extension of the working class, sometimes it was simply the “good part”
of the nation. The Czech case is important and illustrative because of the importance
of Zdenék Nejedly, the left-wing nationalist scholar, who informed Czech Stalinism
with a late 19™ century aesthetics in which his “people” were much more of a neo-Ro-
mantic “das Volk” than anything else.*’A very important factor present in the Czech
communist nationalism was the anti-German position, sometimes combined with the
image of Slavic brotherhood. But the most obscene component of communist nation-
alism became anti-Semitism, never officially declared, but sometimes strongly present
under different names. The wave of Stalinist trials against leading Jewish members of
the Communist Party had a strong anti-Semitic message, and sometimes they were
re-interpreted by local national communists in a similar way to Joseph Stalin’s split with
Leon Trotsky: as the triumph of the localised, national, and potentially more moderate
national communists over globalist, revolutionary, and violent Jewish communists.
Of course, this aspect of communist nationalism was unacceptable to many national
communists. While in Poland anti-Semitism helped some national communists receive
public support in 1968 (and also used it against the student protest movement), in the
Czech context anti-Semitism was recognized, especially by the intelligentsia, as being
backward and unacceptable (this was connected with T. G. Masaryk’s legacy as well
as with the attention paid to the Holocaust); even the solidarity of the party leadership
with Arab countries in 1967 became one of the last straws towards its being discredited
among the ranks of the intelligentsia. Support for Israel became a way of signalling the
criticism of the regime’s backwardness, something that may also explain why, only
a few months before the group was founded, many members of the HRM collected
signatures for a petition demanding the renewal of diplomatic relations with Israel.?
Anti-Semitism was resolutely rejected by the representatives of the Prague Spring.
Nevertheless, Czechoslovak democratic socialism was framed by a culturalist legitimisa-
tion of democracy resulting from a tradition that was different from the other countries
of the Eastern bloc, as we have discussed above. Especially after the Soviet invasion in

21 Cf. Michal Kopecek, “Czech Communist Intellectuals and the ‘National Road to Socialism:’
Zdenék Nejedly and Karel Kosik, 1945-1968,” in Vladimir Tismaneanu and Bogdan C. Iacob
(eds.), Ideological Storms: Intellectuals, Dictators and the Totalitarian Temptation (Budapest:
CEU Press, 2019), pp. 345-389.

22 pazout, Hnuti, p-9.
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1968, the defence of Czechoslovak democracy often adopted a civilizational or even xeno-
phobic form: as an “educated and developed nation,” Czechoslovakia needed different
political forms for its path to socialism than “Russian muzhiks” from the “steppes.”?

After 1953, and especially after Nikita Khrushchev’s speech in 1956, the communist
parties found themselves facing a difficult task: the need to relieve the communist
dominions of the burden of the past but, at the same time, to maintain the political
primacy of the communist parties.* The post-Stalinist period (ca. 1956-1969) was thus
characterized not only by the rejection of the past, but even more by the dialectical
overcoming of Stalinism and the search for new starting points that would take the
building of socialism in a new direction.?® After 1956, the Czechoslovak Communist
Party found itself in a brief ideological vacuum. There was new scope for different in-
terpretations of Marxism-Leninism, and consequently for different views on what it
means to overcome Stalinism and the cult of personality.?

As noted by Jan Mervart and Jiff Razicka, the paradox of Stalinism was that the in-
ternal party debate and thereby the society-wide debate were suppressed, and at the
same time this discussion was retrospectively demanded.?” Post-Stalinism reversed
this paradox: discussions on society as a whole were opened and demanded, however
the need to maintain the legitimacy of the party’s political primacy often led to retro-
spective correction, along with a repressive reaction. The result of this paradox was a
certain double-tracking character of post-Stalinism with a resulting tension between
efforts to reform socialism and repressive reactions to maintain party primacy, between
mobilizing for greater political activity by broader sections of society and subsequent
corrections for deviating from the party’s political line, between official promises and
the failure to fulfil them in everyday practice.

The party came to terms, for example, with the “cult of personality” and Stalinist
trials, but on the other hand refused to rehabilitate the non-communist victims. The
party encouraged the overcoming of Marxist dogmatism, but on the other hand there
were repeated campaigns against so-called revisionism.?®

The tensions arising from this paradox also touched the cultural life of the time.
A cultural and intellectual flourishing marked, for the most part, the 1960s. A number
of high-quality works were published, not only of Czech provenance, but also of foreign

23 Cf. Ondiej Sladalek, “The Postcolonial Hypothesis: Notes on the Czech ‘Central European’
Identity,” Annual of Language & Politics and Politics of Identity 10 (2016), no. 1, pp. 27-44.

24 pavel Kolat, Soudruzi a jejich svét: Socidlné myslenkovd tvdinost komunismu (Prague: NLN
and USTR, 2019).

25 Jan Mervart and Jifi Razi¢ka, “Rehabilitovat Marxe!” Ceskoslovenskd stranickd inteligence a
mysleni poststalinské modernity (Prague: NLN, 2020).

26 Kolat, Soudruzi a jejich svét, p. 49.
27 Mervart and Razi¢ka, “Rehabilitovat Marxe!” p. 91.

28 Kolat, Soudruzi a jejich svét, p. 53.
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literature in translation. The French existentialists, for example, resonated strongly. The
newly established theatres presented plays by Czech and foreign playwrights, and last
but not least, there were more opportunities to travel to the West. But there was also
regular censorship and repressive reactions to critical presentations by authors at the
Writers’ Congresses, interventions in the publication of cultural magazines,” and a cam-
paign against “people with long hair” and other representatives of alternative culture.*

The “Prague Spring“ of 1968 can be considered the apex of post-Stalinism while at
the same time it transcended its limits and to a large extent overcame the post-Stalinist
paradox, only to find itself confronted by it even more on an international level in the
form of the Warsaw Pact Invasion. Public debate without censorship brought a large
amount of self-reflection to various temporal layers of the state socialist regime and
opened the way to a vision of democratic socialism based on the self-correction of the
many problems from the previous era. The idea of Marxist humanism and Leninist
democracy was connected to the idea of the national democratic tradition to create
socialist democracy.

The participants in the HRM were part of this atmosphere, and this public debate
was of major importance for them. They were also “post-Stalinist” in accepting that the
regime had an emancipatory core (they considered it to be a social revolution but one
disfigured by bureaucratic rule).* But they could not accept the national framework for
their thinking about democratic socialism. While the mainstream of the Prague Spring
considered democratisation a moderation of socialism and its rooting in the national
framework, the HRM had a clearly internationalist identity and considered democracy
(understood as self-government) a radicalisation of socialism.

The Post-Stalinist Paradox in the Student Movement

The tension of post-Stalinism’s own double-tracking character was also reflected in the
students everyday political reality. The 1960s were marked by a declarative policy of trust
in university students. Along with the overall post-Stalinist trend of cooperation between
various social groups whose interests should no longer be antagonistic, and the efforts
to achieve greater political participation by broad sections of society, there was meant
to be greater political activity by students. University-based communist functionaries
thus declared that students should be given a greater degree of independence, leading
to independent political action and critical thinking, and that students should partici-

29 Jan Mervart, Nadéje a iluze: Cesti a slovensti spisovatelé v reformnim hnuti Sedesdtych let (Brno:
Host, 2010).

30 Filip Pospisil and Petr Blazek, “Vratte ndm vlasy!” Pruni mdnicky, vlasatci a hippies v komuni-
stickém Ceskoslovensku (Prague: Academia, 2010).

31 See Zakladajici manifest, inter alia.
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pate independently in solving the problems of both the university and society.* On the
other hand, many conservative Communists continued to be suspicious of students on
the basis of the student demonstrations in February 1948 and the Majéles (traditional
student May) celebrations, a massive critical carnival, in 1956. Student expectations
associated with a policy of trust often clashed with everyday reality.

There was thus a paradoxical situation in which students were pilloried for their
political passivity and called to greater activism, but such activism carried a threat of
greater or lesser penalty with it. Examples were the calls for the publication of purely
student-run magazines, which were then followed by bureaucratic interventions against
the magazines for “inappropriate” content, or the calls for the active organization of
the Majales May festivities in 1965 and 1966, but then the subsequent sanctions against
the organizers for the slogans that were on some of the banners.*

This tension also defined the political field of the student movement, which was organ-
ized under the rubric of the university student institutions of the Ceskoslovensky svaz
mladeZe (Czechoslovak Youth Union, CSM, which was official organization covering all
youth). On the one hand, in order to increase its political capacity for action, University
District Committees in individual university cities were established in 1963, their aim
being to enable better communication between students of different faculties and to
promote student interests.** On the other hand, all CSM faculty student organizations
were subordinated to the central leadership of the Union, which from 1958 was subject
to the direct leadership of the Central Committee of the Communist Party.*

Membership in the CSM thus provided the student movement with institutional
support and a number of benefits. As Petr Uhl, who as a CSM activist travelled to a
number of Western European countries over the years, recalled, it provided inspiration
and ties to student and other movements.** However, due to constant interventions by
the Union’s leadership, throughout the 1960s the most politically-active students cri-
ticized the Union for its bureaucratic nature. They called its structures authoritarian,
rigid, and unable to provide a platform for the promotion of students’ interests. These
students, known as the “Prague radicals,” used CSM structures for political organizing
while at the same time striving for its federalization, and even, in the second half of the

32 Archiv hlavniho mésta Prahy (Prague City Archives), fond (collection) Komunistické strana
Ceskoslovenska - Vysokoskolsky vybor Praha, karton (box) 1, inventéarni ¢islo 1, Dokumentace
ustavujici konference VV KSC, 3. 11. 1963.

33 Narodn{ archiv (National Archive), fond (collection) KSC - Ustfedni vybor 1945-1989, Sekretariat
UV KSC 1966-1971, archivn{ jednotka 2, bod 3, Zhodnoceni Majéles 1966.

34 payout, Mocnym navzdory, p. 81.

% 7Zdené&k Nebtensky, Marx, Engels, Beatles: Myslenkovy svét polskych a eskoslovenskych vy-
sokoskoldki: 1956-1968 (Prague: Academia and MU AVCR, 2017), p. 328.

36 Uhl, Délal jsem, pp. 62, 67-78.
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decade, for the establishment of independent student self-governments.*” It was from
these circles that a large number of HRM members were recruited after the military
intervention in August 1968.

The idea of independent student self-governments gained popularity among stu-
dents after the CSM leadership failed to stand up clearly for the students who were
beaten up after they spontaneously demonstrated in October 1967 to protest the poor
technical state of the Strahov dormitories.*® By January 1968, independent student
self-governments were beginning to form spontaneously from below, and in May of
the same year the umbrella organization Svaz vysokoskolského studenstva (Union of
University Students, SVS) was established outside of party control.

Although for some students the SVS represented a suitable platform, part of the
student movement criticized it for its mass character and warned against a similar
bureaucratization, refusing to include the newly formed self-governing bodies in the
Union.* After the military intervention of the Warsaw Pact troops, the student move-
ment sought to defend the freedoms gained, and for some time the movement united
under the banner of the SVS. Their activities culminated in a student occupation strike
in November 1968, but soon most students began to fall back into passivity. In the last
months before the abolition of the SVS, discussions were mainly about whether the
Union should become part of the National Front and thus not only support the reform
wing of the Communist Party, but also gain official patronage for its activities.*

The membership of the students in the anti-authoritarian and revolutionary Marx-
ist HRM can thus be explained as a reaction both to the political situation and to the
experience of specific students from the 1960s with the tension arising from a vertic-
ally-organized structure. Some politically active students did not want to accept the
political passivity of the majority of students while, at the same time, they no longer
believed in the emancipatory potential of the reform wing of the Communist Party of
Czechoslovakia and therefore did not see a way out in the organization of the SVS.* At
the same time, some of them had no problem identifying with Marxism, an ideology
they shared with the ruling regime on a declarative level. Unlike a large part of the
student body, they not only tried to defend the freedoms they gained, but to look for

37 Michael Pol4k, “Street Politics: Student Demonstrations in Prague in the 1960s, and the Dis-
integration of the CSM University Structures,” Czech Journal of Contemporary History 8 (2020),
no. 1, pp. 45-72, here 52-55.

38 Ibid., pp. 68-72.

39 Tit{ Miiller, “Otazky studentského hnuti,” Spiritus Expres. Casopis Spolku posluchacit VSCHT
v Pardubicich, 1 (1969), issued April 10, 1969, pp. 3-5 (online at cdn.libpro.cz/content/up-
loads/2019/03/spiritusexpres-c01-10-04-1969-1p-i5b_1348737579.pdf [accessed Mar. 25, 2021]).

40 pazout, Mocnym navzdory, p. 129.

41 Libri prohitibiti, fond (collection) Ceskoslovenské studentské hnutf, inventarni ¢islo 442, karton 7,
Zakladajici manifest HRM deklarujici vznik organizace a jeji cile; see also Pazout, Hnut, pp. 41-43.
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ways to achieve self-governing socialism. Although these students shared the ideas
of the Prague Spring, they were not interested in the return of post-Stalinist reality
associated with the leading role of the Communist Party.

The HRM'’s political strategy of action contrasted with the passivity of the majority
of the students and the bureaucratizing tendencies in the SVS, which relied on the sup-
port of the Communist Party’s reform wing. It is this aspect that is used by those who
claim that they did not identify much with the movement’s radical left-wing ideology to
retrospectively explain their membership in the HRM.*? Thus, the more comprehensive
ideological anti-authoritarianism of the HRM may be only partially explained by the
shared experience of Czechoslovak students. There was definitely a need for it across
the young generation.

The Context of (Post)Trotskyism

The Movement of Revolutionary Youth had various foreign contacts and inspirations.
The most important contacts were Petr Uhl’s links to the Fourth International, espe-
cially via Alaine Krivine and Hubert Krivine.* He also had important contacts in the
German student movement via Sibylle Plogstedt, who participated personally in the
movement, being Uhl’s partner and a member of his cell together with the economist
Stépan Steiger.** Indeed Steiger was in contact with the Raya Dunayevskaya group of
Marxist humanists and even published, in their pamphlet on the Czechoslovak 1968,
a long analysis of the Czechoslovak sixties from the Marxist humanist point of view.*
In 1968, Petr Uhl translated (together with Milo$ Calda) An Open Letter to the Party
by Jacek Kuron and Karol Modzelewski. The HRM published an anthology of samples
and excerpts from various left-wing texts called Byrokracie ne - revoluce ano (No to Bu-
reaucracy, Yes to Revolution). While it is often presented only as an anthology of texts,*®

42 petrugka Sustrova: “We then published, as the HRM, a leaflet under the name Revolutionary
Socialist Party. Typical lefty style, to keep changing your name. I wasn’t bothered, I'd have joined
with the devil. And I didn’t meet anybody who was willing to do anything, only these people!(...)
And also, we were young and those kind of friendships start relatively easily.” Petruska Sustrovd
(* 1947). Historie je slozitéjsi..., unpaginated.
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it in fact included not only short texts by members of the HRM but also introductory
commentaries and polemical remarks which give us some insight into the thinking of
the members of the HRM, making it a valuable and overlooked source.

To some extent, the ideas of the HRM members bear many parallels with the devel-
opment of the Trotskyist movement and the development of some of its participants
into what could be called “post-Trotskyists” (having an emphasis on a critique of bur-
eaucracy, on a vision of radical democracy or self-government, a libertarian ethos,
and a focus on various hierarchical relationships). We can see that while they knew
some parts of post-Trotskyist writing and appreciated them, at the same time they cri-
ticised some aspects of post-Trotskyism, and Petr Uhl in particular gravitated mostly
towards collaboration with the “orthodox” Trotskyists of the Fourth International. To
understand this, we need a short excursion into the development of Trotskyism and
post-Trotskyism in the West as well as a discussion of the relationships and parallels
of the HRM to these movements.

Trotskyism and Post-Trotskyism

Trotskyism is based not on the Trotsky of 1904 (criticising Lenin’s What Is to Be Done?)"
but on the Trotsky of 1917-1925 (Lenin’s collaborator and later Stalin’s competitor in the
struggle to succeed Lenin); “orthodox” Trotskyism is relatively authoritarian, based on
the idea of the vanguard party with a focus on “technical issues™® of power alongside
criticism of the Soviet Union as being “degenerate” but still a “workers’ state” that has
to be defended against the capitalist West.

Post-Trotskyist is a label we can give to persons and groups which have undergone
(personally or in the genealogy of their groups) a Trotskyist period, but then split with
“official” Trotskyist organisations (the Fourth International above all) and/or with at least
some important elements of Trotsky’s thought. Key figures in post-Trotskyist thought and
militant activity include the Johnson-Forest Tendency in the United States, led by Raya
Dunayevskaya (pseudonym Freddie Forest) and C. L. R. James (pseudonym J. R. John-
son), the group Socialisme ou Barbarie (Socialism or Barbarism), led by young Cornelius
Castoriadis (and Claude Lefort), and the Movement for Democracy of Content led by
Josef Weber. All of them left the Trotskyist movement because they could not agree with

4" Leon Trotsky, Our Political Tasks (1904) (London: New Park, 1979). Online at marxists.org/
archive/trotsky/1904/tasks [accessed Mar. 25, 2021]; Tony Cliff, “Trotsky on Substitutionism
(1960).” Online at marxists.org/archive/cliff/works/1960/xx/trotsub.htm [accessed Mar. 25, 2021].
Originally published as “The Revolutionary Party and the Class or Trotsky on Substitutionism,”
International Socialism, 2 (1960), pp. 14-17, 22-26.
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8 We should remember Lenin’s well-known words in his testament concerning Trotsky’s “ex-
cessive preoccupation with the purely administrative side of the work.” Vladimir Lenin, “Letter
to the Congress (1922),” in V. L. Lenin, Collected Works, 1900-1923, vol. 36 (Moscow: Progress,
1971), pp. 593-611, here 595. Online at marxists.org/archive/lenin/works/1922/dec/testamnt/
congress.htm [accessed July 20, 2021].
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Trotsky’s position, especially with his idea that Stalin’s USSR was degenerate but still a
workers’ state that should be defended in the case of conflict with imperialist powers.
As well as Grandizo Munis, surrealist poet Benjamin Péret, Trotsky’s widow Natalia
Sedova, and Tony Cliff, who later founded International Socialists, they considered the
Soviet Union to be a capitalist society of a special kind. For post-Trotskyists, this state
capitalism had much in common with Western capitalism: namely the importance of
bureaucracy.* This analysis had different political implications, but mostly led to the
support of struggles from below, be they wildcat strikes and other workers’ struggles
or reorientation towards “democracy of content” in the case of Josef Weber. While in
the case of Socialisme ou Barbarie the split with Trotskyism led also to criticism of
Marxism as a whole, Dunayevskaya and James tried to renew Marxism by returning
to its Hegelian foundations.*

Many parallels with the Western post-Trotskyists can be found in Jacek Kuron’s and
Karol Modzelewski’s Open Letter to the Party (1965). The text, which attracted police
persecution that made its authors political prisoners, described Polish society as state
capitalism where state bureaucrats gained surplus value for their collective class in-
terests while exploited workers received only subsistence wages. The authors, inspired
by the workers’ strikes and revolts of 1956, called for an anti-bureaucratic revolution
led by the proletarian class which would liberate the whole society from bureaucratic
dictatorship.®

The HRM and Post-Trotskyism

We can see that authors inspired by Trotsky did not need to experience directly and
physically oppression by state socialist dictatorships to develop a more radical criticism
of those dictatorships and more anti-authoritarian political stances than those presented
by Trotsky and his orthodox followers. With their possibilities of theoretical work unin-
terrupted by the repression of the kind which was faced by left-wing opposition in the
Soviet bloc, they could of course come up with more developed theoretical positions.®? The
move of some of them away from the dictatorship of the proletarian party and towards
radical democracy can be considered parallel or to some extent even an anticipation of

9 Marcel van der Linden, Western Marxism and the Soviet Union: A Survey of Critical Theories
and Debates since 1917 (Chicago: Haymarket Books, 2009); Marcel van der Linden, “The Prehis-
tory of Post-Scarcity Anarchism: Josef Weber and the Movement for a Democracy of Content
(1947-1964),” Anarchist Studies 9 (2001), no. 2, pp. 127-145; Loren Goldner, “Facing Reality 45 Years
Later: Critical Dialogue with James/Lee/Chaulieu,” Break Their Haughty Power, August 13, 2002
(online at breaktheirhaughtypower.org/facing-reality-45-years-later-critical-dialogue-with-james-
leechaulieu [accessed Mar. 25, 2021]).
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52 See Byrokracie, commentary on the text of Jacek Kuron and Karol Modzelewski.
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the development of the Czech radical leftists, former HRM members, in the direction of
the defence of human rights and quality of democracy or, in some cases, green issues.

Left-wing opposition circles in state socialist dictatorships were very often in the
position of latecomers who needed to orientate themselves. This gave them the position
of a fresh pair of eyes and an outsider status. The collection Byrokracie ne - revoluce ano
can be especially identified as a form of dialogue with radical left thought. The collection
contained commented excerpts and summaries by various authors that were meant to
document the nature of bureaucracy and its rule in state socialist dictatorships. The
authors start with lengthy commented excerpts from Nikolai Bukharin’s Program of
Russian Communists (Bolsheviks) from spring 1918, which they commented is a docu-
ment of “conflict between self-government and centralism” and of the “historical error
of the Bolsheviks who believed in the symbiosis of both of self-government and the
centralist way of development” and in fact declared loyalty to the former while realizing
the latter.® The ideas of the program are described as “a direct negation of Marxism
as a conception of socialist man and society.”** The authors declare that maybe it was
necessary to lead the Russia of that time in centralist way, but what they could not
accept was the centralist mentality, the victory of centralism in the ideas and ideals of
“the only victorious Russian revolutionaries” who “with their philosophical basis touch
the foul-smelling ‘ideologies’ of black shirts and swastikas.”*®

This is followed by excerpts of Alexandra Kollontai’s Communism and the Family,
Leon Trotsky’s Betrayed Revolution, and Milovan Djilas’s New Class. While these texts
are mostly uncommented, the text of the summary Open Letter to the Party by Jacek
Kuron and Karol Modzelewski is followed by a long and very polemical commentary.
Open Letter is criticised not only for its “bureaucratic language,” but it also “suffers from
the common insufficiencies of Stalinist reports” the unclear definition of terms.** While
these and other problems of the text are excused by the difficult conditions in which
the authors wrote them, by the “atmosphere of persecution and speed,” as well as by an
absence of contacts, the criticism of the text is no more moderate.” Part of the criticism
focuses on the nature of bureaucracy and the proletariat (focusing on the position that
bureaucracy cannot be a class and thus its power will be challenged not by social but
by political revolution). Moreover, Kuron and Modzelewski are also criticised for their
focus on the exploitation of the working class. Not only does this term make the problem
too focused on the economy, obscuring the political nature of bureaucratic dictatorship,
but according to the Prague critics, “it appears as if the authors do not underline the

53 Byrokracie, section on Bukharin.
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very meaning of socialism: the self-realisation of each individual working person, his
activity and initiative, his participation in the management of the society (that is, the
Marxian inversion of economic subject and object).”*® This focus on exploitation leads
Kuron and Modzelewski to focus on consumption, but “consumption is not a goal, only
a means to the liberating of the producer, to the expression of his own personality.
(The growth of consumption by workers may be assured also by capitalist society.)”>®

A large part of the anthology consists of a document from the Fourth International
on state socialist dictatorships and of writings by leading theorists of this organisation
(Henri Weber and Ernst Mandel), which are followed by some left-wing analyses of Mi-
chael Barmann, Serge Mallet, and Mihailo Markovi¢, and also of two texts by authors
connected with the HRM, a summary of the long study “Czechoslovakia and Socialism”
by Vladimir Skalsky (pseudonym of Petr Uhl) and the essay “State and Bureaucracy”
by Josef Sykora (pseudonym of Jaroslav Suk).

While HRM member Stépan Steiger was in contact with Dunayevskaya’s group, the
group and its theoretical production is not present in the collection. In contrast with
it, extracts from the text of Socialisme ou Barbarie (article from 1964) is the longest
text reproduced in Byrokracii ne - revoluci ano. The translator’s introduction to the text
provides some information both about the attractiveness of post-Trotskyism and about
its divisive aspects. Socialisme ou Barbarie is appreciated for the freshness of its ideas
as well as for the fact that “unlike the majority of political texts of the far left” their essay
has an “acceptable vocabulary and language culture.”® The translator also appreciates
the fact that the group refers to Workers’ Opposition in the Bolshevik party (in 1921)
and talks about workers’ self-government. What was unacceptable for the author of the
introductory commentary, however, was the somehow homogenizing view of Social-
isme ou Barbarie: according to its authors, both East and West were capitalist societies
with a key role played by bureaucracy. This, according to Socialisme ou Barbarie, made
Marx obsolete, and according to the HRM, made Socialisme ou Barbarie’s analysis very
undifferentiated. While the role of capitalism (and the relevance of Marx’s analysis of
it) is downplayed in the First World by such an analysis, capitalism is projected into
the Second World.

This may be one part of the explanation why the HRM, somehow attracted to the
post-Trotskyist ethos, accepted an important part of the analysis of the “orthodox”
Trotskyist Fourth International. The HRM shared an emphasis on the differentiation of
the world into three zones, with developed capitalism in the First World (where the key
struggle is capital versus labour and there is need of social revolution), in the Third World
(with conflict with neo-colonialism and the need for a national liberation struggles),

58 Ibid.
59 Ibid.
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and in the Second World where social revolution has already taken place and political
revolution is needed to overthrow bureaucracy. This view left socialist revolutionaries
in the Second World with both enough space to analyse its special conditions and to
develop their own (at least partial) analysis of it. This focus on political revolution and
the declaration that social revolution had already taken place also created space for a
focus on the “superstructural” factors of social life and politics.

The Context of the “World Revolution of 1968”

Remembering a visit by one of the leading figures of the German student movement
(SDS), Rudi Dutschke, to Prague in March 1968, participants talked about a “misunder-
standing” between the Western and Czechoslovak student movements. In his speech,
Dutschke called for an international opposition which would fight against all forms of
authoritarian structures.®’ In contrast, Milan Hauner noted that Dutschke was highly
critical of current capitalism, while he had many illusions about the possibilities of its
transformation under direct democracy. Hauner then stresses that for the Czechoslovak
students the situation was exactly opposite.*

The German student Clemens Kuby, who came with Dutschke to Prague, described
the position of Czechoslovak students as pragmatic and not significantly utopian. He
described the situation as a revolution from above. According to him, intellectuals and
part of the Communist party of Czechoslovakia had made an alliance and were trying
to ensure freedoms and economic effectiveness through the democratization process.®
Kuby'’s observation is confirmed also by the memories of Petr Uhl, who travelled quite
extensively to the West, especially France. When remembering the occupation strike on
the 18" of November at universities in Czechoslovakia, Uhl described how he had tried
to influence Czechoslovak students with the ideas that motivated the French May, but
failed to make much of an impact. The aim of the November occupation strike was to
support the progressive wing of the Communist Party against the conservative wing,
rather than a rejection of technocratic and authoritarian rule in general.®*

In the following part, we will contextualize this “misunderstanding” in a dialogue
with the framings of 1968 and the long 1970s that is offered by views on historical

81 pazout, Mocnym navzdory, p. 169.

62 Milan Hauner, “Rudy Rudi v Praze,” Student 4 (1968), no. 17, pp. 1 and 4, here 4. Quoted in
Pazout, Mocnym navzdory, pp. 172-173, and also Paulina Brenn, “1968 East and West: Visions of
Political Change and Student Protest from across the Iron Curtain,” in Gerd Rainer-Horn and
Padraic Kenney (eds.), Transnational Moments of Change: Europe 1945, 1968, 1989 (Lanham:
Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, 2004), pp. 119-135, here 124.

63 Clemens Kuby, “Brave New Praha,” Juristen Blatt 1 (1968), no. 2 (May), pp. 6-11. Quoted in
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sociology and with the findings of the previous two sections. In contrast to the unify-
ing view of 1968, we offer for consideration at least two different but general types of
revolution with different implications for the understanding of anti-authoritarianism.

Single or Multiple 1968? “World Revolution” in an Already Revolutionized Society

One of the common patterns of 1968 is, according to Immanuel Wallerstein, the ex-
haustion of the “two-step strategy” that had been common for the so-called Old Left
and which consisted of “first gain power within the state structure, then transform
the world.”®® Taking over state institutions initially seemed the only way to defeat the
ruling class and its economic and cultural power. While the first step was actually
achieved by many leftist organizations, none of them seemed to be able to achieve
the second step. And thus all the revolutionaries of 1968 shared the argument that the
revolutionism of the Old Left was “not part of the solution but part of the problem.”® A
similar argument is also made by Grzegorz Piotrowski, who frames the events of 1968
in all countries as a reaction against “the old” - “the communist regimes of Eastern
Europe, the establishment, the cultural and political elites of the West, the old Institu-
tional-Revolutionary party of Mexico, etc.”®” According to this understanding, there was
an underlying common unity in the rejection of the state structures as dominated by
the “old.” The “new” was looking for revolutionary changes outside of these structures,
reversing the two-step strategy.

The other global feature, potentially interconnecting the experiences of revolutionary
students from different regimes, were the outcomes of the scientific and technological
revolution and ideals connected to its promises. Despite the Cold War divisions, the
countries of so-called democratic capitalism, state socialism, and developing coun-
tries shared a vision of planning and managing the economy and society through the
central institutions of nation states.®® However, while the student and other emancip-
atory movements in the “First World” rejected technocratism as an oppressive tool of
liberal-capitalist domination, in the “Second World,” and especially Eastern Europe,
the new technocratic class was, according to Gyérgy Konrad and Ivan Szélenyi, tak-
ing part in the liberalization and struggle for decentralization of the power of ruling
party elites. Konrdd and Szélenyi take the Prague Spring as an example of change
led by the technocratic intelligentsia. The ensuing “normalization” in the 1970s was

55 Immanuel Wallerstein, “New Revolts against the System,” New Left Review (2002) new series,
no. 18, pp. 29-39, here 30.
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then in their perspective a counter-offensive by the conservative party elites.®® This is
also partially confirmed by Vitézslav Sommer et al., when they note that the official
theoretical thought in Czechoslovakia after 1968 clearly rejected any interconnection
of socialism and technocracy and criticize the technocratic reformism of the Prague
Spring for ignoring the decisive role of politics and politicians.”

The Czech writer Milan Kundera observed further discrepancies when comparing
the Paris May and Prague Spring. According to him, it was “thanks to a miraculous
coincidence that the two springs, each from a different historical time, ended up (...)
on the ‘operating table’ of one year.””! Among the differences between the two springs
he finds that, firstly, while the Paris May was an “unexpected explosion,” the Prague
Spring was the climax of a “long-term process.” And secondly, while the Paris May was
fulfilled by “revolutionary lyricism,” the Prague Spring was more inspired by “post-re-
volutionary scepticism.”™

It is worth noting that the second difference was later described in the context of the
post-revolutionary development in the West by Ulrich Beck. He refers in this context
to an “utopia of equality” that contains a wealth of substantial and positive goals of
social change and that was, in the second half of 20" century, substituted by a new
type of utopia, more negative and defensive: “Basically, one is no longer concerned
with attaining something ‘good,” but rather with preventing the worst; self-limitation
is the goal which emerges.”” Samuel Moyn writes in this context about human rights
as a minimal utopia and states more precisely that the turning point was the failure
of the 1968 revolutions. During the 1970s human rights became central for the eman-
cipatory left “as they became bound up with a widespread desire to drop utopia and
have one anyway. And their substitution of plausible morality for failed politics may
have come at a price.”™

If we compare these general frameworks regarding 1968 and the long 1970s, de-
rived from the historical development in the West, with the generational experience of
state socialist dictatorship (“The Context of State Socialist Dictatorship” section) and
ideational formation of the HRM (“The Context of (Post)Trotskyism” section), we need
to outline at least two important distinctions. First, in Czechoslovakia, we are dealing

%9 Gyorgi Konrad and Ivan Szelényi, The Intellectuals on the Road to Class Power: A Sociological
Study of the Role of the Intelligentsia in Socialism (New York: The Harvester Press Limited, 1979),
p. 216.

0 Sommer et al., Ridit socialismus, pp. 49-50.

" Milan Kundera, “O dvou velkych jarech a o Skvoreckych,” in Milan Kundera, Zahradou téch,
které mdm rdd (Brno: Atlantis 2014), pp. 58-64.

2 Ibid., p. 59.

8 Ulrich Beck, Risk Society: Towards a New Modernity (London: Sage Publications, 1992), p. 49.

™ Samuel Moyn, The Last Utopia: Humans Rights in History (Cambridge, Mass.: The Belknap
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with an already revolutionized society. The question was thus not how to make a re-
volution from scratch, but rather how to continue the revolutionary development and
save it from slipping into tyranny. In this sense, we can follow Kundera and claim that
the general goal was not that much about substantial transformation to an anti-au-
thoritarian socialist society. The Czechoslovak attempt at “socialism with a human
face” pursued more of a defensive vision of creating negative limits to revolutionary
socialist authorities, developing a national path to socialism, and preventing a slide
into the dystopia of the Stalinist period. The goal was to enhance the transition from
the revolutionary period towards a lawful socialism that was hesitantly being pursued
by the progressive wing of the Communist Party. Thus, when Moyn sees 1968 as the last
attempt at a substantial utopia, it is mainly the view from the West. The Czechoslovak
1960s can, in contrast, be described as being in some sense an anticipation of the long
1970s and a gradual weakening of the centrality of revolutionary utopias in favour of
the more minimalistic, defensive type of revolutionary project. From this perspective,
we can understand the conclusion that Dutschke made on the tenth anniversary of
1968. According to him, one of the main problems was a failure to see that there are
not only problems with liberalism, but also with socialism. This was the reason for not
understanding the importance of the Prague Spring.” They failed to understand that
the defensive struggle against tyranny does not have to be a mere slip slide back to
liberalism and capitalism, but an important part of the socialist project.

Second, the formation of the revolutionary HRM in the context of an already revolu-
tionized society offers a historical example that suits neither Wallerstein’s framework of
“world revolution” nor Beck’s and Moyn’s observation on the exhaustion of the strong
revolutionary utopia in the long 1970s. In fact, it can be understood as a contrary ex-
ample. HRM did not accept the unifying view of the capitalist world system and in this
sense was more on the side of the “old” (“orthodox”) Trotskyist left. According to HRM,
in contrast to the movements in the West, the goal was not a social revolution of one
class against another. This revolution had already taken place and the need was now for
a second, political revolution of self-government against the bureaucracy. Moreover, this
revolutionary utopia came at a price after the exhaustion of the legalistic approach of the
Prague Spring. So while historical sociology observes the exhaustion of revolutionary
goals, giving way to more defensive ones within the new left, the case of HRM gives
an example of the opposite development. This was enabled by the self-understanding
of their position as being in an already revolutionized (non-capitalist) society, that is,
the understanding that is overshadowed by the narrative of “the world revolution.”

We believe that this understanding is important if we are to grasp the peculiar
position of HRM’s anti-authoritarianism. It uses a combination of a defensive and a
revolutionary approach. The proclamation of HRM from 1969 emphasizes the need

5 Rudi Dutschke and Jacques Rupnik, “The Misunderstanding of 1968,” Eurozine.com (2008)
(online at eurozine.com/the-misunderstanding-of-1968 [accessed Jun. 5, 2021]).
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to demand concrete rights for workers and maintain positions in formal institutions,
namely unions. However, it also reflects the exhaustion of the “myth of legalism” and
calls for a combination of legal work in the unions, the Communist Party, and so on,
with illegal forms of self-organisation.” The aim was to defend the outcomes of the
social revolution while pursuing political revolution. However, the illegal work soon
became the dominant mode of self-organization.

Conclusion

As we already declared above, it was not our goal to tell the inspiring story of the po-
litical thought of the Movement of Revolutionary Youth (HRM) fully and completely.
Such work needs to be done and we hope that it will be carried out soon, but it was
not the task we had undertaken. What we wanted to do was to reconstruct one aspect
of this thought and rethink the participants in HRM as actors and thinkers acting and
thinking in various contexts.

To reconstruct the relationship of HRM towards the rest of the student movement and
towards society in the West and in the East, we may reformulate our discussion of these
societies in the 1960s in terms of (de)politicisation and technocracy. The Czechoslovak
student movement was connected with the West European movements by an effort
to democratize and politicize undemocratic or depoliticized (university) structures.
Western European student movements thus won a larger representation of students in
academic senates at a number of universities, while Czechoslovak students sought to rid
the student structures of the bureaucratic and authoritarian character that prevented
them from carrying out independent political activity. In both cases the university
or student structures could be or were a model of the whole of democratic society.
However, they were distinguished by the relationship between the depoliticisation of
various personal spheres of life in relation to technocracy.

Schematically put, while the Western student movements challenged the power of
technocracy and tried to re-politicise many depoliticised aspects of the life (relationships
between men and women, inter-generational relationships, and so on), “socialism with a
human face” was a reaction against the previous repressive politicisation of the human
totality. Thus, there was a large amount of trust in technocracy in Czechoslovakia and
its power could be perceived as an emancipatory counterbalance to the power of an
incompetent bureaucracy. Also, the depoliticisation of some spheres of life and values
(including such spheres as family or nation) could be viewed as humanizing in a society
with a fresh memory of an overpoliticising regime. Being both anti-bureaucratic and
anti-technocratic, and also anti-nationalist, was what made the HRM much closer to
the Western radical left-wing factions of the student movement than to the rest of the
student movement in the Czechoslovakia. Even their anti-authoritarian and radical

8 “Provolani ideologické sekce Revoluéni socialistické strany (Ceskoslovensko),” in PaZout,
Hnuti, pp. 48-50.
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democratic ethos can only be partially considered a reaction to the experience of state
socialism. As we have seen, these aspects can also be traced in the Western post-Trot-
skyist milieus and other movements; on the other hand, the HRM did not simply negate
state socialist dictatorship.

While their position towards both the repressive regime and various versions of its
bureaucratic rule was a resolute and principled opposition, the group was sensitive
towards the emancipatory possibilities of the historical trajectories of the Eastern bloc
- with the social revolution finished, it promised to change the political form, through
political revolution, to create socialist self-government. While this position was shared
with orthodox Western Trotskyists from the Fourth International, it also opened up
space for various analytical insights and political accents which made it possible for
the group to transcend both Western orthodox Trotskyism and the Czech “socialism
with a human face.”

Thus, we can conclude that the anti-authoritarianism of the Movement of Revolution-
ary Youth (HRM) cannot be reduced to a mechanical reaction to three, reconstructed
contexts. It makes sense only if it is considered to be creative thinking that reflects all
three contexts.
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LEFT TURN, RIGHT TURN
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POLITICAL RADICALISM
OF LATE SOCIALISM

IN HUNGARY

The Orfeo and the Inconnu Groups™

Kristof Nagy and Marton Szarvas

Everyone will be as radical as circumstances make them.

Inconnu

Abstract

This paper compares and contrasts two of the few radical political artistic groups of late
socialism in Hungary. Through an analysis of the Orfeo and Inconnu groups we highlight
their patterns of politicization and de-politicization to show that the critique of existing
socialism was not free floating but was embedded in social structures. By going against the
current of individualizing and moralizing artistic biographies, we give a historical materialist
account of the two groups. Firstly, the paper shows how the anti-systemic mobilization of
the two groups was conditioned by changes in Hungary’s world-economic integration and

* Funding: Krist6f Nagy was a recipient in 2021 of the Hungarian Ministry of Human Capacities’
Ernd Kallai fellowship for art historians and art critics.
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the subsequent restructuration of its field of cultural production. Secondly, it analyzes the
tension between two groups’ critique of the oppressive nature of state-socialism and their
politics of everyday life, by paying special attention to their uneven gender-relations. The
analysis places the political ideas of the two groups not only in the changing landscape
of late-socialist dissent, but we link them to class positions and social biographies. The
article also highlights how radical, left-leaning criticisms of the state-socialist regime were
co-opted into the competing liberal and nationalist cultural-political-economic com-
plexes of the post-socialist order, and how the ways of incorporation were the products of
individual but socially situated biographies of the intellectual actors. By combining class
analysis and comparative historical research with a sociology of culture and intellectuals,
this article draws attention to the role of determinate and contingent historical processes
in the formation of anti-systemic mobilizations in late-socialist Hungary.

Keywords

sociology of intellectuals, sociology of culture, cultural politics and policy, social move-
ments, post-socialism, left history, politics of dissent, art, 1968, transition

Introduction!

After 1990, the art history of late socialism in Hungary was written from a perspective
imagining a clear division of official artists loyal to the socialist state and following
petty-bourgeois, or worse, propagandistic aesthetics, versus the oppositional ones,
who were autonomous and critical towards censorship and political control and did
not tolerate the restriction of their creative genius. The latter, mainly neo-avant-garde
artists, still dominate the imagination of what art was like before 1989. Apartment
galleries, constant fear from surveillance, banned exhibitions, and the idea that the
autonomy of the individual could only flourish, be lived and experienced in the most
private spaces are the main tropes when one starts to speak about the relationship
between the state, art, and ideology. Although that kind of transitology is fading away,
this narrative still dominates the field, as oppositional art is more attractive on interna-
tional art markets and more suitable for the making of the post-socialist state embracing
anti-communist phrases. In this paper, through the cases of two artist groups, Orfeo

! We cannot begin to express our thanks to the members of the Inconnu and Orfeo groups for
providing us their moral support, priceless recollections, and archive materials for this research.
We are also grateful to Andrés Beck, Jean-Louis Fabiani, Baldzs Trencsényi, and Violetta Zentai
for supervising our research on the two groups, and to Agnes Gagyi, Vlad Naumescu, and the
staff of the Artpool Art Research Center for supporting our projects from the beginning of our
research in various ways, just as for Katalin Székely, Virag Lédi, Krisztidn Kristéf, and the staff
of the Vera and Donald Blinken Open Society Archives for carrying us through the excitements
and difficulties of turning our research into an exhibition. Last, but not least, thanks should also
go to Alexandra Kowalski for pushing us to develop our exhibition into this article and aiding
the process with extensive comments and criticism.
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and Inconnu, we attempt to paint a more dynamic picture of the relationship between
dissent, state-managed cultural production, and the market. For this reason, we not
only analyze the trajectories of leftist and subaltern criticism under socialism but also
shed light on the reasons behind their lack of integration into post-socialist canons.

Besides the fact that both artists’ groups had a conflictual relationship with the
state socialist regimes, they were founded in different decades and came from differ-
ent social and geographical spaces. Orfeo, the more privileged one, was established
in 1969 by the sculptor, Istvan Malgot, in the wake of the global '68 movements. He
recruited its members from among his fellow students, who often came from middle-
class cadre families at the Hungarian College of Fine Arts, where they even enjoyed
the support of the college’s Young Communist League secretary. Even before founding
the group, Malgot was involved in the “Maoist trial” of 1968, in which young revolu-
tionary intellectuals were charged with conspiring against the socialist state. Despite
the courtroom process, those in Orfeo continued to compare and confront “existing
socialism” with left-wing ideas. They criticized state socialism as the rule of the “red
barons” (the influential party and company leaders) and lamented the devastation of
revolutionary ideas and practices. They imagined the process of artistic production
as a wedge that could produce cracks in the body of petty-bourgeois social relations.
Their anti-systemic critique led to a state-orchestrated press scandal against them,
whereupon they were banned from socialist public spaces. In the following years, the
group slowly disbanded, and most of its members started integrating into the liberal
elite in formation of the post-socialist transition.?

In contrast with Orfeo, the Inconnu group emerged neither from an artistic higher
education nor from the city of Budapest - it is rather a rare example of working-class,
post-peasant discontent turning into an agency among dissidents. The group was es-
tablished in 1978 in Szolnok, and its founders did not have any experience with pro-
fessional cultural production, but they were leaning towards the experimental artistic
forms of the period. This provocative aesthetics located in the countryside resulted in
state retaliation and in the group’s politicization. As a result, during the mid-1980s they
moved to Budapest and formed a new alliance with dissident intellectuals. They left
their experimental aesthetics and underground art circles behind and started articu-
lating political issues with a new directness that was manifested in stickers, stencils,
posters, and leaflets. Their populist critique of the regime carved out some recognition
for them within the Hungarian dissident intelligentsia; however, with their subaltern

% Orsolya Ring, “A Szinjatszds Harmadik Utja Es a Hatalom,” Muiltunk (2008), no. 3, pp. 233-257;
Orsolya Ring, “Térd a Keritést s a Falakat At... Az Orfeo Zenekar Két Eve (1971-1972),” in Adam
Ignacz (ed.), Miifajok, Stilusok, Szubkultiirdk: Tanulmdnyok a Magyar Populdris Zenérél (Buda-
pest: Rézsavélgyi, 2015), pp. 139-147. Réka AgnesTéth “Cselekvési alternativéak: az Orfeo egyiittes
babel6adasairdl,” in szinhaztortenet.hu (online at szinhaztortenet.hu/study/-/record/STD16111?-
from=szinhaztorteneti-forum [accessed May 25, 2021]).
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pedigree and socialization they remained marginalized within the highly qualified
intellectual circles. The group’s harshly anti-elitist stance led to a break in the years
of the post-socialist transition when their former dissident-allies got into power. As a
result, during the 2000s some of the members remodeled their anti-communist agenda
into a critique of the new liberal elite.

Theoretical Landmarks and Methodology

Our goal in this paper is to inquire about the social and political roots of anti-systemic
mobilization in the field of cultural production during late socialism. While there is an
extensive body of literature that studies the critical knowledge production in socialist
states, we shed light not only on the production but also on the implementation and
practice of critical social thought. By examining political and social trajectories of the
main actors of both groups, we outline an explanation of the changing content and
form of social-aesthetics criticism in late and post-socialism.

For this purpose, we utilize research that has attempted to deconstruct the self-le-
gitimizing narratives of the dissident intelligentsia and the dichotomy of state and
opposition.? We argue that the utilization, in contemporary research, of dichotom-
ies that were created before the transition, tends to reproduce cold war categories.*
Meanwhile, in the field of art history, less attention was paid to the continuities of the
socialist and post-socialist period after the transition, but many endeavors argue for
a horizontal understanding of influences within the field of progressive art.® Those
analyses try to tackle the understanding of Eastern European art as an epigone of West-
ern avant-gardes. Only recently did the oppositional-versus-official divide start to be
reconsidered through a methodological reintegration of oppositional artists into the
local socialist fields or art worlds.®

3 Gil Eyal, “Anti-Politics and the Spirit of Capitalism: Dissidents, Monetarists, and the Czech
Transition to Capitalism,” Theory and Society 29 (2000), no. 1, pp. 49-92.

4 Balazs Trencsényi, Maciej Janowski, Monika Baar, Maria Falina, and Michal Kopeéek (eds.),
A History of Modern Political Thought in East Central Europe (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2018); Robert Gildea, James Mark, and Anette Warring (eds.), Europe’s 1968 (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2013); Adela Hincu, “Managing Culture, Locating Consent: The Sociology
of Mass Culture in Socialist Romania, 1960s-1970s,” Revista Romdnd de Sociologie 28 (2017),
no. 1-2, pp. 3-14; Vladimir Tismaneanu and Bogdan C. Iacob (eds.), The End and the Beginning:
The Revolutions of 1989 and the Resurgence of History (Budapest: CEU Press, 2012); Judit Bodnar,
Fin de Milleniere Budapest: Metamorphoses of Urban Life (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota
Press, 2001); Kacper Pobtocki, “Whither Anthropology without Nation-State? Interdisciplinarity,
World Anthropologies and Commoditization of Knowledge,” Critique of Anthropology 29 (2009),
no. 2, pp. 225-252.

5 Piotr Piotrowski, In the Shadow of Yalta: Art and the Avant-Garde in Eastern Europe, 1945-1989
(London: Reaktion, 2009); Sirje Helme (ed.), Different Modernisms, Different Avant-Gardes: Problems
in Central and Eastern European art after World War II (Tallinn: Kadrioru Kunstimuuseum, 2009);
IRWIN, East Art Map: Contemporary Art and Eastern Europe (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2006).
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In our analysis, we also integrate class analysis with the understanding of dissent
under socialism. Class is often a missing point in these analyses not only because
socialist regimes often defined themselves as a classless society, but also because the
socialist regime’s opponents aimed to leave behind class analysis as a Marxist residue.’
To intertwine class positions with cultural patterns, we utilize the recently rediscovered
professional-managerial class (PMC) concept of Barbara and John Ehrenreich. Through
an analysis of the politically mobilized US intellectuals of the 1960s, they argued that
during the 1970s this group reintegrated into the state apparatuses with the hope of
reforming them from within. Moreover, they highlighted a fundamental rupture and
conflict between the politicized PMC, which expresses itself in Marxist terminologies,
and the working classes who - despite their greater exploitation and subjection - rarely
articulate their discontent in a structured way,® instead utilizing their lived experiences
that Antonio Gramsci called common sense.®

Our analysis not only resembles Pierre Bourdieu’s understanding of the French student
protests of 1968 as a middle-class revolt,'® but also helps to understand the histories of
the two groups analyzed in this article. While Orfeo, expressing an elaborated Marxist
critique, was formed by second-generation cadres dissatisfied with the Hungarian mar-
ket reforms of 1968, Inconnu emerged from a post-peasant, working-class background
and never articulated its discontent in either a Marxist or in any other ideologically
coherent way. Therefore, the history of Orfeo shows the longue durée integration of
dissent into the state apparatus during 1968, while the history of Inconnu illustrates
the way the emerging new elite was incapable of integrating the dissent of the socially
mobile elements of popular classes.

To place these two groups in the field of cultural production, and to understand the
relation between culture and wider social struggles, we turn to Pierre Bourdieu. Accord-
ing to him, the field of cultural production is a sum of conflicts and negotiations which
constitute a dynamic structure, in which the struggles for material goods and prestige
are mediated through symbolic struggles. The field is contained within the field of pow-

6 Jan Mervart, Kultura v karanténé. Umélecké svazy a jejich konsolidace za rané normalizace
(Prague: NLN, 2015); Maja Fowkes and Reuben Fowkes, “Introduction: Actually Existing Artworlds
of Socialism,” Third Text 32 (2018), no. 4, pp. 371-378.

7 Ivan Szelényi, “The Intelligentsia in the Class Structure of State Socialist Societies,” in Theda
Skocpol and Michael Burrawoy (eds.), Marxist Inquiries Studies of Labor, Class and States, supple-
ment to American Journal of Sociology 88 (1988), pp. 287-326; Mérk Aron Eber, Megkiilonbiztetett
kiilonbségek (Budapest: ELTE, 2013).

8 Barbara and John Ehrenreich, “Professional-Managerial Class,” Radical America 11 (1977), no.
2, pp. 7-32; Barbara and John Ehrenreich, “The New Left and the Professional-Managerial Class,”
Radical America 11 (1977), no. 3, pp. 7-24.

9 Kate Crehan, Gramsci’s Common Sense: Inequality and Its Narratives (Durham, NC: Duke Uni-
versity Press, 2016), pp. 43-44.

10 pjerre Bourdieu, Homo Academicus (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1988).
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er but, nevertheless, has relative autonomy in relation to it: “[It] occupies a dominated
position in this field, which is itself situated at the dominant pole of the field of class
relations.”! The actors within this field use ideological tools to change their dominated
position, or to protect their dominant one. Consequently, looking at the institutional
system of socialist cultural production contributes to the understanding of the social
and political context in which actors with anti-systemic criticism were maneuvering.

The last pieces of our theoretical framework are Agnes Gagyi’s concepts of democratic
anti-populism and anti-democratic populism, developed to understand the political
polarization during the years of the transitions.'? Through these concepts, she shows
how factions of the post-socialist elites followed distinct and competing strategies. The
term democratic anti-populism shows how liberal elites allied themselves with interna-
tional capital and disqualified popular demands as nationalist, utilizing the ideology
of democratization and with the promise of political, economic, and moral catching up
to the West. By contrast, anti-democratic populism was the strategy of right-wing elites
to veil class-conflicts by speaking in the name of the nation and by expressing social
discontent symbolically, while strengthening domestic capital. While these strategies
were competing in the political field, both advocated for world-system integration, though
in different ways. In the post-socialist transformation, individual political trajectories
developed in this context and are still mobilized by these two streams of thought: while
democratic anti-populism offered the urban middle-class an expression of their belief
in progress, the plebeian attitudes were embraced by anti-democratic populism and
offered a way to criticize the very real effects of the transition on the everyday life of
the subaltern classes as another, collective trauma of the nation.

While the use of comparative research designs is relatively widespread both in the
social sciences and in historiography,” in the analysis of dissent under socialism it is
a rarely used toolkit. Following Swanson, we believe that “thinking without compari-
son is unthinkable,”" there are specific benefits in employing comparison in the field
of contemporary historical sociology. The use of a comparative framework enables

1 pijerre Bordieu, The Rules of Art (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1995); Pierre Bourdieu,
“The Field of Cultural Production, or: The Economic World Reversed,” Poetics 12 (1983), no. 4-5,
pp. 311-356.

12 Agnes Gagyi, “/Coloniality of Power’ in East Central Europe: External Penetration as Internal
Force in Post-Socialist Hungarian Politics,” Journal of World-Systems Research 22 (2016), no. 2,
pp. 349-372.

13 Theda Skocpol, States and Social Revolutions: A Comparative Analysis of France, Russia and
China (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979); William H. Sewell, Jr., “Three Temporali-
ties: Toward an Eventful Sociology,” in Terence McDonald (ed.), The Historic Turn in the Human
Sciences (Michigan: University of Michigan Press, 1996), pp. 245-280.

i

4 Guy Swanson, “Frameworks for Comparative Research: Structural Anthropology and Theory of
Action,” in Ivan Vallier (ed.), Comparative Methods in Sociology: Essays on Trends and Applications
(Berkeley: Institute for International Studies, 1971), pp. 141-202, here 145.

62



Left Turn, Right Turn — Artistic and Political Radicalism of Late Socialism in Hungary

us to go behind the inner moral stakes of the two groups and to shed light on the so-
cial structures that fueled these groups’ radicalism. In addition, looking at these two
trajectories in comparison allows us to avoid the most common pitfall in research of
any kind of social dissent, namely the idealization of anti-establishment outrage. This
research design does not eliminate the uniqueness of the two artist groups but helps to
see them as they were formed by “determinate and contingent historical processes.”*

In researching formerly repressed, dissident social actors - as these two groups
were - one faces two crucial historiographic pitfalls. The first is the reproduction of
narratives of their former oppressors who for decades monopolized the infrastructure
of knowledge production. The second potential pitfall is that the research will aim
to provide retroactive justice.'* Both groups became relative outcasts even after the
post-socialist transition, thus their position in the post-socialist historiography is not
fixed. In the case of Inconnu, this was because its founders shifted towards the far right,
while Orfeo, due to its revolutionary Marxist ideology, did not fit well with the emerging
liberal common sense of the post-socialist times. Consequently, this research on the
historical maneuvering of the Inconnu and Orfeo groups in the state-socialist fields of
culture relies on primary sources: namely, on archival research and interviews. While
both forms of primary sources offer rich historical data to analyze, neither of them is
unproblematic.

Since neither of the two groups is canonized by Hungarian art historiography, archival
sources contain both typical archival materials and artworks. Consequently, artworks
are important sources of this research, and we tackle them primarily as historical ar-
tifacts, comparable to other historical sources. Regarding the archival sources, we rely
primarily on private archives, since neither of the groups is well represented in public
archives. Private archives are never unbiased collections: since they were compiled
only by some group members, they have their own focus and their perspective partially
represents their collector’s perspective.

This research could utilize two types of public archives, even if both have their weak-
nesses. The works of the Inconnu groups are well represented in the collection of the
Artpool Art Research Center, but since it is an art archive, it brings together only those
documents that made sense from the archive’s art-centered perspective, and the group’s
more directly politicized activities are often left out. Documents such as commune
diaries, scripts of plays, photos of everyday life, and the art works of Orfeo were given
to us by former members, and in the course of the research process they were admitted
to the collection of the Vera and Donald Blinken Open Society Archives. Another, even
more problematic archive is the Historical Archives of the Hungarian State Security, which
contains state security reports on both groups. It is a different form of epistemology,

15 william Roseberry, Anthropologies and Histories: Essays in Culture, History, and Political Econ-
omy (New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 1989), p. 168.

16 1stvan Rév, Retroactive Justice (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2005).
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which needs to be interpreted and re-interpreted when one organizes knowledge for
the sake of the analysis of a certain phenomenon."” While the state security archives
sometimes provided important and detailed information on some activities of the two
groups, they are especially important sources when it comes to understanding the
historical functioning and interactions of state apparatuses, even if state security was
just one part of the complex machineries of the state.

.
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Figure 1. Interior of the exhibition titled “Left Turn, Right Turn — Artistic and Political
Radicalism of Late Socialism in Hungary. The Orfeo and the Inconnu Groups” in the Vera
and Donald Blinken Open Society Archive. Left: Inconnu “Culture without Police,” sticker,
1986; Right: Anna Komjathy “Freedom for Angela Davis” poster, 1971.

Photo credit: Andrea Bényi/ Blinken O0SA.

The other central method of this research is the interview, which raises problems
related to individual memory and social history. While we conducted dozens of in-

17 Cucu Alina-Sandra, “Producing Knowledge in Productive Spaces: Ethnography and Planning
in Early Socialist Romania,” Economy & Society 43 (2014), no. 2, pp. 211-232; Florin Poenaru, “The
Knowledge of the Securitate: Secret Agents as Anthropologists,” Studia UBB Sociologia 62 (2017),
no. 1, pp. 105-125; Katherine Verdery, Secrets and Truths: Ethnography in the Archive of Romania’s
Secret Police (Budapest: CEU Press, 2014).
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terviews'® with former actors, these can never be used as clear and first-hand traces
of historical processes."” Interviews are rather distorted from a personal perspective,
overemphasize the role of individuals and understate historical dependencies and op-
portunity structures. Personal interviews are also highly gendered: male actors spoke
more about political confrontations, while the everyday, subordinated practices of
social reproduction were mentioned in the often traumatic and overridden memories
of female actors.

In our methodology, we combine interviews and state security reports to balance
the subjectivity of the former with the state-ruled objectivity of the latter. The Left Turn,
Right Turn - Artistic and Political Radicalism of Late Socialism in Hungary exhibition,
curated as a comparison between the two groups and held in the autumn of 2019 at
the Vera and Donald Blinken Open Society Archives, provided an unconventional form
of data gathering. This exhibition and its follow-up events recalled several previously
undiscussed memories, revealed previously unknown personal archives, and facilitated
people approaching us with their own historical sources.

Hungary and Cultural Production under Late Socialism

With the exhaustion of the Stalinist plans for extensive development and the inability
of the Soviet Union to supply cheap enough raw materials in its sphere of interest, the
downturn of the Hungarian economy was felt as early as the mid-1960s. In 1966, a group
of reform-socialist economists published a program of economic reforms called the New
Economic Mechanism (NEM). The reforms were policies in various fields of govern-
ance, aiming for a utilitarian adaptation to the changing world economic conditions.?
With emulations of an interior market and forcing the industries to contest for state
subventions through profitability indicators, the reforms forced state companies to be
interested in profit maximization.? However, these changes did not, for a while, directly

18 M4rton Szarvas conducted interviews with twenty-two former members and allies of Orfeo,
while Krist6f Nagy conducted eight interviews with former Inconnu members and allies.

19 Carlo Ginzburg, “The Inquisitor as Anthropologist,” in Myths, Emblems, Clues (London: Hutchin-
son, 1990), pp. 156-164; Pierre Bourdieu, “The Biographical Illusion,” in Paul de Gay, Jessica
Evans, and Peter Redman (eds.), Identity: A Reader (London: SAGE, 2000), pp. 299-305; Gérome
Truc, “Narrative Identity against Biographical Illusion: The Shift in Sociology from Bourdieu to
Ricceur,” Etudes Ricoeuriennes / Ricoeur Studies 2 (2011), no. 1, pp- 150-167.

20 Agnes Gagyi, “A Moment of Political Critique by Reform Economists in Late Socialist Hungary:
‘Change and Reform’ and the Financial Research Institute in Context.” Intersections 1 (2015),
no. 2, pp. 59-79; Robert Brenner, The Economics of Global Turbulence: The Advanced Capitalist
Economies from Long Boom to Long Downturn, 1945-2005 (London: Verso, 2006), p. 141.

21 Melinda Kalmaér, “An Attempt at Optimization: The Reform Model in Culture, 1965-1973,” in
Janos M. Rainer and Gyorgy Péteri (eds.), Muddling Through in the Long 1960s: Ideas and Everyday
Life in High Politics and the Lower Classes of Communist Hungary (Trondheim: Program on East
European Culture and Society, 2005), pp. 53-82.
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affect the field of cultural production and instead resulted in the re-integration of the
productive sectors into the global circuits of capital and in monetary re-integration.

The NEM was ambivalent: it led to destabilization, yet it made development more
dynamic. Ideological buffers were introduced, with which the harmful effects of the
reform were reduced.?* Although it was still consensual that ideological work was es-
sential in sustaining the socialist state, the reforms eventually exerted a profound effect
on cultural production. With the reforms, the basis of the legitimization of the state
became mainly economic, that is, as long as the material needs of the population were
satisfied there was no need for harsh political control. Consequently, incentives and
censorship became more driven by an economic logic and instead of the domination
of the ideological landscape the regime strived only for hegemonic rule.?* A system was
elaborated in which a tax on economically sustainable art pieces (Western European
and American movies, pop songs)** supported less profitable but ideologically beneficial
pieces. Moreover, profit was spent on an impoverished community center system and its
renovation. Culture was still perceived as a system constitutive standard, thus cultural
reforms fluctuated between economic reform and political orthodoxy.?

Instead of traditional art institutions, both the Inconnu and the Orfeo groups were
primarily active in houses of culture,?® which were community centers whose space
was dedicated for rehearsals, exhibitions, and shows of amateur cultural groups, for
leisure time activities of socialist citizens, for educational programs, and for cele-
brations of national holidays. From the 1960s onwards,* the heads of these institu-
tions were given greater freedom regarding their programs. After the introduction of
the NEM, the previous understanding of civic cultivation, the professional activity of
organizing programs in the houses of culture, started to shift from a top-down con-
ceptualization of public enlightenment?® to a horizontal organization of civic activ-
ities.?

22 Kalmar, “An Attempt at Optimization,” p. 55.

23 Gyorgy Aczél, “Miivelddéspolitikdnk a marxizmus hegeméniajaért,” Tdrsadalmi Szemle (25)
1970, no. 11, pp. 9-24.

24 Bence Tordai, “A Kadar-Rendszer Témegkulttira-Recepciéja,” Tamas Kisantal and Anna Me-
nyhért (eds.), Miivészet és hatalom: A Kdddr-korszak miivészete (Budapest: L'Harmattan, 2005),
pp. 141-155.

25 Kalmar, “An Attempt at Optimization,” p. 57.

26 Bruce Grant, In the Soviet House of Culture: A Century of Perestroikas (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 1995).

27 Sandor Striker, “Voluntary Education as Public Communication,” Jézsef Katus and Janos Téth
(eds.), On Voluntary Organizations in Hungary and the Netherlands (Budapest: OKK, 1986); Mary
N. Taylor, Movement of the People: Hungarian Folk Dance, Populism, and Citizenship (Blooming-
ton: Indiana University Press, 2021).
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Due to this reform, the role of amateur artistic groups was strengthened as the in-
stitutional system not only aimed at educating the masses but also at providing space
for the self-organization of cultural practices. This was even more important because
socialist infrastructures of cultural production were not open to people lacking profes-
sional degrees in the arts. The popular television talent show organized by the Institute
of Civic Cultivation (Népmiivelési Intézet) - called Show Us What You Can Do - already
gave the opportunity for amateur performers to reach a country-wide public.*® The
performing groups were semi-professional and were mainly constituted by university
students and intellectuals from smaller towns and villages.* Amateurism was no longer
considered to be a cultural activity that merely represented and performed the culture
of the dominated social groups. In the amateur movement, educated, young people were
expressing their worldview in a semi-professional way. As Istvdn Nanay, a member of
the amateur movement recalls, people saw it as an opportunity to freely express their
political opinion.** In fact, when political attacks started against Orfeo, Ivan Vitdnyi, the
head of the Institute of Civic Cultivation, the central organization for houses of culture,
supported the group in the battle against these political attacks, referring to their young
age, inexperience, and their potential to become the next generation of socialist artists
if the socialist state would be capable of handling them with pedagogical sensitivity. In
his letter to the institution of cultural governance, his aim was to protect the integrity
of the amateur movement by protecting one of its most effective parts.*

The Orfeo and the Inconnu groups seized these opportunities to gain access to the
public without getting involved in professional cultural production. In the case of Or-
feo, this was also supported by their willingness to create popular art. Members of
Orfeo were trained in institutions of artistic higher education, and consciously linked
themselves to the amateur movements by starting to work in forms of art in which they
had no experience, such as puppet theater and theater. With time and the involvement

28 Anne White, De-Stalinization and the House of Culture: Declining State Control over Leisure in
the USSR, Poland, and Hungary (London: Routledge, 1990); Tamas Deme and Pal Beke, A szabad-
miivelédéstdl a kozdosségi miivelédésig (Budapest: Széphalom, 2003), pp. 50-51.

29 Orszdgos Népmiivelési Konferencia 1970 - El6készité Tanulmdnyok 1 (Budapest: Népmiivelési
Propaganda Iroda, 1970), p. 148. On the effects of these measures on alternative and oppositional
cultural groups, see the analysis of Zsolt K. Horvéth on the Spions punk band. Zsolt K. Hotvath,
“A gytilélet mazeuma,” Korall 39 (2010), April, pp. 5-30.
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Munkdsmiivel6dés 5 (1976), pp. 425-450.

32 Nanay, “A Tetszhaldl,” p. 26.

33 Ivan Vitanyi, Az Orfed iigyrél: Az ifjiisdgi amatér miivészeti mozgalom vitds jelenségeirdl [Let-
ter]. M-KS 288, 36 (Budapest: National Archives of Hungary, 1972).
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of more professional artists from the field of theater and music, their studios started
to depart from the amateur scene. Similarly, with Inconnu’s political involvement,
their avant-garde art moved towards more applied forms, and they started producing
stickers and using popular motifs supporting the green and human rights politics of
the liberal opposition of the socialist state.* In comparison to Orfeo, for Inconnu this
was a necessity, since its members had not participated in artistic higher education and
they thus did not have access to the infrastructure of professional cultural production.

Figure 2. Performance of the Orfeo band in the House of Culture of K6banya, Budapest, 1972.
(Courtesy of Anna Komjathy).

While at the outset both groups received support from local cultural organizers
and institutions, due to their radicalizing political programs both were quickly ex-
pelled from these spaces. In the case of Orfeo, it was a defamatory article about them

34 Krist6f Nagy, “Ecological Crisis and Political Art in the 1980s Hungary,” OSA Archives Sept. 25,
2019 (online at osaarchivum.org/blog/ecological-crisis-and-political-art-in-the-1980s-hungary
[accessed Feb. 8, 2021]).

68



Left Turn, Right Turn — Artistic and Political Radicalism of Late Socialism in Hungary

by Gébor Szantd that started a smear campaign®® that precipitated their break with
the official institutions; for Inconnu it was the work they made and stored in the local
cultural center of their hometown, Szolnok, that led to the banning of the group from
all cultural institutions in Jdsz-Nagykun-Szolnok County. However, personal connec-
tions and arrangements could override bans from these institutions: Istvan Téth from
the House of Culture of Szolnok County provided space for Inconnu, and Eva Benk®,
the head of the House of Culture of K6banya, protected Orfeo when a press campaign
started against them in 1972. However, after she became the head of the Institute of
Civic Cultivation, she was the one who labeled the pieces of Inconnu distasteful and
ideologically inappropriate. This led to the banning and destroying of their artworks.
These acts shed light on the way the authorities perceived the two groups: Orfeo was
considered to be politically relevant but too subversive, while Inconnu’s avant-gar-
de approach went against socialist tastes. Secondly, it also illustrates the fluctuating
nature of political censorship. While during the NEM critical artistic and intellectual
practices were given less sanction, following the depletion of the reform experiment
they strengthened again. That fluctuation could also be observed during the 1980s.
While at the beginning of the decade banning such events was an everyday practice,
in the late 1980s aesthetic barriers vanished and political prohibitions became rarer.

The 1980s brought radical changes not only in the field of the political economy
of culture, but also in the fields of aesthetics and ideological regimes. In the early
1980s, the idea of culture as a commodity was gaining traction, and even officially
under-recognized artists were inspired by the idea of commodifying their artworks.3¢
Therefore, this shift towards commodification of culture was not wholly invented and
spread by the state as a top-down process to hide austerity measures, but it has a his-
tory from below, especially from the cohort of artists that hoped that the market would
recognize them more than the state-socialist cultural infrastructure did. This process
was also strengthened by the socialist state itself: the socialist regime of Hungary,
which had become more and more indebted by the 1980s, became more open towards
any external actor taking over cultural duties and bringing foreign capital into the
country.

Consequently, in the mid-1980s, two new, international actors of contemporary art
appeared in Hungary: the Ludwig and the Soros Foundations. The Ludwig Foundation
strived primarily to expand its international artistic network and recognition, while the

35 Gabor Szanté, “Orfeo az alvildgban,” Magyar Ifjiisdg 16 (1972), no. 41, pp. 5-7; Gébor Szant,
“Még egyszer az Orfeo egyiittesr6l,” Magyar Ifjiisdg 16 (1972), no. 46, pp. 5-6. For the analysis of
reports and the press campaign see: Orsolya Ring, “A Szinjatszds Harmadik utja és a Hatalom,”
Muiltunk 20 (2008), no. 3, pp. 233-257.

36 Krist6f Nagy, “Rabinec Studio: The Commodification of Art in Late Socialist Hungary, 1982-
1983,” in Octavian Esanu (ed.), Contemporary Art and Capitalist Modernization: A Transregional
Perspective (London: Routledge, 2020), pp. 139-152.
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Soros Foundation had the socio-political objective®” of using its capital and influence
to foster dissident tendencies that in the field of culture led to a new, but still selective,
canon. In 1982, the state-owned Generalart company was established to foster the
commerce of contemporary artworks. In the same year, artists’ working communities
were introduced as new legal entities. This tendency of commodification was not, how-
ever, unopposed, especially by those who benefited from the state-run infrastructure.

This marketization was recognized and highly criticized even by the artists of the
Inconnu. The economic liberalization of the cultural economy was far from their
aesthetic and political radicalism. In the 1980s, Hungarian artists previously labe-
led as dissidents could show their works around Europe in state-sponsored and or-
ganized shows; and apolitical artists who were synchronous with the international
trends conquered the exhibition venues. The Inconnu group shifted in a political di-
rection during the exact period when many of the cultural producers profited from the
more inclusive liberalization of the cultural scene. This led to their marginalization
within the underground pole of the field of cultural production; but living in the coun-
tryside, organizing performances through informal networks of the Budapest-centered
underground was also a challenge. The use of postal services in the form of mail art
could give them only the fiction of being embedded internationally, when they criticized
Guglielmo Achille Cavellini, a Western neo-avant-garde artist, from an anti-colonial
perspective. This marginalized status in the world of art was even ironically reflected
in their name (“Inconnu,” meaning “unknown” in French), which was also pointed at
by the secret services that pursued their operation on the group under the code name of
“Amateurs.”

Politics in Relation to the Field and Ideologies in General

The late-1960s in Hungary marked an upsurge of the Marxist criticism of the socialist
state.*® The reconsideration of Marxist thinking was happening on two fronts: the so-
cial sciences and philosophy. The social sciences questioned the very basis of existing
socialism through empirical research and revealed the existing inequalities within

37 Krist6f Nagy, “From Fringe Interest to Hegemony: The Emergence of the Soros Network in
Eastern Europe,” in Bedta Hock and Anu Allas (eds.), Globalizing East European Art Histories:
Past and Present (London: Routledge, 2018), pp. 53-63; Octavian Esanu, Transition in Post-Soviet
Art (Budapest: CEU Press, 2015).

38 Gabor Kovacs, “Revolution, Lifestyle, Power and Culture,” in Jinos M. Rainer and Gyo6rgy Péteri
(eds.), Muddling through the 1960’s: Ideas and Everyday Life in High Politics and the Lower Classes
of Communist Hungary (Trondheim: Program on East European Culture and Society, 2005),
pp. 27-52; Maté Szabd, “A Szocializmus Kritikdja a Magyar Ellenzék Irdnyzatainak Gondolkodésa-
ban (1968-1988),” Politikatudomdnyi Szemle (2008), no. 1, pp. 7-36; Daniel Vdzsonyi, “Neomarxista
Ellenzékiek Tarsadalomfilozéfiai Nézetei a ,hosszti Hatvanas Evekben” (1963-1974),” Eszmélet
26 (2014), no. 103, pp. 32-56; Eszter Baladzs, Gyorgy Foldes, and Péter Konok (eds.), A Moderntél
a Posztmodernig: 1968 (Budapest: Napvildg, 2009), p. 226.
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society,* though because of the large volume of data it needed to produce in order to
prove its stratification theories, critical sociology was highly dependent on state sub-
sidies. Although most of these actors were banned from publication, their research at
the Hungarian Academy of Science could go on somewhat uninterrupted. Many young,
critical intellectuals found their place in these research projects. In the field of philos-
ophy, because of the authority of Gyorgy Lukdcs, practitioners of the discipline mainly
questioned the moral and not the material premises of socialism, and they received
more allowances from the state.”” Accepting that from the production of the absolute
surplus-value a shift took place towards the production of the relative surplus-value
(that is, to a certain extent existing socialism moved towards the realization of real
socialism), Agnes Heller claimed that the recognition of radical needs could be the key
to the creation of a new revolutionary class.”

In 1967, from the circle of Katalin Imre** and from the camps of the Young Communist
League, a Maoist group emerged, who based their ideas on the anti-bureaucratic ide-
ologies of Mao Tse Tung and Enver Hoxha while maintaining a good relationship with
Greek dissidents.* It was a group of young intellectuals who were organizing against
the “petty-bourgeois Hungarian state.”* They participated in demonstrations in front
of the US embassy against the Vietnam war, which was in line with the official foreign
policies of the Hungarian state; the state, however, did not tolerate the students’ self-or-
ganizing. These students were accused of “organizing to endanger the state order.”®
In fact, they were circulating a leaflet among Hungarian communist intellectuals like

39 Eber, Megkiilonboztetett, p. 94.
40 Vazsonyi, “Neomarxista,” p. 39.

1 John Grumley, “A Utopian Dialectic of Needs? Heller’s Theory of Radical Needs,” Thesis Eleven
(1999), no. 59, pp. 53-72.

42 Katalin Imre (1923-1989) was a radical left-wing actress, writer, and editor. She edited the
Tiiz-Tanc (Fire dance) and the Tiszta szigorusdg (Unsoiled rigor) anthologies in 1958 and 1963
that were well known and liked by the members of Orfeo as radical socialist statements against
the post-1956 regime. Since she was against the post ‘56 social consensus and criticized the
regime of Janos Kadar as the triumph of right-wing reaction, she was kicked out of the party in
1967 and was put under constant surveillance. As a mother figure to the young radical leftists,
she enjoyed not only the right to engage in full-on criticism but also, as Miklés Haraszti said to
Marton Szarvas, the right to manipulate the private life of these young leftists by deciding who
could be in a relationship with whom. See also Andras Simor, “Figyel6-Dosszié,” Ezredvég 9
(1999), no. 7, pp. 57-63.

43 On socialist de-colonialism see: Zoltan Ginelli, “The Clash of Colonialisms: Hungarian Com-
munist and Anti-Communist Decolonialism in the Third World,” Critical Geographies Blog Dec.
23,2019 (online at kritikaifoldrajz.hu/2019/12/23/the-clash-of-colonialisms-hungarian-commu-
nist-and-anti-communist-decolonialism-in-the-third-world [accessed Feb. 8, 2021]).

44 Taméas Fodor and Miklds Haraszti in discussion with Marton Szarvas, Oct. 6, 2015.

45 Gyorgy Dalos, Hosszti menetelés - rovid tanfolyam (Budapest: Magvetd, 1989), p.7.
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Gyorgy Lukdcs that said that they would like to overthrow the reactionary bourgeois
state and introduce a Maoist form of communism under the name of the Hungarian
Revolutionary Communists.*® They were apprehended by the secret services and Istvdan
Malgot, one of the founders of Orfeo, received a suspended sentence. Only the first
accused, Gyorgy Poér, was sent to prison. After the failure of the Maoist conspiracy,
Istvan Malgot decided that open political confrontation is not possible in the given
context and that culture can thus be used to change the ideas of the people on existing
socialism. However, Orfeo members still shared and read the criticism of the socialist
state elaborated by the Lukacs school.

Among the youth, political songs and participation in concerts became important.
Following the South American and Italian political song tradition emerging in the sixties
that mixed folk aesthetics and socialist content, they were trying to create a socialist
popular song genre that was based on Eastern-European peasant culture. This was also
supported by Jdnos Maréthy, a founder of the Institute for Musicology of the Hungarian
Academy of Science who was engaged with research into popular and workers’ songs.”’
The musical bands Gerilla and Monszun grew out of a group that was organized around
ayoung communist girl, Jalia Barsony. They regularly played at demonstrations against
the Vietnam War and the Greek Civil War.*® These political bands were called pol-beat
(the name of the genre was coined by Mikl6s Haraszti*®) and played a similar style as
the political folk-rock of Bob Dylan, Pete Seeger, and Peter, Paul and Mary. The band of
Orfeo emerged from this scene, travelling to music festivals in the socialist countries
and enjoying the support of the officials.

In contrast with the theoretically elaborated ideas of Orfeo, the Inconnu group’s
ideological agenda was more diverse, inconsistent, and unsteady. Their ideologies did
not come from a single intellectual heritage; rather, they were intellectual bricolages in
which, at first sight, contradictory approaches could cohabit. In their samizdat maga-
zine, Unknown Underground Line, they simultaneously published in 1982 a Hungarian
translation of Terry Smith’s Leninist essay, entitled “Without Revolutionary Theory...,”
which poses the question “How do we begin to develop a revolutionary theory for cul-

46 Szilard Istvan Pap, “In the Hot Summer of ‘68, We Were the Tempest in the Hungarian Tea-
pot’ - The Hungarian Maoist ‘Plotters,” Lefteast Aug. 31, 2018 (online at criticatac.ro/lefteast/
hungarian-maoist-plotters/ [accessed Feb. 7, 2021]).

47 Adam Ignécz, Milliék zenéje (Budapest: Rézsavolgyi és Tarsa, 2020).

8 Rebecca Clifford, Juliane Fiirst, Robert Gildea, James Mark, Piotr Oseka, and Chris Reynolds,
“Spaces,” in Gildea et. al. (eds.), Europe’s 1968, pp. 175-176.

9 Although Miklés Haraszti (1945- ) is better known for his contribution to the samizdat move-
ment and the liberal criticism of socialism in the late 1960s, he was an influential figure in new
left circles. His book Kolték, dalok, forradalmak (Poets, songs, revolutions), published in 1969
and containing South American and other songs of the workers’ movement, had a huge impact
on Tamas Fodor’s and the Orfeo theater group’s work.
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tural action?” and a piece by Hermann Nitsch in which Nitsch theorized his ritualistic
and existentialist theater.*® These two profoundly different theoretical currents in the
case of Inconnu could co-exist because both served a certain theorization and mean-
ing-making of their own subaltern position. At the same time, the members of the
group - never participating in any kind of higher educational framework - were not
accustomed to and did not feel pressured to elaborate a more coherent theoretical
framework.

While the references to Hermann Nitsch were not without precedent in Hungary
because some of his writings were translated into Hungarian in 1980, the group’s re-
lation to Marxist ideas requires some consideration. In the early writings of Inconnu,
there was a large proportion of Marxist and Leninist ideas. In some cases, these ideas
were used in an ironic way, such as when they were quoting the philosopher Istvan
Hermann, who was not only a pupil of Lukacs but also the head of the Evening Univer-
sity of Marxism-Leninism, on the oppressive nature of erudition. But more often, the
group’s Marxist, anti-elitist phrases functioned as meaning-making in the members’
actual life situations. Statements such as “Political art cannot rely on the class of in-
tellectuals since their relationship with the prevailing dominant power is intimately
close and cooperative” resonated well with the position of the unqualified artists who
were trying to get into the closed circles of the underground art scene in Budapest. The
group’s mixture of existentialist and revolutionary Leninist statements made them
hard to comprehend not only for the art scene but also for the secret services, who
tried to label them as anarchists® whose revolutionary theory was incompatible with
the theoretical pillars of state-socialism.

Beginning in 1983-1984, another leftist current, the idea of workers’ councils, would
shape the group’s profile. With their move to Budapest, members of Inconnu got in
touch with several key figures of dissident circles, among them another ideologically
radical figure, Gyorgy Krassd, who became their closest ally and ideological mentor. In
contrast to the members of Inconnu, Krassé came from a Budapest-based middle-class
background, but during the 1980s he was one of the few figures among the dissidents
who did not shift towards liberal ideas. His engagement with the ideas of workers’
councils arose not purely from theory but also from his participation in the Hungarian
Revolution of 1956. For Krass6, workers’ councils and the central role of the working
class were the critical heritages of 1956, and these ideas perfectly matched with the In-
connu group’s periodically articulating a working-class identity and with their marginal
position within dissident circles. Moreover, the re-actualization of the revolutionary
temperature of 1956 also functioned as a justification of the group’s extreme actions.

50 Unknown Underground Line. Actionalist Journal (1982), no. 2, pp. 11-17.
5 Ibid., p. 70.
52 ABTL 2.7.1. NOIJ Szolnok - 5 / Jan. 19, 1982.
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Inconnu’s connection with Krassé did not end with his emigration to London in 1985,
but the course of the ideological streams in and around the groups changed profoundly
with his exit from the scene.

Figure 3. INCONNU, Red Soldiers, 1984.
Artpool Art Research Center — Museum of Fine Arts, Budapest.
Photo credit: Déniel Végel / Blinken OSA.

The legacy of 1956 was also re-actualized from a liberal and nationalist point of
view in the late-1980s, and the Inconnu group’s own works were touched by both.*
Their “The Fighting City” exhibition in 1987 was primarily embedded in the liberal
dissidents’ strategy of gaining international recognition for local dissent.* The show,
which commemorated the 30" anniversary of the revolution, was sponsored by in-
ternational celebrities of the intellectual scene, such as Timothy Garton Ash, Danilo

53 For the wider context of the commemorations of 1956 that took place in 1986, see: Gabor Danyi,
“Phantom Voices from the Past: Memory of the 1956 Revolution and Hungarian Audiences of
Radio Free Europe,” Hungarian Historical Review (2016), no. 4, pp. 790-813.

%% The only academic publication on the Inconnu Group in English is in the context of this show,
see Juliane Debeusscher, “Information Crossings: On the Case of Inconnu’s ‘The Fighting City,”
Afterall: A Journal of Art, Context, and Enquiry 31 (2012), pp. 71-83.
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Kis, Gyorgy Konrad, and Susan Sontag, and was advertised in the international press,
for instance in The New York Review of Books.>® Despite these notable supporters, the
police confiscated its materials a couple of hours before the opening of the show, to
which the group reacted specifically in the framework of free speech discourse: they
put the police confiscation warrants on the empty walls and published a press release
on state-censorship in the international press. Other works from the period, such as
the sticker of the Mona Lisa wearing a police uniform with the caption “police-free
culture!” fit into the same paradigm that focused on the freedom of speech and culture.

While in 1987 the Inconnu group was, with the help of dissident intellectuals, turning
towards an international audience with an avant-garde-ish visuality, only two years
later, in 1989, they re-actualized the memory of 1956 through national symbols and in
conflict with the dominant dissident circles. During that year, the group carved 301
wooden headstones and placed them in Parcel 301, where the executed revolutionaries
of 1956 were buried. Their monument, mobilizing national-popular aesthetics, not only
contrasted with the aesthetically refined commemoration, designed by the architect
L4szl6 Rajk in the same year, but also generated deep conflicts with the dominant
grouping of dissident intellectuals. Therefore, despite their in-depth cooperation, the
Inconnu group remained marginalized in the dissident circles of the 1980s and started
defining itself as the opposition of the opposition.*

Politics of Everyday Life

The two groups stand in stark contrast not only in their relation to the ideological cur-
rents of the late socialist period but also in their moral stances and everyday forms of
ethics. While in the case of the Orfeo group, an ascetic morality and an idolizing of
labor and working-class dispositions were dominant, in the case of the Inconnu group,
asceticism was not a choice but rather an inevitable outcome of their class position and
their confrontation with the state-apparatuses. Orfeo mimicked and glorified a class
to which just some of its members belonged, and they aimed to connect to interwar
communist cultural movements in which asceticism was likewise aestheticized by
middle-class actors.”” In the case of Inconnu, in which most of the members came from
a working-class, post-peasant background, there was no idealization of manual labor.
Rather they captured the alienated working-class life based on personal experiences,
such as working in a sugar factory.®®

55 péter Bokros, Tamas Molnar, Rébert Palinkds, Sandor Szilagyi, and Jen6 Nagy, “Announcement,”
The New York Review of Books, Dec. 4, 1986 (online at nybooks.com/articles/archives/1986/12/04/
announcement/ [accessed Feb. 7, 2021]).
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57 David Szollath, A Kommunista aszketizmus esztétikdja (Budapest: Balassi, 2011).

58 “Munkdsok - élészoborok,” Unknown Underground Line. Actionalist Journal (1982), no, 2,
pp. 16-27.
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Both groups’ moral attitudes were related to contemporary socio-cultural phenom-
ena. Just like the political beat (pol-beat) movement of the late-1960s, the Orfeo group
also valued hard and constant work, not only on art but also on the self. At the first
commune of Orfeo, they created an exercise. It was compulsory to run from the train
to the house, and they even organized small competitions. As Péter Fabry says, not just
their skills but their bodies developed. This idealization of work considered the body,
the art they produced, and every other segment of life as a totality, which contributed
to the development of each other as they were practiced not just in parallel, but together
in everyday life. As Orfeo co-existed and co-developed with the pol-beat movement,
Inconnu allied with the punk movement of the 1980s, especially after Rébert Palinkas
Szlics joined the group in the mid-1980s.*° The group produced numerous punk-inspired
stickers, named its samizdat publisher “Punknown Editor,” and even experimented with
forming a punk band. Their and the punk scene’s attitudes resembled each other in their
primarily spontaneous, non-theoretical, ritualistic forms of resistance,* manifesting
themselves in the group’s experiments with gayness, sexuality, and animal cruelty.

While the Inconnu group’s resistance often took more subcultural and casual forms,
the Orfeo group was more systematic. Many of them also participated in the work of
the Young Communist League and believed that the existing institutions could be
taken over. They idealized work, since they considered it as a preparation for the bigger
task: to rule the country. They criticized each other’s work for its ideological aspects:
they self-censored the play Vurstli for being too ideological and didactic, but in other
cases, such as that of Mihdly Kiss, the divergence from the ideological stream was
also punished. As penitence for his habitus, which was branded as petty-bourgeois,
Kiss was sent into exile in Algyd to work as an oil miner. After his half year among the
workers, during which he lived in a segregated Roma community, he was accepted by
the Orfeo community again.

Despite Inconnu’s self-definition as amateurs and despite their critique of the hier-
archical social and cultural structures, the group was not free from hierarchies that
were not only informal but manifested themselves in the distinction of members as
ideologists and technicians. In this division of labor, technicians played a key role in
the technical realization of the performances but were not authorized to shape its
content.® Despite the group’s internal and uneven division of theory and practice,
as they shifted towards politics they had to reflect on the differences regarding their
education and that of the dissident intellectuals who primarily came from university
departments, research institutes, and publishing houses. In this environment, Inconnu
could stand out and carve out its own place by being provocative. As a member recalled,

% péter Gyorgy, Néma hagyomdny (Budapest: Magvets, 2000), p. 130.

60 Stuart Hall and Tony Jefferson (eds.), Resistance through rituals: youth subcultures in post-war
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61 Mih4ly Csécsei, in discussion with Krist6f Nagy, Mar. 31, 2016.
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“we arrived for an exhibition with mouths taped with red duct tape, while for a house
party of [dissident intellectual] Ferenc Kszeg we arrived with bound hands. We were
animals in the democratic opposition, no one understood us.”®

Figure 4. Still from the play of Orfeo titled “1514,” ca. 1972.
Courtesy of Anna Komjathy.

While in its ideas, Inconnu was far from advocating Orfeo’s ascetic technologies of
the self, in their everyday life both groups shared the reality of being in a vulnerable
situation. In the case of Inconnu, this exposure was not a solely chosen one. With
their forced exit from the cultural infrastructure and from formal state employment,
and with their expulsion from the city of Szolnok, they had to live a highly precarious
life underpinned by their bohemian self-definition, differing from the Orfeo group’s
voluntary asceticism that also had roots in their social situation. While, for Orfeo, com-
mune-building was primarily an ideological decision reinforced by the poor housing
conditions of some of their members, Inconnu’s co-housing was involuntary and de-
pendent on the goodwill of the dissident intellectual Laszl6 Rajk. Spaces of cultural
production and private life were merged in both cases, but while Orfeo could do it in
a spacious house built for this purpose, Inconnu had to suspend the operation of their
underground apartment-gallery because the small flat was not suitable for the parallel

62 Rébert Palinkds Sztics in discussion with Kristéf Nagy, April 7, 2016.
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use for housing and large-scale political gathering.®® But just as Orfeo’s commune was
not purely the result of an ideological engagement, the vulnerability of Inconnu was not
purely the result of external constraints but also of a self-chosen martyrdom. Self-dam-
nation was present already in their early performances, but then it took physical forms
such as cutting, stinging, and burning themselves, and after the first retaliations by the
state this turned into a political statement: they started framing their court hearing as
a show trial and made statements such as: “Practice the forbidden! Collide head on!
Mount an offensive!” While they were directly impacted by the repressive state appa-
ratuses, the group’s self-subsistence became profoundly dependent on the liberalizing
and expanding second economy that simultaneously both bypassed state-control and
introduced more precarious working conditions.®

While in dissident circles Inconnu played a subordinate role, within the group its only
female member did the same. As one of the male members recalled about the gendered
division of labor, “very often from the entire Inconnu group it was only Magdi that
worked. At the same time, the three stupid [guys] were just trying to become popular.
We made the revolution while Magdi sustained us.”®® This recollection demonstrates
how the reproductive labor of Magdolna Serf6z6, the group’s only female member, was
made invisible as she was often omitted from the list of its members. This was made
even more dramatic because Serf6zé was not only maintaining the male members’
livelihood, but she also executed a large proportion of the visual works of the group,
since she was one of the two members of the group that had good drawing skills. Gender
roles and sexuality were similarly hidden in the case of the Orfeo group, while they
were also central elements of the group’s communal experiment. Just as the socialist
state considered gender equality important on an ideological level and yet perceived
female subjects to be homogeneous in its egalitarian policies,* the commune also made
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authentic, self-identical community building. In those terms the liberal critique of the 1980’s,
which was centered on civil society as the root of civic self-governance and democracy, was
already rooted in the Marxist lifestyle reforms of the 1960’s. Péter Apor, “Autentikus k6zosség és
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Conjunctures,” Studia Universitatis Babes-Bolyai Sociologia 62 (2017), no. 1, pp. 85-104.

% Janos Gulyas, Ismeretlenek, 2005, 180 minutes (film).

66 Tamdas Fodor and Ilona Németh in discussion with Mdrton Szarvas, July 6, 2015.
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no distinctions. Couples constantly changed, but there were more influential person-
alities for whom sexual freedom was more lucrative. In the interviews Mdrton Szarvas
conducted, the men often spoke about an active sexual life as a normal part of the life
of young people and they framed this as an integral part of the youth experience. For
example, one interviewee, when he was asked how he got into Orfeo, claimed that it
was “through a girl [and] then [I] had sex with all the ‘pretty ones’ and then I left.”5" It
was a significantly different experience in the case of women, who reported very trau-
matic experiences. Some who had had sexual intercourse with Istvan Malgot claimed
that it was compulsory, as they felt that they could be expelled from the commune if
they did not do it, but at the same time, since he was an informal leader of the group,
they said it was hard to resist his aura. In 2009, a film was made by former members
about Orfeo and the focus of the documentary unconsciously shifted to these traumatic
experiences. One of the interviewees said that it was shocking for the men to find out
how differently life in the commune was experienced by the women, and it was the
first and only time that the women had managed to reveal how sexually exploitative
life was for the female members of the commune.

Social Trajectories in History

Over the course of the past 40 to 50 years, members of both of the groups have gone
through several radical ideological transformations. In this section, we argue that these
changes were not arbitrary but rather contingent upon large social formations. For
this reason, we have placed the individual biographies in the context of social history.
By doing this, we do not purely aim to discharge former radicals who left or distorted
their anti-systemic stances, rather, with Bourdieu, we believe that the “historicising
of forms of thought offers the only real chance, however small, of escaping from his-
tory.”s®

In the case of Inconnu, the shift towards post-socialist anti-democratic populism
was more dominant, while in the case of Orfeo the shift was towards democratic an-
ti-populism, but in both cases the ideological transition had already started in the
1980s. This resonates with the highly symbolic division between the urbanite and the
folkish blocs, two intellectual blocs that have a long tradition in Hungarian intellectual
history. This distinction signifies epistemological positions rooted in social trajectories
and embedded in competing elite blocs.® The term urban intellectual usually marks
a disposition based on a bourgeois social trajectory that prefers Western European
culture and wants to catch up with the culture and economic development of these
countries. In contrast, the folk-oriented bloc, formed primarily by first-generation in-

67 Anonymous member of Orfeo in discussion with Mdrton Szarvas, Mar. 17, 2016.
% pierre Bourdieu, The Field of Cultural Production (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1993), pp. 263-264.

%9 Vigvéri and Gerécs, “The Concept.”
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tellectuals often coming from rural areas, legitimizes itself as being representative of
the people and peasant culture.”

According to the recollections of Tamds Fodor, Orfeo broke up exactly along this ide-
ological fault line; Inconnu, however, wasn’t touched by this fault line because they were
subaltern subjects and not intellectuals, neither first generation folkish nor embedded
urban ones.” While in the beginning Inconnu produced harshly anti-elitist statements
(such as: “Break with the art-society, the hotbed of the national bourgeoisie!”) and
reflected on the social origins of its radicalism, their trajectory was also characterized
by repeated and failed attempts at class mobility. For example, Péter Bokros’s failure to
get admitted to the College of Fine Arts just reinforced the group’s attacks on institu-
tionalized forms of cultural production and led to a subsequent application made with
the goal of causing a scandal. This radicalism against institutionalized culture brought
the group closer to the Budapest-centered underground art scene. However, during
the 1980s this underground scene was in the process of leaving political radicalism
behind as they were now beginning to appear in the liberalizing institutional culture.
Thus, Inconnu’s confrontational politics went against the grain of the underground
scene’s transformation.

With the failure of Inconnu’s integration into the underground pole of the cultural
field, they started forging a new alliance with the dissident intelligentsia for whom
Inconnu not only demonstrated the oppressive nature of the regime but also brought
visual and printing skills. Already in 1983, Inconnu contributed to the printing of the
samizdat magazine Beszéld,” and in 1984 they published in their samizdat magazine
Inconnu Press a love letter to Gyorgy Konréd, expressing how Konréd serves as a moral
exemplar for them. Nevertheless, this cooperation was endangered by the profoundly
different class positions of the two groups. It is telling that Inconnu wrote this letter to
Konrad while not knowing him personally because, in the years of the group’s integration
with the dissidents, Konrdd was living in Berlin and New York on scholarships. While
dissident intellectuals shared some of their material, social, and cultural capital with
Inconnu in the form of housing, international press coverage, and art publications,
this did not eliminate various prevailing class-based dispositions that caused tension
between them. This class conflict was intensified by an aesthetic conflict, because dis-
sidents, typically trained in the conservative art theory of Lukécs, did not acknowledge

0 Tamas Hofer, “The ‘Hungarian Soul’ and the ‘Historic Layers of National Heritage”: Conceptual-
izations of Hungaran Folk Culture,” in Ivo Banac and Katherine Verdery (eds.), National Character
and National Ideology in Interwar Eastern Europe (New Haven: Yale Center for International and
Area Studies, 1995), pp. 65-82.

" Istvan Téth, in discussion with Kristéf Nagy, July 24, 2019.

2 Ferenc K6szeg, “Inconnu-krénika,” Beszélg (1984), no. 9, pp. 119-121 (online at beszelo.c3.hu/
cikkek/inconnu-kronika [accessed Feb. 9, 2021]).
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Inconnu’s art, but only their political activism.” These conflicts were exacerbated at the
end of the 1980s when dissidents had achieved wider acceptance, and by 1988 Inconnu
defined itself in opposition to the political opposition. As they put it:

The ‘celebs’ of the Hungarian Democratic Forum and of the Beszéld-circle received
scholarships to go abroad and all kinds of other support through their social
networks, while we were considered fags who print the newspaper, who suffer,
who slog, who are beaten by the police, who have dirt-cheap everyday problems
and who struggle to make a living.”™

This was not the only case in Hungary of the 1980s in which the nameless and the
recognized dissident figures were in conflict.”” The discord between Inconnu and the
recognized figures of the dissident scene culminated in the clash over the commem-
oration of the heroes of the 1956 revolution, discussed above.

The informal leader of Orfeo, Istvan Malgot, who also came from the countryside,
more successfully achieved social and spatial mobility. Being disenchanted from dir-
ect political action after the unveiling of the Maoist conspiracy, he became involved
in Orfeo, claiming that culture is a necessary tool for ideological education and for
revealing the contradictions of socialism. After the breakup of Orfeo, caused partially
by his attacks on members whose behavior he labeled as reactionary, Malgot continued
his work with the puppet theater and established a Roma theater funded by the Soros
Foundation just before the transition.

Compared to Malgot, the urbanite Tamas Fodor’s journey shows a more traditional
intellectual trajectory that then became politicized in the wake of the global events of
’68. His father was a party secretary, and Fodor then encountered new left ideas and
the works of the young Marx through the first defendant in the Maoist trial, Gyorgy
Pér, who introduced him to Malgot, and he started to work with members of Orfeo.
Their first theater piece expressed solidarity with the Western student movements and
criticized the conservatism of the Hungarian socialist state by using quotations from
Lenin. After the breakup of Orfeo, he remained the leader of the renamed theater group
and directed their productions, such as Woyzeck, in 1977. He shifted from leftist critique
towards a liberal attitude targeting authoritarian politics. By the 1980s, the theatre

3 Sandor Radnéti, in discussion with Kristéf Nagy, April 11, 2016. In contrast to the situation in
Hungary, there was not such a large gap between the political opposition and neo-avant-garde

circles in other Eastern European countries. See, for example, Jonathan Bolton, Worlds of Dissent
(Cambridge and London: Harvard University Press, 2012).

™ NOIJ - INCONNU III/III - 256/5, Dec. 30, 1988.

5 Gébor Danyi, “Harisnya, ablakkeret és szabad gondolat,” Miiltunk (2019), no. 4, pp. 92-127. See
also Janos Gulyas’ documentary, Szamizdatos évek, 1997, 93 minutes.
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group became involved in liberal dissident circles, sometimes even hosting the Inconnu
group in their commune and printing samizdat in the attic of the building. After the
transition, Fodor was the first who became a member of parliament, representing the
liberal Alliance of Free Democrats, claiming that “now I have left-liberal sympathies.
[...] T kept the love of freedom as part of liberal thinking. My leftism is only about sol-
idarity with the oppressed.””

Figure 5. INCONNU, Nailed Hungary, 1984.
Artpool Art Research Center — Museum of Fine Arts, Budapest.
Photo credit: Daniel Végel / Blinken OSA.

Malgot, in comparison, did not return to politics immediately after 1989, instead
focusing on his sculptures. He became re-engaged with politics in 2002 when Fidesz,
after it lost the elections that year, established a network of civic circles, which were
framed as a democratization of the party but in fact served to mobilize their voters.”

76 After the coalition between the Hungarian Socialist Party and the Alliance of Free Democrats
was realized in 1994, voters of this bloc in Hungarian public political discourses are usually referred
as left-liberals, which not only indicates party preferences but also an urban middle-class habitus.
"7 Gébor Halmai, “Dispossessed by the Spectre of Socialism: Nationalist Mobilization in Tran-
sitional Hungary,” in Don Kalb and Gdbor Halmai (eds.), Headlines of Nation, Subtexts of Class:
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While his former comrades narrate his life as a constant fluctuation between different
worldviews, according to him “my plebeian attitude could not stand the promise of
democracy without its realization and was looking for initiatives which really empower
people.”” In fact, after realizing that the civic circles were not a means of achieving
direct democracy, he resigned in an open letter addressed to Viktor Orban. Neverthe-
less, his oeuvre was shown in 2015 as a part of the Fidesz-regime’s building of cultural
hegemony.” In this exhibition, his conservative turn was explained by his shifting
interest towards mythology, while his former socialist ideas made humanity his focal
point. This folkish-socialist trajectory is not unique among Hungarian intellectuals
experiencing sudden social mobility. In the post-socialist context, these actors and
ideas were primarily co-opted by the political right, while in the post-WWII context
actors with similar trajectories were incorporated by the socialist project.®

Despite the buzz around anti-communist artistic dissent after 1989, Inconnu could
not return to the art field, primarily because they were embedded in neither the local
nor the national art scene. Consequently, the group broke up and, in the 1990s, former
members tried to establish the middle-class life that they did not have the possibility of
pursuing during the 1980s. The group was rebooted by Tamés Molndar and Péter Bokros
for the same 2002 election that re-politicized Malgot, and Molndr got involved in the
civic circles as well. The re-founded Inconnu focused on its critique of the alliance of
liberal elites with international capital. They re-actualized their anti-communist art
as ‘anti-liberal’ and compared the former rule of the USSR to the new order of global
capitalism. Their art also reflected a certain continuity, as they reformulated 1980s stick-
ers against Soviet nuclear weapons into graphics against expanding the Paks Nuclear
Power Plant with US investment; and their 1980s mousetrap-performance, originally
highlighting the interlaced nature of national ideas with repressive state apparatuses,
turned into a graphic warning against Hungary‘s EU accession. The benefits of this
re-politicization were as unevenly distributed within the group as they were in the
1980s. Tamdas Molndr became the vice-chairman of the newly founded far-right Jobbik
in 2003, and in recent years he has been building anti-communist public installations
with the intellectual and financial support of the Fidesz regime. At the same time, the
similarly re-politicized Péter Bokros was not able to make himself into a profession-

Working Class Populism and the Return of the Repressed in Neoliberal Europe (New York: Berghahn
Books, 2011), pp. 113-141; Béla Greskovits, “Rebuilding the Hungarian right through conquering
civil society: the Civic Circles Movement,” East European Politics 36 (2020), no. 2. pp. 247-266.

8 Eszter Gotz, Teremtett Lények:Malgot Istvdn Szobrai [Created creatures: sculptures of Istvan
Malgot] (Budapest: Klaris, 2013).

™ Zsuzsa Lészl6, “Malgot Istvan kozosségi kisérletei Maotél Vondig egy nem-értelmiségi miivészet
felé,” Tranzitblog.hu, Jan. 22, 2016 (online at tranzitblog.hu/malgot-istvan-kozossegi-kiser-
letei-maotol-vonaig-egy-nem-ertelmisegi-muveszet-fele [accessed Feb. 7, 2016]).

8 Ivan Vitanyi, Ot meg 6t az tizenhdrom (Budapest: Gondolat, 1993).
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al political entrepreneur, and in 2017 he passed away living precariously as a public
worker. Similarly to Orfeo members, Inconnu members narrate their biography as a
coherent life history. As Taméds Molndr commented on their exhibition on his Facebook
page: “The members of Inconnu never turned left or right on the Road to Damascus.”

The patterns are the same in both groups. People with either socialist or bourgeois
middle-class backgrounds were more likely to join the post-socialist liberal factions
(termed anti-democratic populism by Gagyi) during the time of transition. People from
the plebeian lower-classes mostly rejected and experienced rejection from the emerging,
democratic anti-populist liberal elite that pushed them towards post-socialist nation-
alism. In both groups, one can find examples of both trajectories, but more typical in
the case of Orfeo was the democratic anti-populist way, while in the case of Inconnu it
was the anti-democratic populist way.

Conclusions

While previous research often analyzed dissident trajectories from an individualizing
and moralizing perspective, in this paper we argued that social trajectories of dissent
under socialism and its post-socialist afterlives should be understood by situating in-
dividual biographies in social structures. Based on a comparison of the origins, con-
text, and content of artistic radicalism between two politically engaged artist groups,
Orfeo and Inconnu, we shed light on how institutional structures and social trajectory
shaped the emergence and implementation of dissident ideologies in different histor-
ical contexts. We highlighted that differences in individual and collective trajectories
in the post-socialist period come not from individual moral qualities but rather from
the interplay of ideological context, social trajectories, shifting cultural policies, and
the political economy of culture.

While in the case of Orfeo the group’s politicization went partly against the norms
of the autonomous art scene, for a while it seemed to be reconcilable with state in-
terests. However, the group’s radicalism mainly manifested itself in a departure from
the mainstream lifestyle of the time and tried to turn the individualized form of cultural
production into a collective one. As their target audience was the working class, they
experimented with realist aesthetics, and their revolt did not include aesthetic radic-
alism. Their art was supported by the state, but their radicalism regarding politics and
ways of living led to their expulsion from their comfortable position. As they had a more
secure urban middle-class background, their radicalism did not affect their material
position and living standards significantly. Moreover, their social and cultural capital
was transposable when the liberal opposition started emerging in the early 1980s.

In contrast, Inconnu was an outsider artists’ group, first striving for recognition in
the neo-avant-garde scene. While these aesthetic forms started to be integrated into
the global art market already in the early 1980s, Inconnu did not have the social and
cultural capital to be able to profit from that process. Retaliation by the state distanced
them from the mainstreaming neo-avant-garde art scene and pushed them towards

84



Left Turn, Right Turn — Artistic and Political Radicalism of Late Socialism in Hungary

aliberal dissident intelligentsia. Their habitus and working-class-focused re-actualization
of the 1956 revolution left them secluded politically and socially from the mainly urban
middle-class elite that was under formation at the time. Their attempt to support liberal
dissent with visual materials and applied art undermined their artistic legitimacy in
the self-proclaimed autonomous field of cultural production. This lack of integration,
rooted in their spatial and social seclusion, later pushed many of the actors towards
the antidemocratic populist faction of the transition.

When in 2019, thirty years after the transition, we led an acknowledged liberal in-
tellectual through our comparative exhibition, his reaction was that “we have to ac-
knowledge our [liberal] responsibility for the current political situation in Hungary and
for creating such a close-knit network when appointing each other to state positions.”
While we argued in this article that there is some truth in this form of social self-re-
flection, a radical break in intellectual trajectories is not necessarily only the result of
the ideological package Gagyi calls democratic anti-populism but, as the members of
Inconnu pointed out, “Everyone will be as radical as circumstances make them.” The
circumstances were the context of the marketization periods of the 1960s and 1980s,
coupled with the dominant ideologies of the time, providing different forms of articu-
lation of dissent and anti-systemic ideas. Social trajectory matters, since a middle-class
background makes it more likely that one would profit from the social and cultural
capital accumulated in social movements. Intellectuals are the ones who by their posi-
tion are capable of universalizing their distinct position and narrating it as the history
of the whole society, in other words, producing ontology from epistemology. However,
this capability of universalization is not a pre-given part of every intellectual position,
but is highly dependent on the alliances they make during periods of social change.
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LEFTIST DISSENT
AGAINST STATE
SOCIALISM

IN ALBANIA

How the 20" Congress of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union Influenced
the Left-wing Dissent in Albania

Inxhi Brisku

Abstract

This article deals with the most important event of leftist dissent during the 45 years of
state socialism in Albania. This event was the Conference of the Party Committee for the
City of Tirana, where delegates from all over Tirana, under the influence of the 20™ Con-
gress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, criticized the party’s high leadership
for economic difficulties in the country, leadership privileges, lack of internal democracy
in the party, and other problems of the time. This paper aims to discern to what extent
Marxist terminology is employed in the critique of the system by these individuals. From
an analysis of the discussions of the delegates in the conference, it is observed that although
they do not directly employ Marxist concepts in their critiques of the party leadership and
its policies, they have positioned their criticism from a leftist perspective and have used
critiques similar to those that Trotsky used against Stalinism.
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Introduction

This article will treat one of the most important events of dissidence against the system
of state socialism, which is the only case when criticism against the system in Albania
and its leadership was made public and from within the Communist Party* by ordinary
communists, intellectuals, and clerks of a low rank in state and party apparatuses in
Albania. This event was the Conference of the Party Committee of Tirana, which was
held on April 14-18, 1956.% At this event, communists from the city of Tirana, under the
influence of the de-Stalinization process announced by Nikita Khrushchev at the 20
Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, rose up and openly criticized
the Labor Party of Albania’s leadership for the mistakes they had made, and for the
path taken by the socialist system in Albania.?

In Albania, little has been said and written about the Conference of the Party Com-
mittee of Tirana, because it seems like a distant event. However, even when it is writ-
ten about, the criticisms of the delegates towards the leadership of the party and the

! The Communist Party of Albania was formed on November 8, 1941 when Albania was occupied
by fascist Italy and the party became a proponent of the Anti-Fascist War. After the liberation of
the country, Albania was proclaimed a socialist country, which it remained until March 1991.
In 1948 under the influence of Stalin, the Communist Party of Albania changed its name to the
Labor Party of Albania because Albania was a backward agrarian country, with the majority of
the population peasants. Thus, a Party named “Labor Party” would have sounded more appro-
priate than the name “Communist Party” in a country without industry and, therefore without
a proletariat.

2 The full name of this event is the Conference of the Party Committee for the City of Tirana,
however in Albanian historiography it became more widely used with the names Conference of
the Party of Tirana, or only the Conference of Tirana. The full name will be used in this article,
but other names may be used interchangeably.

3 The structural organization of the Labor Party of Albania had as its basic unit “the cells of the
party,” which existed in every working center. Before each general congress of the party, every
four years, in each region a Conference of the Party was convened, with representatives from all
the party cells of that region. These conferences discussed the problems presented by the grass-
roots organizations and would be discussed later at the party congress. Since in Tirana, as the
capital, there were many working centers and consequently more party cells than in any other
city, the Conference of the Party Committee of Tirana convened only for the city of Tirana, not
the region. It should also be mentioned that since most of the governmental, media, educational
and scientific institutions were in Tirana, and each of them had its own party organization, the
intellectual level of the communists of Tirana, and consequently their representatives in the
Conference of the Party, had a higher intellectual level than the communists of other districts.
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system are not analyzed from a leftist perspective. The historian Ana Lalaj,* as well
as participants of the conference who lived after the fall of the socialist system (1991),
have however identified the conference as a dissident event and the participants in it
as leftist dissidents. The importance of this conference in the Albanian political reality
of that time is also shown by the harsh reaction of the senior leadership of the Labor
Party of Albania towards all who participated in the conference.

The purpose of this paper is twofold: first, to analyze the use of Marxist concepts by
the participants of the conference; second, to analyze how much the Marxist approach
was used by the delegates of this conference to identify the problems of state socialism
and criticize that system. The research question whose answer will be attempted in this
paper will be: To what extent was Marxist terminology employed in dissident reflections
as a critical tool for describing the operation of power, ideology, and economic injustice?

The speeches of these delegates at the conference will be analyzed to answer this
question, and to see if a Marxist critique of the system had been used by the delegates of
the Conference of the Party Committee of Tirana. Thus, the method used in this paper
will be an analysis of public discourse (considering as public discourse the speeches
of the delegates at the Conference of the Party Committee of Tirana, as presented in
the minutes of the conference). Initially, a theoretical summary of various authors
who have made a critique of state socialism - Stalinism as they call it - will be given.
Afterwards, an overview of the historical situation follows, as well as the current state
of studies on left-wing dissent in Albania. Afterwards, parts from the delegates’ dis-
cussions at the conference and their criticisms of the leadership will be given. These
speeches will be analyzed in order to answer the research question and to come to
appropriate conclusions.

The delegates’ discussions at the Conference revolved around three main issues: first,
the economic problems of the population and the economic privileges of the party’s
top leadership (the luxury in which the latter lived); second, the development of the
cult of the personality in Albania, especially in the person of the First Secretary of the
Central Committee of the Labor Party, Enver Hoxha, and consequently the develop-
ment of the idea of his infallibility, directly affecting the lack of internal democracy
of the party, where the criterion of truth was the word of the leader; third, the sharp
development of the so-called “class struggle,” which was in fact state terror against the
population that had already begun to affect not only the overthrown classes but also
the communist leaders who did not agree with Enver Hoxha. Excerpts from the speech
of the discussants at the conference, will be presented according to this categorization.

4 Ana Lalaj, “The Party Conference of Tirana, an aborted spring for the left in Albania, (14-19
April 1956),” Studime Historike (2009), no. 1-2, pp. 109-132, here 108.
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Theoretical Critique of Soviet State Socialism

A systematic critique of state socialism in the Soviet Union, from a left-wing perspective,
was first made by Leon Trotsky. Trotsky was the first and perhaps the only communist
from Russia who had the opportunity to make a systematic critique of the Soviet system
between the two World Wars. A rival of Stalin within the Bolshevik Party after his exile
from the Soviet Union Trotsky developed a whole theory aimed at the criticism of Sta-
linism.? For Trotsky, the system that had triumphed and was still evolving in the Soviet
Union was a kind of “Russian Thermidor,” a triumph of right-wing elements within the
Bolshevik Party over the ideals of the October Revolution. The cause of this shift to the
right, a reactionary movement according to Trotsky, was the bureaucratization of the
main cadres of the party, who had become a caste. The latter had replaced the revolu-
tionary platform with their interests as a new caste, which was superimposed on the
rank and file membership of the party and also lived at its expense. According to later
authors, this turn to the right of the Bolshevik regime is defined as happening in the
mid-1930s when, after a period of triumph of the “left-wing” of the Bolshevik Party, which
brought about a series of reforms in the economy (industrialization, dekulakization,
and collectivism), in social life (liberalization of divorce and abortion) and in cultural
life (experimentation with ultra-innovative forms of art and pedagogy to create the so-
called Proletarian Culture), it launched a series of reforms aimed at strengthening state
authority and disciplining the population. These reforms produced the strengthening
of nomenclature power, the re-emphasis of traditional Russian values, and the rise of
a Russian nationalist ideology within the USSR.®

According to Trotsky, the class struggle in Stalinism takes place between the bureau-
cracy, which does not own but administers the means of production, and the proletariat
(the latter remaining exploited, while the former - namely the bureaucracy - becomes
the exploiter of the proletariat or, one could also say, the owners of the means of pro-
duction’s administrators). Starting from a Marxist premise, Trotsky analyzes Stalinism
as an economic, political, and social system and casts doubt on the socialist nature of
this regime.” He calls Stalinism a degraded bureaucratic system, and this degradation
and bureaucratization of the system had come from the influence of the backward
economic and social conditions of Russia where the revolution had been isolated.

Three authors from the 1960s, Stephen Cohen, Robert C. Tucker, and Moshe Lewin,
write in the spirit of an internal critique of Stalinism and questioning of the socialist
nature of the system.

% Leon Trotsky, The Revolution Betrayed: What Is the Soviet Union and Where Is It going? (New
York: Pathfinder Press, 1972), pp. 86-114.

6 Sheila Fitzpatrick, The Russian Revolution (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1990), pp. 148-163.
7 Trotsky, The Revolution, p. 112.
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Stephen Cohen has produced deep analyses of the writings of the main ideologue of
the right-wing faction of the Bolshevik Party after the Revolution, in the 1920s, Nikolai
Bukharin. Through this analysis, Cohen has concluded that Stalinism was not a logical
conclusion of Marxism and Leninism. Additionally, he wrote that the consideration of
the Soviet Union as a totalitarian state would be correct only for the period of Stalin’s
rule, but not for the period of Lenin’s rule or the years after Stalin’s death.?

Another scholar, Robert C. Tucker, has analyzed two aspects of the Stalinist regime,
that were previously neglected. First, Stalin’s personality, which he identified as the
primary cause of the excesses and brutality of the Stalinist model.’ According to him,
violence was not an essential and inevitable part of the system, but a feature of special
actors within this system, the product of their conduct. The second equally important
point according to Tucker was the legacy of the Russian tsarist autocracy in the new
regime. As for the behavior of the leaders, the new regime was not detached from the
legacy of the old. Stalin did not represent a modern totalitarian leader but the continu-
ation of modernizing Russian autocrats such as Ivan the Terrible and Peter the Great,
a model accepted by the Russian patriarchal-authoritarian culture.”

The academic work of Moshe Lewin continued in the same line. For Lewin, the
influence of the tsarist tradition in the Bolshevik system has been one of his favorite
topics of study. Starting from the Trotskyist critique of Stalinism, developed mainly
in the 1930s, Moshe Lekin separated Stalinism from Leninism and called Stalinism a
coexistence between the authoritarian tradition of the Russian tsars and the degener-
ation of a bureaucratic process that took place in the Bolshevik Party in the late 1920s
and especially during the 1930s. Although in its appearance Stalinism retained some
social forms, in its essence it was a hybrid system, a mix between Russian rural culture
and authoritarianism. The large mass of peasants raised to the status of the elite by the
Stalinist regime solidified into an all-powerful bureaucratic apparatus, constituting its
social basis and showing the non-socialist nature of the system."

This summary of the theoretical critique of Soviet state socialism was presented
above so that through this theoretical background, an analysis of the discourses of the
conference participants could be made. And, thereby, to determine whether the latter
had employed a leftist critique of the socialist system in Albania.

8 Stephen Cohen, Bukharin, and the Bolshevik Revolution: A Political Biography, 1888-1938
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1980), pp.156.

9 Robert C. Tucker, Stalin in Power: The Revolution from Above, 1928-1941 (New York: Norton
1992), pp. 4-6.

10 Robert C. Tucker, “A Choice of Lenin?” in George R. Urban (ed.), Stalinism: Its Impact on Russia
and the World (London: Temple Smith, 1982), pp. 146-179.

1 Moshe Lewin, “The Social Background of Stalinism,” in Robert C. Tucker (ed.), Stalinism: Essays
in Historical Interpretation (New York: Norton, 1977), pp. 111-136.
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The Current State of Studies about Dissidence in Albania

In today’s political and public discourse in Albania, the idea that there was no dissidence
in Albania during the period of state socialism is hegemonic. The main justification
for the lack of dissidence in Albania, according to this discourse, lies in the fact that,
unlike the rest of the socialist bloc, Albania continued to be Stalinist until the end.!?
When Khrushchev’s reform of the Soviet Union began (with the 20" Congress in 1956),
which was reflected in the rest of the bloc, Albania was reluctant to denounce the cult
of the individual and Stalin’s crimes. In a gathering of 81 parties in Moscow, Albania
sided with China and denounced Khrushchev’s revisionism. Consequently, until the
end of the regime’s rule, Albania continued to be a hard-line Stalinist country. No form
of public opposition or criticism was allowed. The process of de-Stalinization, which
began during Khrushchev’s rule and intensified especially after the 20™ Congress of
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, came to a halt after Brezhnev came to power.
Yet many Soviet liberal intellectuals developed a critique of the Stalinist system outside
the official channels of the party and the state, mainly by writing and circulating an
alternative literature called samizdat."

The same discourse about dissidents in the former-socialist states usually highlights
figures like Vaclav Havel, Adam Michnik, and Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, whose dissent
against the socialist regimes has largely been from a liberal perspective, generally talking
about freedoms and human rights. This is not illogical when one considers that since the
fall of the socialist regime (1991) Albania embraced a strong antisocialist discourse, and
figures such as Enver Hoxha, Stalin, and Marx are usually equalized. Even the mention
of Marx’s name or a critique of capitalism, during the 1990s and early 2000s could have
subjected a person to being labeled, for example, a “terrorist.” To some extent, this is a
common belief even today in the mainstream media and political scene of Albania.™

Studies about the socialist period in Albania continue to use Hannah Arendt’s con-
cepts, considering it a totalitarian regime and criticizing it in liberal terms. These studies
consider the socialist period in Albania as a repressive regime that oppressed liberties:
market freedom is usually the first to be mentioned, followed by freedom of expression
and movement, lack of private property rights, political parties, and free elections. In
other words, it is a typical, liberal critique that never focuses on the living conditions
of the working-class or the cooperative peasantry. An exception to this is the doctoral
dissertation of Dr. Sofokli Meksi, “Albanian Stalinism, a view from below,” defended at
the University of Tirana, which, to my knowledge, is the only study that makes a Marx-
ist analysis of the Albanian socialist system, which he considers a Stalinist regime."

12 Sofokli Meksi, Stalinizmi shqiptar: njé véshtrim nga poshté [Albanian Stalinism: a view from
below, unpublished dissertation] (Tirana: University of Tirana, 2015), pp. III-IV.

13 Ibid. p. 18.
“ Ibid. p. VIL.

15 Meksi, Stalinizmi shqiptar [Albanian Stalinism].
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Likewise, when personages of resistance or opposition to the regime were written
or talked about, the scope ranges from some Fascist collaborationists during the Sec-
ond World War to some intellectual figures who were imprisoned for ideas expressed
in private between friends. Even for these figures, there is usually no deep analysis of
their political ideas as they are all marked with the same label - “anti-communists.”
However, from the writings of these persons - Mustafa Kruja, Mehdi Frasheri, Hasan
Dosti, Ernest Koliqi, and others - it can be seen that their opposition to state socialism
was due to their conservative ideas regarding the political and economic system.

Nevertheless, some biographies have been published of different figures associated
with the Albanian left, before and after Second World War, who were convicted by the
socialist regime - mostly accused of being Trotskyites, revisionists, or social democrats.
This includes the life and political activity of Anastas Lulja, Sadik Premtja, Zef Mala,
Petro Marko, Sejfulla Maleshova, and Musine Kokalari, as well as other anti-fascist ac-
tivists and devoted communists/socialists who had disagreements with the leadership
of the Communist Party of Albania (later Labor Party) during or after the war. Some
of them were executed while others were imprisoned or exiled. The most comprehen-
sive study of these figures is a collection of biographies E MAJTA Mendimi Politik /
Profile Biografike (The left, political thought / Biographical profiles) published by the
Friedrich Ebert Foundation in Albania.’* However, this book, as is the case with many
others, deals mostly with the life stories of these personages, only briefly mentioning
their political ideas; it is not a structured study about their critiques of state socialism.
Reasons for that might be objective: first, as they were imprisoned or executed, they did
not leave anything written about their critique of the system or they wrote only vague
ideas in their private notebooks. Another reason is that because Albania continued to
be a Stalinist country until the regime’s finish, these dissidents did not have a public
tribune to express their critiques of the state socialism clearly and structurally. From
what they have written, their critiques have been mostly about state violence, terror,
and political oppression.

The aforementioned dissidents were “old-time” communists, who had fought in
the National Liberation War and were eliminated or imprisoned during the first years
after the war because of the disagreements they had with the party leadership. How-
ever, after the 20" Congress of the Communist Party of Soviet Union, where the cult of
personality and crimes of Stalin were denounced, another group of dissidents formed
in Albania. In the gathering of 81 Communist and Labor Parties in Moscow (Novem-
ber 1960), Albania sided with China and later broke relations with the Soviet Union,
consequently continuing Stalinism and proudly calling itself a defender of Stalinism.
During that time, a group of communists who had studied in the Soviet Union started
to oppose the Albanian leadership and tried to side with the Soviet Union. These were

16 £ MAJTA Mendimi Politik / Profile Biografike (Tirana: Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung, 2020). Online
at library.fes.de/pdf files/bueros/albanien/16892.pdf [accessed Jan. 22, 2021]).
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mostly a younger generation of communists who had studied in Moscow or Leningrad
and were affiliated with the Soviet Union, sometimes for sentimental reasons. Most
famous of them were Xhavit Qesja, and two journalists, Fadil Kokomani and Vangjel
Nezho, who spoke up against breaking relations with the Soviet Union and called for a
process of de-Stalinization and ending state terror. ' These critiques, however, were not
expressed publicly but only in private circles, and these individuals were later arrested
and ended up in prison.

The Conference of the Party Committee of Tirana

As was mentioned above, dissidents in Albania did not have a public space to communicate
their ideas, or criticize the regime about economic, social, and political problems, as this was
not allowed in journals or magazines, or even at public gatherings such as party congresses,
plenary meetings, or conferences. However, there was an event where the leftist dissidents
openly criticized the party’s leadership and especially the economic situation in Albania.
This was the Conference of the Party Committee of Tirana, that occurred on April 14-18,
1956, during which many of the participants openly criticized the party’s leadership,
its economic privileges, state of terror, and economic policies. Albanian historian Ana
Lalaj has written an article and a fairly detailed book about this conference. Her book
deals with the historical background and context in which the conference took place,
its participants, the attitude of the party leadership towards it, and the denial of the
participants of accusations by the party’s leadership that they were foreign agents.'®
From the historical data and their analysis, Prof. Lalaj concluded that the Conference
of the Party Committee of Tirana was a dissident event and the participants in this
conference had a dissident approach towards the socialist system in Albania.” In this
article we will analyze the speeches given by the delegates at the conference, to iden-
tify the theoretical background of the participants and to additionally see how much
they had mastered and employed Marxist terminology in their critique of the socialist
system in Albania and the party’s leadership.

The Conference of the Party Committee of Tirana convened about two months after
the 20™ Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. In the secret report
presented by Nikita Khrushchev to the Congress, the “cult of personality” of Stalin was
denounced, as well as the crimes committed by him. It was also reported that many
citizens convicted during the Stalin era would be released from prisons and rehabili-

17 “Badil Kokomani dhe Vangjel Lezho,” Panorama, June 20, 2019 (online at panorama.com.al/
fadil-kokomani-dhe-vangjel-lezho-prehje-ne-hapesiren-e-gjelber-te-kryeministrise [accessed
Jan. 22, 2021]).

18 Ana Lalaj, Pranvera e rrejshme e pesédhjetegjashtés: véshtrim studimor mbi Konferencén e Tiranés
dhe dokumente pér protagonistét e saj [The fake spring of fifty-six: a study overview of the Tirana
Conference and documents for its protagonists] (Tirana: Infbotues, 2015).

19 Lalaj, The Party Conference, p. 112.
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tated. There was also talk of a political coexistence of peace with the West, as well as a
softening of relations with Yugoslavia. A process of “fusion” had begun.?

However, the Albanian leadership remained silent about the 20" Congress and its
decisions reagarding Stalin’s personality cult. Although Nikita Khrushchev had rec-
ommended that his secret report criticizing Stalin be discussed in the plenums of the
Central Committees of People’s Democracies, Hoxha did not do this. In the Plenum
of the Central Committee on March 2, 1956, he simply stated that at the 20™ Congress
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union there had been criticism about Stalin.*
Nevertheless, he ordered that the issue of criticizing Stalin not be discussed outside of
the Central Committee meetings, nor should ordinary communists be allowed to ask
questions about or discuss these issues.?* This because, according to him, in Albania
there was strong propaganda in favor of Stalin, the “father of the small nations” and
thus open criticism against him would be used to attack the party policies. This left
many communists in Albania dissatisfied, who, having studied in Moscow, Leningrad,
or other capitals of the “peoples” democracies, maintained contact with their former
colleagues in these countries, learning about the decisions of the 20® Congress and
the opening-up process that followed in its wake.

The conference was held in the spirit of the 20™ Congress, also because most of
the conference participants, like most middle-level cadres in the state institutions of
the time, were educated in the Soviet Union or other countries of the socialist bloc.
Consequently, taking advantage of this space promoted by the 20" Congress, these
individuals who represented the party organizations openly criticized the party and
state leadership in Albania.

On the eve of the Conference of the Party Committee of Tirana, the economic situation
of the country was exceedingly difficult: there was a lack of goods and food, there was
arationing system, salaries were exceptionally low, and working and living conditions
were difficult. Even the political situation was quite difficult: there was a state of terror,
the so-called class war was very fierce, and the secret police persecuted any suspects.?
Even communists, at all levels, could not escape this.

The Party Conference of Tirana convened on April 14, 1956. The conference was at-
tended by 453 delegates from all party organizations in the city of Tirana, but there were
also guests from the Politburo, the Central Committee of the Party, and the Council of
Ministers. The report for this party conference was given by the secretary of the Party

20 Nikita Khrushchev, “Speech to 20th Congress of the C.P.S.U.” (online at marxists.org/ar-
chive/khrushchev/1956/02/24.htm?fbclid=IwAR16KhiwtbUqHNIQ9Xfr-9cTrYLNXVZ-cBoujpU-
EtO4vSq7rvtqQvbjt14Q [accessed Jan. 22, 2021]).

21 Central State Archive of Albania/Party Archive (Hereinafter: CSA/PA), Box 14, folder 24, sheet
15 (Governing Bodies), 1956.

*? Ibid.
2 Lalaj, The Party Conference, p. 110.
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Committee for Tirana, Figirete Shehu, who was Prime Minister Mehmet Shehu’s wife.
This report was schematic and general, not digging deeply to find the causes of the
economic, social, and political problems which had arisen in the discussions among
the party cells all around Tirana.?* No self-criticism was made about the work of the
party’s leading bodies. Most importantly in this report, there was no reflection on the
economic difficulties faced by working masses, on the economic privileges of the senior
leadership of the party, the Politburo, and the Central Committee, who were called the
“new beys” (the new feudal lords).

All these issues were raised as concerns in the meetings of the party cells in the work
centers in Tirana but were not reflected in the report of the conference, which irritated
the delegates. Consequently, they reacted against the report given by the First Secretary
of the Committee of the Party of Tirana, and also gave some speeches against the priv-
ileges of the leadership, the luxury in which they lived, the lack of internal democracy in
the party, the cult of the personality of Enver Hoxha, the severity of the so-called “class
struggle” (which was nothing more than state terror, the harsh punishments received
by some former party leaders for reasons unknown), and the extralegal conduct of the
secret police against communists and citizens generally.*

Although the criticisms made by delegates at the conference cover a range of issues,
including the political, social, state terror, secret police activity, the essence of their
criticism of the Party leadership lies in their economic privileges, the luxury in which
they lived while the population lived in poverty. Also, the harshest criticisms of the
delegates are against the Party’s economic policies, investments in heavy industry,
the immediate collectivization of agriculture and handicrafts, which had caused great
poverty to the peasantry and the working class.

The concerns raised by the participants in the conference were related to the eco-
nomic situation in the country. Wages were low, and workers were forced to work long
hours without receiving proportionate pay. Food and industrial goods were dispersed
based on a rationing system that provided workers and peasants with far less than
they needed. Concerns were also raised about the great backwardness of agriculture,
the lack of mechanization, and the low level of productivity.?® Although only ten years
had passed since the agrarian reform, an extremely fast process of collectivization had
begun, which was forcibly imposed over the peasants. Those who refused to become
part of cooperatives (a type of kolkhoz) suffered severe consequences. This caused
severe dissatisfaction in the peasantry who viewed the party and the government with
hostility, but it also caused economic problems for the workers in the city because the

24 CSA/PA, Box 2, file 39, sheet 5-5/1 (Governing Bodies), 1956.
25 CSA/PA, Box 2, Folder 1/1.1, sheet 189 (Party Committee of Tirana), 1956.
26 CSA/PA, Box 2, folder 1/1.1, sheets 141-151 (Party Committee of Tirana), 1956.
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collectivization of agriculture had led to declining yields and consequently a shortage
of agricultural products in the market.

Other economic issues raised by the participants at the conference had to do with
mistaken economic policies in regards to the country’s industrialization. This is be-
cause the economic policies of the party were aimed - primarily for ideological reasons
- at heavy industry. They aimed to modernize the country, something that, according
to them, went hand in hand with the industrialization and proletarianization of the
majority of the Albanian population, who had been living up until then rurally. This
industry was not efficient in terms of its productivity. Due to the lack of raw materials,
the factories existed but did not function. Also, due to the lack of specialists, and the
skill level of the workers, efficiency and productivity suffered. Consequently, the workers
could not meet the production quotas and with the small pay that they received they
could not meet the basic needs of life.>” Furthermore, the state’s investments in heavy
industry weakened the ability to buy consumer goods, which caused difficulties in the
lives of workers.

All these economic problems were quite obvious, and caused great dissatisfaction
for the popular masses. They were raised in the meetings of the party cells but were
not given any consideration at all in the report of the conference or in, the discussions
of the members of the Politburo or the Central Committee.

In addition to criticizing the economic situation and economic policies of the party,
the delegates at the conference also criticized the party’s internal organization. This
included the lack of internal democracy, the lack of debate within the party, and taking
the leader’s word for granted without it being discussed. Censorship and self-censorship
in the press were also criticized, as well as the lack of freedom for communists to express
their views freely in the party gatherings and the persecution by the secret police of
communists expressing dissatisfaction or dissent at the state of terror in the country
and at the instructions of the party.? From their criticisms it seems that the delegates
considered the senior party and state leadership and employees of the apparatuses of
these institutions as “a caste, the new feudal-lord class” - although these concepts are
not mentioned and there is no data on how much knowledge the participants in the
conference had of these concepts.

Topics discussed at the conference also included the issues of over-administration,
bureaucracy, and over-employment of military, police, secret police (State Security),
and party administration. This category of administrative employees often with nep-
otistic and social ties to the high leadership of the party (even if they did not have the
same privileges as members of the Politburo and the Central Committee), still lived

27 CSA/PA, Box 2, file 1, sheet 1 (Conference of the Party Committee of Tirana), 1956.
28 CSA/PA, Box 2, folder 1/1.1, sheet 164 (Party Committee of Tirana), 1956.
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a much better life than the masses, either by receiving wages much higher than the
working class or by having no restrictions on access to food and industrial products.*
The rationing system mentioned above did not apply or was much less restrictive for
this category of employees than it was for the rest of the population.

From the minutes, it appears that the main criticisms of the discussants in the confer-
ence were directed at the party leader, Enver Hoxha, the Politburo, the members of the
Central Committee, and the Council of Ministers. Thus, a representative from a textile
factory, expressed the concern, that while the market lacked goods and food, the top
party leadership had special shops where they could buy these products; not only that,
but their wives managed to get clothes and custom-made textile materials, which was
unthinkable for the rest of the people. He proposed that these problems be discussed
more widely in the party and measures be taken, because this differentiation of treatment
violated equality, one of the basic principles of socialism.*® The problem of the price
difference also arose, the party leadership could get food and industrial goods at much
lower prices than the rest of the people because they bought them in special shops, and
part of their expenses were provided by the Directorate of Governmental Services. A
flagrant case, mentioned in the context of leadership privileges, one which had revolted
the masses and the straightforward communists was that, on the occasion of a measles
epidemic, the top leadership had bought vaccines from abroad for their children only and
not for the children of the common people. As a result, the cemeteries were filled with
children’s graves.* Concrete proposals were made to correct these mistakes, especially
because these privileges were enjoyed by the familiar clans of leaders.

A delegate from the party organization for Radio Tirana, addressed direct questions
to the Minister of Trade and the Minister of Finance, wanting to know from what part
of the budget did the expenditures to cover the high expenses that were made for Bloc
(an imitation of the Kremlin where the senior leadership of the party lived) come from.
He added that this isolated life of the leaders of the state and the party had aroused
great dissatisfaction among the masses, who often asked how the leaders could live
in villas and own cars with private chauffeurs. These questions were often addressed
to the communists by common people, but the communist cadre did not know how
to answer them because they had not received clarification about these problems.

The issue of the leaders’ privileges was discussed at length. Other delegates discussed
this problem with officials from the ministry of Defense and the Central Committee

29 CSA/PA, Box 2, folder 1/1.1, sheet 154 (Party Committee of Tirana), 1956.
30 17,
Ibid.

31 “Viktor Gjikolaj, ju rréfej 100 vjegarin IThsan Budo, qé kaloi 35 vjet internim né Kurbnesh,”
Pirusti News, Dec. 4, 2020 (online at pirustinews.com/2020/12/04/viktor-gjikolaj-ju-rrefej-100-v-
jecarin-ihsan-budo-qe-kaloi-35-vjet-internim-ne-kurbnesh [accessed Jan. 22, 2021]).
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of the Party and asked for these points to be discussed within the party cells and then
addressed because they were violations of core principles and aroused dissatisfaction
in the people and the party.** Family ties between Central Committee members were
also criticized as they created castes and forestalled the objective judgment of organ-
izational problems.

The harshest criticism on this issue was made by a delegate from the School of Army
Officers, Iljaz Ahmeti, who in his speech presented a calculation detailing the expens-
es of the members of the Central Committee. According to him, seventy thousand
Albanian Lek was spent per month for each of the member of the Central Committee
because they had a house with free electricity and a free heating system, used a state
car with a chauffeur paid by the state budget, had free vacations, and so on. More to
the point, seventy thousand Albanian Lek per month came from the state budget to
pay for the members of the party elite. That amounts to almost one million Albanian
Lek per year, all the while the salary of an industry worker was four thousand Lek per
month.* It would seem from the minutes of the conference that this was the speech
that irritated the party leaders the most; Enver Hoxha himself, who had come to the
conference for its final two days, stood up and interrupted this delegate, insulting him
by calling him an enemy.

In addition to the economic problems, the conference discussed the lack of internal
democracy in the party, which was seen as a Leninist norm. Thus, for example, the
question arose as to why the decisions of the 20" Congress were not published in the
press, or discussed in the basic organizations of the party, or in the mass organs of the
communists and why the party hesitated to denounce the cult of Stalin. The conference
also discussed dogmatism, hypocrisy, and the lack of freedom of expression within the
party.® This was passed down from the top leadership of the party to the leaders of the
lower levels, exposing a spirit of hesitation and censorship in the press. An example of
this was the fact that the press had censored Palmiro Togliatti’s (General Secretary of
the Italian Communist Party) speech at the 20™ Congress, especially the part where
he denounced the cult of the personality of Stalin. The same thing happened with the
speech of Matyas Rakosi, First Secretary of the Hungarian Working People’s Party.
Speeches by other Communist and Workers’ Party leaders on these issues were cut short
and censored. From the discussions of the delegates representing the press organs it
emerged that these censorships had been ordered by the Central Committee, which
increased the dissatisfaction of the conference participants. Regarding the censorship of
the truth in the press, the issue was raised that both the radio and the press in Albania
buffed up the economic and social reality of the country, only presenting news about

33 CSA/PA, Box 2, Folder 1/1.1, sheet 192 (Party Committee of Tirana), 1956.
34 CSA/PA, Box 2, Folder 1/1.1, sheet 235 (Party Committee of Tirana), 1956.
35 CSA/PA, Box 2, folder 1/1.1, sheet 164 (Party Committee of Tirana), 1956.
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the country’s achievements and successes, which were often untrue when in actuality
the economic condition of the masses was miserable.*

The participants in the conference tried to bring the critical spirit of the 20" Con-
gress to Albania, thus attempting to raise questions about the emergence of the cult
of the personality in the Albanian leadership. The question was raised as to whether
there might not be a cult of personality in Albania - namely in the person of the coun-
try’s leader - Enver Hoxha. The apathetic behavior of the party leadership regarding
these problems was criticized, especially the lack of self-reflection and self-criticism
regarding the mistakes that had been made during this period. No in-depth analysis
was made on the leadership of the party as to whether or not there were tendencies
of the cult of personality in the Labor Party of Albania.*” The delegates criticized the
conclusions of the Plenum of the Central Committee of the Party that there was no cult
of the personality in Albania and that the Leninist norms for the organization of the
party were not violated and requested to start a broad discussion in every party cell
about this issue. This would encourage criticism and self-criticism both from the rank
and file communists and the party leaders; consequently, the internal democracy of
the party would be strengthened.? It was also emphasized by the delegates that these
demands and the discussions were not just a wish or opinion of the delegates of the
conference, but some conclusions reached from the discussions with the rank and file
communists in the party cells.

Another important issue that was raised at the conference was the ambiguity about
the sentencing of some middle-ranking leaders of the party, for whom the delegates
asked to reconsider the sentencing and, if it was possible, even consider their rehabil-
itation. Thus, questions were asked about the reasons for the sentencing of Tuk Jakova
(former secretary of the Central Committee of the Party) and Bedri Spahiu (former
Minister of Education) for whom there was no evidence of guilt, the delegates saying
that their sentences seemed unjust. The delegates asked that their sentence be recon-
sidered and that they be rehabilitated.*® Regarding the severity of the punishments,
they was also requested that the party’s policy on the so-called “class struggle,” which
was in fact state terror against the families of those considered enemies, be revised.
They also wanted a review of the policy of punishing an entire family for the guilt or
crimes of one member of it.

As mentioned above, participants in the Party Conference in Tirana included repre-
sentatives of the Central Committee of the Party, members of the Politburo, the Council
of Ministers, and party cadre. Since the intellectual level and the ideological formation

36 CSA/PA, Box 2, Folder 1/1.1, sheet 175 (Party Committee of Tirana), 1956.
37 CSA/PA, Box 2, folder 1/1.1, sheet 169 (Party Committee of Tirana), 1956.
38 CSA/PA, Box 2, Folder 1/1.1, sheet 192 (Party Committee of Tirana), 1956.
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of the cadre was much lower than that of the delegates to the conference, the former did
not rise to oppose the issues being discussed by the participants in the conference.*’
Even in cases when any of the senior party cadre answered the questions of the delegates
or stood up to reply to any discussion, they did not oppose these discussions but tried
to justify their actions, giving mainly dry, schematic answers." However, these cadres
were quite alarmed by the discussions of the delegates because this critical spirit could
pass on to the Party Congress, which was expected to happen after a few months, and
as a consequence could endanger the positions of the party leadership. For this reason,
the First Secretary of the Central Committee of the Party, Enver Hoxha, was urgently
summoned to calm the delegates and to answer the questions and problems raised by
them. On the second day of the conference, on 15 April, Hoxha came and urged them
to continue the critical discussions because these served the party. On the next day,
however, he stood up and denounced the delegates as being dangerous enemies, as
being agents of American imperialism and Yugoslav revisionism.* On the following
day of the conference, the First Secretary of the Central Committee continued with
these serious accusations and insults accusing the delegates of the conference as being
agents, enemies of the party and people, molded by foreign ideologies. At the same time,
secret meetings of the Politburo, the Central Committee, and the Party Committee of
Tirana were held, in which the “subversive” activity of the delegates of the conference
was denounced. Additionally, they were asked to replace the delegates and to attack
these individuals in their working centers.** The leadership ordered that this whole
campaign be carried out in secret, not to give a voice in the press or the meetings of
the party organs to these individuals. Radio and the newspapers were instructed not
to write about the Conference of Party of Tirana, and not to mention details from the
discussions there. It was also demanded from the party base that all those individu-
als who had “suspicious” views, “asked strange questions,” or had attacked the party
leadership, be expelled from the party. The State Security (Secret Police) organs would
deal with them.*

Discussion

It can be said that the critical spirit of the Conference of Party of Tirana, which was
influenced by the 20" Congress of the CPSU, was extinguished with an “iron fist.”
Nonetheless, it did have a profound impact on the political situation in the country.
First of all, the leadership of the Labor Party of Albania mentioned the connections with

10 CSA/PA, Box 2, file 1/1.1, sheet 189 (Party Committee of Tirana), 1956.

41 CSA/PA, Box 2, folder 1/1.1, sheets 141-151 (Party Committee of Tirana), 1956.
42 CSA/PA, Box 2, Folder 1/1.1, sheet 246 (Party Committee of Tirana), 1956.

43 CSA/PA, Box 2, Folder 1/1.1, sheets 280-302 (Party Committee of Tirana), 1956.
* Ibid. sheet 282.
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anti-party elements at the Tirana Conference in every “enemy group” that was found
guilty between 1956 (when the conference was held) and 1983, when the “last enemy
group” was “discovered” in Albania. Also, although the leadership of the party tried to
silence the conference and all the discussions of the delegates there, their impact not
only in Tirana but in the whole of Albania was quite high. From witnesses of the time
as well as State Security reports, it has been shown that people were discussing the
events of the Conference of Tirana and the criticisms that had been made of the party
leadership by the delegates at that conference.” It should be noted here that despite the
orders of the Central Committee of the Party, the base did not accept the orders from
the party cells to expel the delegates of the conference from the party. The communists
rose in the party meetings, expressing the feeling that, at most, those individuals should
be reprimanded for the political mistakes they had made; but they could not be agents
and enemies and consequently could not be expelled from the party. Even Secretaries
of the Central Committee had expressed skepticism about these individuals being
enemies, and even demanded that they not be punished, but be helped to correct their
mistakes.*® Certainly, these sentiments were not given consideration by the Politburo
and the First Secretary of the Labor Party of Albania as the delegates who had made
the criticisms were expelled from the party and received harsh punishments.

After the collapse of the socialist system throughout Eastern Europe, including Al-
bania, some of the participants in the Tirana Conference, although advanced in age,
were still alive and well and began to give interviews and write about this conference.
Two of them were Njazi Jaho, a lawyer sentenced to twenty years in prison, and Ihsan
Budo, a former deputy minister, sentenced to more than ten years in prison. Both of
them, as well as the historian Ana Lalaj, had faced the accusations by Enver Hoxha
against the delegates in the Tirana Conference, and have categorically denied any kind
of connection between the participants in conference and any foreign secret service.
This includes that of the Soviet Union, which was an ally state at the time.

According to Njazi Jaho, the Conference of Tirana did not intend to change the so-
cialist system and establish capitalism. The delegates of the conference came from
the National Liberation War and demanded changes within the socialist system. The
conference was not a war between the clans within the party, as there were no clans,
fractions, or groups in the party. The conference had no plans to overthrow the leader-
ship and bring in another. The conference sought to create the possibility of achieving
socialism with a human face through criticism.*” It is not clear whether this phrase
- “socialism with a human face” - used by this former delegate to the conference was

45 CSA/PA, Box 14, Folder 166, sheet 2 (Administrative Directorate), 1956.
46 CSA/PA, Box 14, Folder 26, sheet 47 (Governing Body), 1956.

47 “Njazi Jaho: Party Conference in Tirana, 1956,” TV KLAN, Jan. 4, 2009 (online at tvklan.al/
video-histori-me-zhurmues-njazi-jaho-cfare-ndodhi-ne-konferencen-e-tiranes-me-1956-arkiv
[accessed Jan. 22, 2021]).
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borrowed from Alexander Dubcek’s later discourse or has been in the minds of the
delegates since the time of the Conference of Tirana (1956). Likely, this slogan was later
borrowed from Dubcek; however, from the discussions of the delegates in the conference
and from the memories of those who are still alive, it is understood that they aimed at
improving the economic situation of the working class and peasantry, easing the terror
and state violence, strengthening the internal democracy of the party, and improving
the situation in the country in the spirit of the 20" Congress of the CPSU. According to
Jaho, the delegates in the conference themselves were not clear about what form the
socialist system should take but hoped to follow the example of the Soviet Union, where
the process of de-Stalinism had begun.*® The delegates insisted on two things: they
were communist and did not aim at replacing the socialist system with the capitalist
one. Their purpose was to correct the system’s mistakes.

More or less the same thing is said by Thsan Budo, who strongly denies that he or
the other participants had any link to foreign espionage. Their criticism was that of
ordinary communists who were concerned about the economic and political situation
in the country and wanted to improve living conditions for the working masses and
have more democracy within the party. In no way did any of the participants intend
to change the socialist system or to support the intervention of foreign powers in the
country. Budo reaffirms that the Tirana Conference was inspired by the 20" Congress
of the CPSU, by the spirit of criticism of Stalin’s mistakes that was proclaimed at that
Congress as well as the opening that followed it. Criticism of the Albanian leadership
was made through the “lenses” of the 20" Congress. This was the only “foreign influence”
the delegates could have had; they were not enemies or agents of foreign services.*

If one reads the discussions of the delegates in the conference, they will see that they
were mainly criticisms of the economic privileges that the high leadership of the party
enjoyed, which was contrasted with the difficult situation of the masses, workers, and
peasants. Based on these discussions and criticism of the top leadership of the party,
the isolation they had from the masses, the economic privileges they enjoyed unlike
the mass poverty in the country, it seems that criticism of this leading group goes was
aimed at their transformation into a “caste.” The participants in the conference did not
mention the word caste but criticized the bureaucratization of the party leadership,
the nepotistic ties between them, the privileges they enjoyed, and their secession from
the masses. This critique is similar to that which Trotsky made of the Soviet system,
which he called a triumph of high-ranking party cadres who put their interests above
those of the popular masses and the ideals of the October Revolution.*® The conference

48 Ibid.

49 “yiktor Gjikolaj, ju rréfej 100 vjecarin Thsan Budo, qé kaloi 35 vjet internim né Kurbnesh,”
Pirusti News, Dec. 4, 2020 (online at pirustinews.com/2020/12/04/viktor-gjikolaj-ju-rrefej-100-v-
jecarin-ihsan-budo-qe-kaloi-35-vjet-internim-ne-kurbnesh [accessed Jan. 22, 2021]).

50 Trotsky, The Revolution, p. 98.
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participants do not refer to Trotsky because, despite the “opening” process initiated
by Nikita Khrushchev in the Soviet Union, Trotsky was not rehabilitated. A reference
to Trotsky could immediately lead to imprisonment of the conference participants, as
in Albania being “Trotskyist” was a charge leading to imprisonment. Also, there is no
evidence that the conference participants were aware of Trotsky’s criticism of the Soviet
system, yet their critique is essentially similar to that of Trotsky on the bureaucratiza-
tion of the system. Also, the environment did not allow for many theoretical references,
because it was a party meeting, so the delegates mostly employed the criticisms of the
20 Congress and applied them to the Albanian leadership.

Regarding the discussions about the “cult of the personality” in Albania, related
to the person of the main leader, Enver Hoxha, the delegates in the conference have
repeatedly referred to the violation of Leninist norms regarding collegiality, and deci-
sion-making in collegiality. This definition of the violation of collegiality, as a violation
of the Leninist norms of the party, was made in the Secret Report of the 20" Congress
of the CPSU by Nikita Khrushchev to J. V. Stalin.® This definition was also employed
by the delegates to the Conference of Tirana and was used to criticize the norms of
action of the leadership of the Labor Party in Albania. The lack of internal democracy
and the right to express one’s opinion in the Party organs was also presented as a vi-
olation of Leninist norms in the conference. Along this line, criticisms were made of
the fact that the decisions were made in the Politburo and were imposed on the base of
the party, where these decisions could not be discussed or improved upon but had to
be implemented. None of the participants in the conference, however, questioned the
socialist nature of the system or made an in-depth analysis of its internal problems to
determine whether these deviations were due to the will of the country’s leadership,
were a logical consequence of the economic and cultural backwardness of the country,
or resulted from the deficiencies of the political culture and the authoritarian legacy
of previous regimes. Criticism of the participants focused mainly on the senior lead-
ership of the party, the Politburo, and the Central Committee, but not on the lower
state and party bureaucracy, though the factory directors and party secretaries for
the districts were also privileged and had an economic and social status much higher
than workers. According to Trotsky, the class struggle in Stalinism takes place between
these bureaucrats who administer the means of production, and the workers.?> The
middle and low bureaucracy is also the social basis on which the high party and state
bureaucracy, even the main leader (chief bureaucrat) is based.> The 20" Congress of
the CPSU had not issued such a criticism aimed at the lower bureaucracy of the state
and the party, which has been a supporting structure of the high bureaucracy and the

%1 Khrushchev, Speech to 20™ Congress.
52 Trotsky, The Revolution, p. 102.
53 Lewin, The Social Background, p. 123.
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top leader. This missing critique by Khrushchev, which, if it had been allowed to reach
its logical conclusion, could have affected himself as he was a product of the system
promoted by Stalin, was also not addressed by the delegates of the Conference of Party
in Tirana. So, their position and criticisms of the Albanian leadership went as far as
the space given to them by the 20" Congress, but without exceeding it, without making
a Marxist analysis of state socialism in Albania. However, it can be imagined that if
this reflective and critical spirit of the Conference of Party in Tirana were allowed to
develop within the Labor Party of Albania, it would have created space for a revision
of state policies and the Party organization of the Labor Party of Albania.

From the discussions of the delegates at the Conference of Tirana, it appears that they
did not refer directly to the Marxist concepts of criticism of the economic situation in
the country and the criticism of state socialism. Yet they have criticized from a Marxist
perspective some of the issues they have raised in their discussions, such as the eco-
nomic privileges of senior leadership, their separation from the workers and peasants,
their isolated luxury living, lack of internal democracy in the party, and violation of
collegiality in the party’s decision-making forums. Without directly referring to Marx
himself or mentioning Trotsky or his critique of the Soviet system, these delegates have
critiqued the way the system in Albania functioned. So, it can be concluded that the
criticism of the delegates at the Conference of Party Committee of Tirana was a criticism
that started from a Marxist position, though without clearly referring to Marxist con-
cepts. It was criticism that aimed to correct from within the system of state socialism,
without replacing it, or without thinking of other alternatives beyond it.

Conclusions

This paper aimed to analyze an event that turned into a tribune of leftist dissent against
state socialism in Albania. This event is the Conference of the Labor Party Committee
for the City of Tirana, where in the spirit of the 20" Congress of the Communist Party of
the Soviet Union, many delegates, mainly intellectuals but also rank and file commu-
nists, stood up and criticized the high leadership of the party. These criticisms covered
a wide range of issues, including economic issues, the Party’s internal democracy, the
cult of the individual, and state terror, but did place a greater emphasis on the economic
privileges of the leadership and its detachment from the masses.

Initially a theoretical summary was presented of various authors who have analyzed
and criticized the system of state socialism, that Trotsky and other authors have called
Stalinism. Then a presentation was made of the historical situation of Albania at that
time, as well as the state of studies so far on dissent and left-wing dissent in Albania. The
research question the paper tried to answer was: How much Marxist terminology was
employed in these delegates’ critique of state socialism? For this reason, sections of the
discussions by the delegates in the conference that address these issues were presented
as they exist in the minutes kept and found in the Archive of the Labor Party of Albania.
From the analysis of the participants’ speeches at the conference and the comparison
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of them with a Marxist theoretical framework (unclear) it appears that although they
have not directly employed Marxist concepts in their critiques of the party leadership
and its policies, they have positioned their criticism from a leftist perspective and have
used critiques similar to those made by Trotsky of Stalinism without, however, referring
to Trotsky or using the same terminology. As was mentioned, this critical spirit of the
Conference of Tirana was strongly suppressed by the party leadership, and the most
critical voices were severely condemned. It may be thought that if this critical spirit
within the party had been allowed to develop, it would have corrected those errors of
state socialism that in later years became so severe that, after the fall of the socialist
system, they led to a reactionary revenge that can be said to continue until today.
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Abstract

We address the specific, leftist dissent in socialist Yugoslavia that was centred around the
Praxis intellectual school. Our aim is to show the divergent paths that strongly marked
the legacy of the group’s Serbian wing. Tracing the intellectual engagement of two prom-
inent figures that ended on completely opposite ends of the political spectrum - Mihailo
Markovié and Miladin Zivoti¢ - we want to show that the inception of Yugoslavia’s bloody
dissolution can be traced back to the very core of what could be called orthodox left dissent.
We analyse the “truly leftist” politics of Mihailo Markovic during the 1968 protests, which
devolved into support for the police and apologia for war and nationalism in the 1990s.
We compare his central intellectual role in instituting a nationalist brand of socialism
in Serbia to the public engagement of Miladin Zivotié, whose marginalization stands as
reminder of those who dared to oppose the dominant nationalist narratives and offered
a vision of life together.
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Discounting Milovan Dilas, one may justifiably wonder whether socialist Yugoslavia
had any dissidents at all in the classic understanding of this concept. There has been no
systematic research covering Yugoslav dissident movements or the dissidents themselves,
and in particular, there has been little written and published in the countries that arose
in the wake of the break-up of Yugoslavia. The reasons for this absence were perhaps
best articulated by Nebojsa Popov, himself one of the few soft dissidents and among the
eight professors expelled from Belgrade University in 1975 due to “moral-political un-
suitability.” In a rare, detailed analysis, although within the Serbian national framework,
he has recently reflected that dissidence is “a critical position against the governing
ideology and the related order, expressed publicly and continuously for an extended
period of time, advocating hope for freedom and democracy at the same time.”* The
dissidence being discussed here was not a resistance movement against the Yugoslav
system and its regime, but a phenomenon pertaining to political and cultural domains
that asked for more orthodoxy.

Etymologically speaking, dissidence implies disagreement. However, in the case
of the Praxis group, it is not clear what the disagreement was about. Popov’s “freedom
and democracy” are two essentially contested terms, making his definition futile. What
kind of democracy? And freedom from whom and for whom? How was it possible that
former participants of the June 1968 rebellion found themselves on opposite sides in
March 19917 Originating from the same resistance group, a quarter of century later,
one set was again demanding freedom along with students, while the other was now
calling for more repression against protesters.

In this paper, we build our argument around the two opposite tendencies of the
prominent left dissidents within the Praxis philosophy group. Particularly, we will focus
on the Serbian wing of the Praxis group, having in mind its public engagement that
was much more linked to the political in comparison to its Croatian counterpart. The
argument is based on the analysis of one part of their opus that spans four decades. But
we also followed the ideological differentiation by analyzing their public engagement,
primarily during the June 1968 protests and during the wars in the former Yugoslavia.
We argue that even their strong proximity in philosophical thinking and mutual parti-
cipation in the Praxis school did not prevent them from diverging into widely differing
stances, both of which claimed to be true to their earlier common position. We claim
that Yugoslav leftist dissidents never managed to overcome national lines and produce

! Nebojsa Popov, “Disidentska skrivalica,” Republika, August 2000, pp. 242-243.
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comprehensive analysis of society using Marxism as an analytical, rather than political,
tool.? Following this claim, we confront the theoretical work and social engagement of
two philosophers and activists - Miladin Zivoti¢ and Mihailo Markovié.

Living Apart Together

Miladin Zivoti¢, a member of the Praxis group and one of founders of the Kor¢ula
Summer School (1963-1974), was seen by the regime as one of instigators of the June
1968 student protests. In addition, he was one of initiators of the so-called Free Univer-
sity - a series of lectures and debates organized in private (some held at his own flat)
from 1976 until 1984. From the very beginning of the wars in the 1990s, he was one of
the fiercest critics of nationalist and war politics, becoming an emblematic figure of
the anti-war movement and taking up the position of the President of the Civic Action
for Peace. He was also a founder and president of the Belgrade Circle - a gathering of
independent intellectuals opposed to Milosevic¢’s regime. Vehemently criticizing the
methods and goals of Belgrade’s war politics, he supported the victims of war morally
and politically, especially those in Sarajevo, Mostar, Tuzla, and other towns in Bosnia
and Herzegovina. Believing that the possibilities of post-Yugoslav cooperation hinged
on the way Sarajevo was treated under siege,® he visited the besieged town twice, in
1994 and 1995, for which he was stigmatised in the government-controlled Belgrade
press. In his final years, he dedicated himself to studying the political notion of the
Other and establishing a vision of a different Serbia. Zivoti¢ was primarily criticising
the nationalist intellectuals and coteries of all the former Yugoslav republics, with an
emphasis on those advocating the idea of “Greater Serbia.” “There was,” he wrote, “no
lack of intellectuals who wanted to project, model and design the future: that was a
great flaw in our intellectual reality.” He fought for the right to rebel, in the spirit of
Praxis philosophy, firm in the belief of universal human emancipation that can in no
way be transformed into smaller, local, and national emancipations. In this spiritual
transformation, he saw “the provincial pretentiousness of those philosophers who
proclaimed themselves authors of truths about the nation, time and history of their

2 While some authors (e.g., Karkov or Bjelic) would primarily highlight that the radical humanism
of the Praxis members has never been completely freed from colonial views and was inherently
bound to ethnic racism, our standpoint is that the works mentioned don'’t explain the divergent
paths of the group members. Even if a postcolonial critique perfectly explained the destinies
of certain Praxis members, it is a fact that this kind of critique has also originated from other
members of the group. See, for example, Nikolay Karkov, “Decolonizing Praxis in Eastern Europe:
Toward a South-to-South Dialogue,” Comparative and Continental Philosophy 7 (2015), no. 2,
pp. 180-200; Dusan I. Bjeli¢, “Toward a Genealogy of the Balkan Discourses on Race,” Interven-
tions 20 (2018), no. 6, pp. 906-929.

3 “Miladin Zivoti¢ - Dolazak u Sarajevo,” AngaZovana misao 2017, (online at youtube.com/watch?v-
=wwp--6ep9LU [accessed Oct. 6, 2021]).

4 Miladin Zivoti¢, Contra Bellum (Belgrade: Beogradski krug, 1997).
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people.”® Bosnia and Herzegovina was at the centre of Zivoti¢’s engagement: the war
there was fought not only for territory, but also with the aim of destroying the possibility
of living together. With that in mind, Zivoti¢ was known to say that “if living together
is impossible, life itself is not possible.”

We contrast Zivoti¢’s engagement with one of members of the Serbian Academy
of Sciences and Arts, Mihailo Markovi¢. Markovi¢ was the President of the Yugoslav
Association for Philosophy (1960-1962) and, together with Zivoti¢, one of the founders
of the Korc¢ula Summer School, as well as a member of the editorial board of the Praxis
journal and editor-in-chief of Praxis International (1980-1986). He was also a guest
lecturer at many universities in the United States. His theoretical work contributed
significantly to the defiance of dogmatic dialectical materialism and “the theory of
reflection.”” He was a pioneer in studying the connections between the philosophy of
science and epistemology on one hand, and Marxist humanism on the other. During
the 1990s, he wholeheartedly embraced the politics of Slobodan Milo$evi¢, serving as
the Vice President and leading ideologist of Milosevi¢’s Socialist Party of Serbia. In-
famously, he will be remembered for his insistence on resolving “the Serbian territorial
question”: from the outset of the Yugoslav wars in the 1990s, he advocated unification
of all Serbs and the “humane displacement of populations.” Due to his advocacy of
wartime politics, he was gradually marginalized from political life, and finally, during
the 1995 Dayton Peace negotiations, expelled from the Socialist Party.

Praxis Philosophy and Left Dissidents in Serbia
As a country, socialist Yugoslavia was itself a unique “dissident” among socialist coun-
tries, and thus its dissident movements differed from those in Eastern Bloc countries.
The clearest example of this was doubtlessly the general absence of samizdat publi-
cations compared to other socialist countries, although voices of dissent were heard
occasionally within social political organisations that were part of the system itself (in
Serbia, these included the Serbian Literary Guild, the Association of Serbian Writers,
the Serbian Philosophers Society, and so on).°

The main Yugoslav actors exploring global leftist revolutionary trends in the theory
and practice of the left were the journal Praxis (1964-1974) and the Kor¢ula Summer
School (1963-1974), which were also central institutions and strongholds of the leftist

> Ibid.

® Ibid.

" Igor Cveji¢, Olga Nikoli¢, and Michal Sladeéek. Gradenje jedne kontrainstitucije (Belgrade: In-
stitut za filozofiju i drustvenu teoriju, 2019).

8 Politika, August 30-31, 1991; Politika, Sept. 29, 1991; Politika, Oct. 11, 1991; Politika expres, Feb.
22,1992,

9 Milivoj Belin, Ideja moderne Srbije u socijalistic¢koj Jugoslaviji 1968-1972 (Novi Sad: Akademska
knjiga, 2021), 367.
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opposition or the leftist critiques of Yugoslavia’s system of socialist self-management. De-
spite this, both the journal and the school were created and maintained primarily
thanks to the material resources of the state. They were never officially banned - budget
allocations were reduced, and pressure was put on the printing house. The specificity
and complexity of the Yugoslav system were such that the state, although constantly
financing these intellectual centres of the new left in Yugoslavia, also suffered from
their fierce criticism while at the same time responding to them, occasionally even
undertaking harsh campaigns in pro-government media against Praxis and represent-
atives of the Korc¢ula Summer School. However, the Kor¢ula Summer School, founded
in 1963, quickly gained global fame and gave Yugoslav society the reputation of being
a leader in free philosophical thought. It became a meeting place for philosophers
and social scientists from all over the world, including from both Cold War blocs. The
journal Praxis (1964-1974) was one of the most important results of this creative co-
operation. With the growing influence of the School and prestige of Praxis in a global
context, most of its founders, although they grew up as organic intellectuals from the
Partisan movement and were members of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia/League
of Communist of Yugoslavia (SKJ), themselves from the party. At the same time, the
“Korc¢ula” phenomenon was not only a paradigm of the Yugoslav third way, but also
of the society’s internal contradictions. Every summer this Adriatic island became a
meeting place for prominent philosophers, political scientists, anthropologists, soci-
ologists, and other humanities theorists and thinkers. Both Marxist and non-Marxists
scholars, from the socialist East (Leszek Kolakowski, Karel Kosik, Gy6rgy Lukécs, Ivan
Varga, Agnes Heller) and capitalist West (Ernst Bloch, Erich Fromm, Jiirgen Habermas,
Herbert Marcuse) were provided a completely free and open (as well as very pleasant)
environment for discussion - singularly possible only in Yugoslavia of the 1960s.'°
From the very first edition of Praxis journal, it was obvious that this group of philoso-
phers was striving to go beyond hermetic scientific discourse and academic boundaries.
Early on, they underlined the fact they wished to “go above and beyond philosophy as a
profession,” they drafted a list of issues they wished to discuss that included philosophy,
science and art, as well as contemporary social activism and “life issues of our time.”"!
This new and emerging critical intelligentsia did not hide its growing and explicit polit-
ical ambitions. They focused on social practices and political, economic and ideological

19 Michael Koltan, “Filozofija Praksisa i studentski prosvjedi 1968,” in Dragomir Oluji¢ and Krun-
oslav Stojakovi¢ (eds.), Praxis. Drustvena kritika i humanisticki socijalizam (Belgrade: Rosa Lux-
emburg Stiftung, 2012), pp. 151-152; Boris Kanclajter and Krunoslav Stojakovié, “1968. u Jugoslaviji
- studentski protesti izmedu Istoka i Zapada,” in Radmila Radié (ed.), 1968 - cetrdeset godina
posle (Belgrade: INIS, 2008), pp. 460-461; Hrvoje Klasi¢, Jugoslavija i svijet 1968 (Zagreb: Naklada
Ljevak, 2012), pp. 56-57.

11 7agorka Golubovi¢, “Kriti¢ka filozofija u periodu postsocijalisti¢ke tranzicije,” in Dragomir
Oluji¢ and Krunoslav Stojakovi¢, Praxis. Drustvena kritika i humanisticki socijalizam (Belgrade:
Rosa Luxemburg Stiftung, 2012), pp. 116-117.
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issues of the Yugoslav state. This was how the members of Praxis group, with their new
interpretations of ideology and social reality, derogated the political monopoly in society,
while setting the foundations in the 1960s for a soft dissident movement. They were fond
of saying that they drew inspiration from the young Marx, the original core principles
of communism, and “ruthless criticism of all that exists.”*? The ruling communist elite
was losing its monopoly over leftist ideology and its exclusive representation of work-
ers. Finally, with a more active advocacy of revolutionary practices that would reach a
climax in the events of June 1968, the League of Communists lost its exclusive right of
revolutionary legitimization in society.”® Praxis members now became arbiters of how
revolutionary or orthodox the Yugoslav socialist movement was, without themselves
offering alternatives but rather its “original” and “authentic” interpretation."

It was already clear in 1968 how Praxis members saw their role in society when sev-
eral professors of the Belgrade University Faculty of Philosophy took an active role in
student protests. So active that it could be considered as much a professor movement
as a student movement. Hrvoje Klasi¢ claims that unlike in the West, where professors
were a symbol of an obsolete regime, in 1968 Belgrade they not only demonstrated
solidarity with their students but also became “equal participants in the movement
that turned into a joint criticism of the Yugoslav reality.”!° Indeed, Praxis professors
used their rich teaching and scientific experience, deliberately going beyond the strict
academic framework, to incite the revolutionary movement of 1968. The intention was
systematic and in line with Marcuse’s theory that revolutionary potential can only be
achieved by a synergy in the actions of the intelligentsia and the students.'® Praxis
philosophers who failed to take an active part in the student rebellion were rare, and
almost all the students’ requests aligned with Praxis philosophical principles. Even
though the demonstrations themselves began spontaneously, the very next morning
the professors showed their strong support for the students by speaking in the public
space in front of the university building and leading protestors in a risky march to-
wards the town’s central square.'” These teachers joined the strike the very first day,
informing Belgrade University that they would suspend their classes. They thus be-
came not only co-participants in the movement, but also its “frontline fighters.” Draza
Markovi¢, then President of the People’s Assembly of the Socialist Republic of Serbia,

' Ibid
13 Koltan, “Filozofija Praksisa i studentski prosvjedi 1968,” pp. 152-154; Klasié, Jugoslavija i svijet
1968, 57-59; Kanclajter and Stojakovié, “1968. u Jugoslaviji...,” p. 455.

4 Cf. Jernej Habjan and Andraz JeZ (eds.), “May '68 in Yugoslavia,” Slavica tergestina 24, no. 1
(2020); Ales$ Gabri¢, “Slovenian Intellectuals of the 1960s from the Political Point of View,” Ibid,
pp. 114-129.

15 Klasié, Jugoslavija i svijet 1968, p. 142.
1% Ibid.
7 Porde Malavrazié (ed.), Sezdeset osma - licne istorije (Belgrade: Sluzbeni glasnik, 2008), p. 57.
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noted in his diary his great surprise to see philosophers - academics - turning away
from science and demonstrating a sense of concrete political action, greatly impacting
student organisations.'

Even though the outcome of the June rebellion constitutes a rather complex topic,
the case of the eight University of Belgrade professors removed from their positions
by a lex specialis adopted by the People’s Assembly of SR Serbia in January 1975 was
without a doubt a direct consequence of the demonstrations. The highest legislative
body in Serbia placed the eight academics in question - Mihailo Markovi¢, Svetozar
Stojanovi¢, Dragoljub Mi¢unovi¢, Zagorka Golubovi¢, Neboj$a Popov, Ljubomir Tadi¢,
Trivo Indié, and Miladin Zivoti¢ - “at the disposal” of the Secretariat for Science and
Education." A crucial reason for this decision lay in Tito’s identification of the “group
of professors” as instigators of the June rebellion, along with sustained pressure on the
Serbian Communist Party leadership to remove them from the faculty lest they continue
to influence students. The destiny of the eight professors had become a burning political
issue from the moment Tito publicly spoke out against them. When discussing them,
Tito often reminded the party’s top brass that the professors had to be removed from the
University. Therefore, at the historical Party session in Karadordevo in December 1971,
the Croatian leadership were forced to resign while Tito fiercely criticised the Serbian
Party leadership for being compliant to “those elements distracting and leading our
youth in the direction undesirable for our development. What have we done about that?
We haven'’t removed a single person. We know, for example, precisely who at Belgrade
University provoked and advocated for the well-known student unrest.”? Tito repeated
the allegations when deposing reform-oriented Serbian government leadership in Oc-
tober 1972. He asserted that the Belgrade professors “educate our youth, and should
things continue this way, the very same youth will tomorrow be absolutely alienated
from our socialist system.” Tito repeatedly urged the Serbian leadership “to hold these
professors accountable and stop them from teaching at universities.””! Consequently,
the destiny of the Faculty of Philosophy professors was a burning political issue that
was constantly used as a tool for putting pressure on the new reform leadership of
Serbia to do something about them as soon as possible.

18 Dragoslav Markovi¢, Zivot i politika 1967-1978, vol. 1 (Belgrade: Rad, 1987), p. 73. Cf. Thomas
Biebricher, “The Practices of Theorists: Habermas and Foucault as Public Intellectuals,” Philosophy
& Social Criticism 37 (2011), no. 6, pp. 709-734.

19 Nebojsa Popov, Sluéaj grupe profesora Filozofskog fakulteta u Beogradu (Belgrade: Scientia
Yugoslavica, 1989).

20 Dnevnik, Dec. 4, 1971, p. 4.

21 Archives of Yugoslavia, Cabinet of the President of the Republic - 837, box 70-71, 11-2/570,
“Neautorizovane magnetofonske beleske sa sastanka rukovodilaca SR Srbije kod Predsednika
Republike, 9. oktobra 1972.”
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The “True Left” and the National Issue

Economic reform, market economy, and commodity-money relations became the cen-
tre of the left opposition’s criticism and resistance. Since the government had used
“socialist commodity-money relations” and market economy as a way out of the crisis,
Praxis members increasingly focused on the related negative consequences. Some social
phenomena, such as the enrichment of certain groups, corruption, black market trade,
shutting down companies, unemployment, economic migration - became the focus of
intensified left criticism of Yugoslav socialist self-management. Economic reforms were
perceived as the cause of all negative tendencies in the society, in particular since they
failed to reduce a bulky bureaucratic apparatus. Nonetheless, the most challengeable
aspect of the economic reforms, they thought, was running economic development
exclusively in line with market logic, since it could eventually result in the disruption
of socialism and the establishment of a standard, liberal-capitalist model of society. In
order to avoid this worst-case scenario, Praxis members advocated the reintroduction
of planned mechanisms instead of a market-oriented economy. However, this time,
planning would not be state-run but managed by society, implying autoregulation or
“auto-planning of the productive workforce.” In this way, “capital interests” would not
be given the opportunity to lead and condition economic life.?

Mihailo Markovi¢, one of the most influential representatives of the Belgrade part of
Praxis, thought that economic reform was causing “Yugoslav socialism to slowly lose
its soul” and that the “philosophy of social justice, solidarity, and self-management
had been transformed into a philosophy of efficiency, individualism, and egoism.”
The 1968 student movement, he believed, was a reaction to the economic reforms and
its related crises (“mass redundancies” and “unfathomable social stratification”). The
competitiveness that the economic reforms promoted turned the market into “a jungle
where survival allowed for anything.” Markovi¢ thought that opening Yugoslav borders
for “import of sundry consumer goods” from the West was a particularly negative seg-
ment of the reforms.* Hinting at events in Croatia, he singled out the “disassembling
of the federation” as the worst part of the reforms policy: the greatest danger was the
federal units “turning into sovereign national states [...] to the hysterical noise of na-
tionalistic drums.” Markovi¢ thought that the reforms certainly brought about more
civic freedoms: of speech, religion, travelling, trading, enrichment, holding foreign
bank accounts, entertainment, pornography, and so on. However, he believed these to
be fake freedoms or civic democratism, and that with the 1963 constitutional reform,
“real” freedom and democracy were on the decline.*

22 Klasié, Jugoslavija i svijet 1968, pp. 60-61; Kanclajter and Stojakovi¢, “1968. u Jugoslaviji...,” p. 463.
23 Mihailo Markovié, Juris na nebo. Secanja 1 (Belgrade: Prosveta, 2008), pp. 101-105, 107.

24 Mihailo Markovié, “Struktura moéi u jugoslovenskom drustvu i dilema revolucionarne inteli-
gencije,” Praxis 16 (1971), no. 6, p. 813.

114



Aporias and Contradictions of the (Post-)Yugoslav Left

Moreover, as the most influential representative of the Belgrade part of Praxis, Mihailo
Markovi¢ gave the 1968 movement a “national” dimension in addition to a social one.
He believed that Dobrica Cosi¢ was the first to grasp the “unresolved” Serbian national
issue in Yugoslavia. Others, he thought, under the influence of the welfare generated
by “cooperation, unquestionable rapid development, and the great successes of our
state”?® ignored or failed to understand the need to open this issue. Markovic¢ was of the
opinion that the dismissal of Aleksandar Rankovi¢, the whole of the Eighth Congress of
SK]J, Tito’s personal declaration as a Croat, and the 1968 demonstrations in Kosovo - all
represented a “threat to Serbia.” In 1969, he joined the leadership of the Serbian Literary
Guild (Srpska knjizevna zadruga - SKZ), an organization with Dobrica Cosié at its helm,
in the belief that it was doing the most work on “awakening the dead consciousness of
the Serbian people.” With this, representatives of the “left” and “right” opposition, the
radical leftists and the nationalists, symbolically formed a united front of resistance
against the regime through their two most representative figures in Serbia. Markovié
went on to explain that The Serbian Literary Guild “started working quite late” on the
“spiritual unity of the fragmented Serbian people.”?® In July 1972, SKZ was prohibited from
operating politically (particularly in Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina, where Serbs
lived), thus the “further awakening of the Serbian national identity” was “blocked” until
the draft of the SASA Memorandum (Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts) in 1986.%

A new coalition of Praxis members and nationalists was apparent at a gathering that
took place over a number of days in Belgrade in late November and early December
of 1969. Organized by the Philosophical Society of Serbia and entitled “Socialism and
Culture,” representatives of two opposition groups met for the first time in a single
place, voicing no serious ideological differences or mutual polemics. Sixty-eight phi-
losophers from the Belgrade Praxis wing joined nationalists in the Serbian Literary
Guild. An institutionalised connection of these two groups emerged in the course of
1971 through the cooperation of SKZ with the Philosophical Society of Serbia and In-
stitute for Philosophy at the Faculty of Philosophy. The result of their cooperation was
two books being published by the newly-founded Association’s imprint: Stihija savre-
menosti (Elemental contemporaneity) by Mihailo Duri¢ and Preispitivanja (Reflections)
by Mihailo Markovi¢.?

At a subsequent gathering, “Nationalism and fundamental human rights” in February
1972, Mihailo Markovi¢ stated that Serbia was exploited in Yugoslavia, especially by

%5 For a detailed discussion, see Beslin, Ideja moderne Srbije u socijalisti¢koj Jugoslaviji 1968-1972,
p. 371

26 1t should be emphasized that not all of the Belgrade representatives of the group gathered around
Praxis accepted the idea of cooperating and forming a coalition with the nationalists. Some of
them, such as Andrija Kre$i¢, Neboj$a Popov, and Miladin Zivoti¢, opposed such an orientation.

2T Markovié, Juris na nebo. Seéanja 1, pp. 79-89.

28 L jubinka Trgovéevié, Istorija Srpske knjizevne zadruge (Belgrade: SKZ, 1992), p. 138.
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the modernization of the economy and economic reform, and that the Serbian people
were being “torn apart.”? Markovi¢ considered interest in the national question in
Yugoslavia an expression of personal and intellectual freedom, since “by losing interest
in the national problem, we would limit our own freedom.”*® Sharply criticizing Croatian
nationalism, Markovi¢ said that a nation was seen in these conceptions as a unique
and harmonious entity of individuals who strived to identify as much as possible with
the leader of the “national movement,” and that awareness of the right to the freedom
of their nation was accompanied by a tendency to dominate other nations, pointing
towards the “endangerment” of Serbs in Croatia.* According to him, this tendency of
domination received tacit support of the Yugoslav leadership. He condemned the gov-
ernment’s aspirations for a more egalitarian distribution of social goods in the republics,
advocating the abolition of government and capital. He openly expressed concern for
Serbs outside Serbia, which was the central point of the nationalist programme of the
time, as well as a decade and a half later.

The culmination of the work on the national issue was the Memorandum of the
Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts (SASA). Mihailo Markovi¢ was one of its writers,
and Dobrica Cosi¢ provided the inspiration. In the fall of 1986, a working version of
this document was leaked to the public. The memorandum determined the direction
of Serbian national policy by summarizing its history and articulating its grievances
about its position in Yugoslavia. It suggested a future transformation of the federation
based on the premise that Serbia and Serbs were in an unequal position in Yugoslavia.*
The consequence of this narrative about the subordination of Serbia by Slovenia and
Croatia was mass polarisation and a primer for the final conflict as announced by
Milosevic¢’s populist policies.** Although the ruling establishment in Serbia, led by
Ivan Stambolic, strongly condemned the arguments and rhetoric of the Memorandum,
Slobodan Milos$evié’s victory in the intra-party showdown paved the way for this doc-
ument to became an action platform for the authorities in Serbia.**

Besides the Belgrade philosophy professors joining the literary circle, conflict also
arose between the Belgrade and Zagreb Praxis wings regarding the renewal of the
journal. Although the journal was never formally banned, its publication stopped in

29 Belin, Ideja moderne Srbije u socijalistic¢koj Jugoslaviji 1968-1972, p. 387.
%0 Ibid.
3! Ibid.

32 Sonja Biserko, Yugoslavia’s Implosion: The Fatal Attraction of Serbian Nationalism (The Nor-
wegian Helsinki Committee, 2012), pp. 79-80.

33 Nikola Bertolino, “Programi nacionalnih katastrofa,” in Aljo$a Mimica (ed.), Druga Srbija - deset
godina posle: 1992-2002 (Belgrade: Helsinski odbor, 2002).

34 Alexander R. Mileti¢, “Generacije srpskih (re)centralista, 1968-1990: Opravdani zahtevi ili
puturaspad Jugoslavije?” Yu historija (online yuhistorija.com/serbian/jug_druga_txt01c3.html,
[accessed May 4, 2021]).
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1974, following the Republic of Croatia’s government decision to completely cut its
budget. The proposal for the creation of a new journal, Praxis International, caused
conflict and lasting disagreement between the Belgrade and Zagreb wings. The original
journal was created within the Croatian Philosophical Society, so its editorial board
gathered professors from the University of Zagreb while the Belgrade part worked in the
editorial office of the international edition.*® Praxis International was founded in 1981
against the will of most of the original founders of Praxis. The spiritus movens of the
decision to use the former journal’s name was Mihailo Markovi¢, with the support of
the majority of the Belgrade Praxis representatives. Miladin Zivoti¢ and Andrija Kre$i¢
(from Belgrade) opposed the decision, as did almost all Praxis founders from Zagreb,
except for Rudi Supek. This new journal deceived its readers, given that it carried a
“significantly different platform” under the former journal’s name - as stated in a letter
by the Praxis founders opposed to the deceptive tactic. Andrija Kresi¢ stated that the
new journal was no longer philosophical, but “rather a politically coloured periodical.”*
That their anxieties were not unjustified was later corroborated by Agnes Heller, one of
the journal’s former editors, bearing witness to Markovi¢’s nationalist statements and
the journal’s new programme.*

Conlflict within the Belgrade wing of Praxis would come a bit later, only exacerbat-
ing the ruptures that started in 1968. Although not the primary topic of this paper, we
can arguably wonder how homogeneous Praxis truly was. They not only had different
views on the national question, but also diametrically different conceptions for the
future directions of liberalization and democratization. Such differences leave open
the question whether they were connected more by a common destiny than they were
by their theoretical viewpoints. Their various interpretations of the events of June 1968
certainly point in that direction, which also opens the way for tracing the two currents
of left dissident movements.

The fiercest opponent of nationalism among the Belgrade Praxis wing was Miladin
Zivoti¢, a professor who returned to the Belgrade Faculty of Philosophy in 1988. While
Markovié viewed the 1968 protests as anti-reform, Zivoti¢ saw them as anti-Stalinist.
Deeply influenced by Jean-Paul Sartre regarding the 1968 demonstrations, Zivoti¢ criti-
cized contemporary Marxists for abandoning dialectics for the sake of analytic ration-
ality. Moreover, in his view, historical materialism had reduced history to a “carcass of
tyrannical universality.” In it, the human being has been reduced to a mere epiphen-
omenal result of circumstances, with dialectical materialism producing knowledge

35 Cveji¢, Nikoli¢, and Sladeéek. Gradenje jedne kontrainstitucije, p. 74.

%6 Bozidar Jaksi¢ (ed.), Humanizam i kriti¢ko misljenje. Tako je govorio Andrija Kresié¢ (Belgrade:
Sluzbeni glasnik, 2010), pp. 117-124. Petar Milat, “Praxis i Kor¢ulanska ljetna $kola - tragovi jednog
desetljeca (1963-1974),” in Dragomir Oluji¢ and Krunoslav Stojakovié¢ (eds.), Praxis. Drustvena
kritika i humanisticki socijalizam (Belgrade: Rosa Luxemburg Stiftung, 2012), pp. 392-403.

37 Cveji¢, Nikoli¢, and Slade&ek. Gradenje jedne kontrainstitucije, p. 82.

117



Milivoj Beslin, Gazela Pudar Drasko, and BalSa Delibasi¢

of human reality stripped of human subjectivity. Following Sartre, Zivoti¢ draws the
radical conclusion that philosophy must abandon the search for quasi-objective know-
ledge and must become a theory of comprehensive knowledge by grasping concrete
human praxis; simply put, that a community of free persons is achievable through the
freedom of the individual.*®

His criticism of the nationalist turn among the dissidents should be seen in the
following light as well. Zivoti¢ believed that both Dobrica Cosi¢ (whom he often men-
tioned as the ninth member of the group) and Mihailo Markovi¢, as key authors of the
SASA Memorandum, had created a hybrid Bolshevik ideology and nationalism, which
Slobodan Milosevi¢ then seized upon. Even though Praxis members were, on the surface,
immune to nationalism, in the end they were not immune to the so-called literary in-
telligentsia led by Dobrica Cosi¢. In an attempt to explain how former dissidents turned
to nationalist rather than liberal traditions, Zivoti¢ attributed personal “Napoleon-like
behaviour” to them, that is, personal aspirations to impose themselves as sovereigns.
He therefore interpreted the Memorandum as a determination to create a gerontocratic
forum that would dictate national interests.** None of those intellectuals, he contin-
ued, sought interpretative knowledge; rather, their aim was to merely instrumentalise
people for their own ends.*® Zivoti¢ argued, to the contrary, that theory should not
define any virtues and duties but create preconditions for people to themselves create
their own place in the world.*' Approaching Habermas’ positions, he categorically
stated that truths and moral values were of a communicative nature, acquired only in
open communication. Often using Markovic¢ as an example of a relic offering obsolete
approaches and “miraculously facile promises,”? he criticised his opponents of even
failing to understand Marx. For them, Marx was a “planner,” whereas Marx in truth
opposed such views, criticising socialist utopians: “He never dealt with the so-called
debris of the future, nor was he a prophet or preacher defining or foretelling it.”*

In his essay, “The Broken Die in Silence,” Zivoti¢ asserts that “Bolshevik ideology”
has produced a generation of broken people, torn between the hegemonic way of see-
ing the world and the reality of everyday life. Such a “broken person” was a spiritually
damaged being with a warped historical memory and wrecked ideas: “they knew better
the minutiae of military offensives than the riches of our cultural past and the struggles
of our peoples for their dignity, national identity and humanity.”** This shows, however,

%8 Ibid.

39 Zivotié, Contra Bellum, p. 133.
0 Ibid., p. 153.

4 Ibid., p. 52.

42 “One should only have clear ideas about freedom and justice, and should have a will to power,
and suddenly everything becomes ‘miraculously easy.” Ibid, p. 92.

*3 Ibid., p. 30.

4 Ibid., pp. 28-29
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that it would be incorrect to say that Zivotié¢ neglected the national issue in Yugoslavia.
He believed that political bureaucracy was hypocritical when it came to nationalism:
on the one hand, it allegedly promoted universal human values while, on the other, it
“regionalised social life,”* a policy which resulted in federal units turning into national
republics. It favoured some and neglected other of the Yugoslav nations - Zivoti¢ under-
lined the sentence “The Comintern’s concept of resolving the national issue [was] at the
expense of the Serbian people.™® This constellation forced open a space for arbitration,
and arbitration created an irrational surplus in interethnic misunderstandings, which
is the main reason for the belated national emancipation. Zivoti¢ saw the problem of
national self-awareness as a cultural process, and, unlike his former friends, he believed
that national emancipation is not necessarily in opposition to social emancipation.
“[National emancipation] blocks [social emancipation] only when it identifies the state
with the nation.”’ Still, not long after this, he realized that the feeling of national be-
longing in Yugoslavia could never actually be developed as a cultural feature, since
national belonging became a litmus test for a new political grouping that brought with
it the power of terror.*®

In one of his most important essays, “Disidenti i rat” (Dissidents and war), Zivoti¢
underscores a significant difference between two schools of thought that draw on Max
Weber'’s “ethics of responsibility” and “ethics of conviction.™® The ethics of conviction
is grounded in belief, which then in itself justifies further engagement. As such, it is
authoritarian, since “the practitioner of a doctrine never learns from others, but only
wishes to teach them.”*® By contrast, the ethics of responsibility emerges from delibera-
tion, and engagement follows interpretative knowledge. This distinction was the starting
point for the critique of the Memorandum: “projections of the future” do not fall within
rational discourse, but seek to impose certain values. He believed such projections to
be coercive and achievable only by silencing differences of opinion through the use
of political power.*

5 Ibid., p. 51.
8 Ibid.
Y Ibid., p. 36.
8 Miladin Zivoti¢, “Proizvodaci nacionalnih mrznji,” in Mimica (ed.), Druga Srbija.
49 Miladin Zivotié, “Disidentiirat,” in Mimica (ed.), Druga Srbija - deset godina posle (1992-2002),
(Belgrade: Helsinski odbor, 2002). Cf. Manuela Boatcd, ““From the Standpoint of Germanism:” A
Postcolonial Critique of Weber’s Theory of Race and Ethnicity,” in Julian Go (ed.), Postcolonial
Sociology (Bingley: Emerald Group Publishing Limited, 2013), pp. 55-80.
50 1,7
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Conclusion

The case of Mihailo Markovi¢ is paradigmatic of the Serbian intellectual elite: a strong
supporter of the Paris May events and one of the most ardent participants in the 1968
protests in Belgrade, he took a diametrically opposite stance a little over two decades
later. Remarkably close to Milosevi¢’s regime, he ended up expelled from the Socialist
Party as too inflexibly opposing the peace negotiations. In his final years, he aligned
himself with far-right nationalists like Vojislav Seselj, taking part in public discussions
about “Greater Serbia.”*

Standing in stark contrast to Markovi¢ was Miladin Zivoti¢, the personification of a
Great Intellectual speaking truth to power. To those political leaders of today, sporting a
revived nationalism, who are the successors to the warmongering leaders of yesteryear,
the name Miladin Zivoti¢ and the anti-war narrative are an unpleasant reminder that
their bellicose policy and chauvinist ideology had an alternative in Serbia. One that
was fragile, but viable. The suppression of its memory is neither random nor accidental,
but a deliberate attempt at obfuscation.

Contrasting these two intellectual figures, we have painted a road from the far left
to the far right - a historical lesson of the intellectual treason that occurs when in-
tellectuals choose the side of particularism instead of universalism.>®* We have also
shown the significance of individual actors in shaping the structures and destiny of a
people. Finally, the split presented here had far-reaching consequences for the Serbian
intellectual landscape, pictured through the narratives on the First and the Second
Serbia®* - Serbian public discourse has never managed to budge from this division even
in the contemporary public discourse, some 30 years later.>® Faced once again with a
wave of hate speech passing between the former Yugoslav nations, we are calling for a
re-examination of those figures who had already (albeit unsuccessfully) struggled to
find a path toward that most elusive goal: the need to live together as the only option.

52 Velika Srbija no. 551, August 1998.

%3 Gazela Pudar Drasko, O demu govorimo kada govorimo o intelektualcu: ideje i iluzije (Belgrade:
Institut za filozofiju i drustvenu teoriju, 2017).

>¥ The term “Second Serbia” originated in 1992, when a group of anti-war and anti-nationalist
intellectuals, gathered around the Belgrade Circle and the Centre for Antiwar Action, began
holding regular sessions to protest against the war, the spread of hatred, censorship, and author-
itarianism. It was the most thorough critique of Milosevi¢’s war policy and the deconstruction
of its causes. See Mimica (ed.), Druga Srbija.
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A POSSIBLE PATH
TOWARD THE
RE-POLITICALIZATION
OF FOLKLORE

Greg Evans

Abstract

This article discusses the issues raised by James M. Robertson in his review of Joseph
Grim Feinberg’s The Paradox of Authenticity: Folklore Performance in Post-Communist
Slovakia, which appeared in Contradictions (2019, no. 2). Focusing on the nature and
form of a re-politicized folklore, the article argues that to make full sense of the question
of authenticity in a modern folkloric movement, authenticity must be seen against the
broader backdrop of the alienation inherent to consumer capitalist society. Folklore, it
concludes, can become re-politicized by emphasizing people’s participation in art as
part of a broader countercultural movement that challenges the consumerist paradigm.
Keywords

Slovak authentic folklore movement, authenticity, radical monopoly, participatory art,
anti-politics, praxis, counter-finality

In his review' of Joseph Grim Feinberg’s The Paradox of Authenticity: Folklore Perform-
ance in Post-Communist Slovakia,* James M. Robertson questions Feinberg’s call at
the end of the book for a “radical,” re-politicized folklore that would draw on folklore’s
tradition of, to quote Feinberg, “playfully pushing against existing hierarchies from the
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position of what is ‘low’ and excluded from the prestigious centers of culture and art.”®
Robertson, questioning whether we can rightfully consider the enjoyment of folklore
to be a means to a political end, asks whether it shouldn’t instead be considered an
end in itself. Otherwise, he argues, we might only replace enjoyment with political
utility, further empowering the reactionary forces - masquerading as the guardians of
“apolitical” enjoyment - as they launch attack after attack on “political correctness.”™
In this essay I will argue that this dichotomy between their positions is largely illu-
sory, because the subversive potential of a re-politicized folklore lies first and foremost
in its realization as an end in itself - in this case, as a participatory art form. Moreover,
I'shall contend that its political application will come about in making this end in itself
a universal value and common social practice. I will additionally argue that such a
trajectory is inherent to Feinberg’s book, as it would be the ultimate realization of some
of the goals of the Slovak authentic folklore movement that serve as the book’s focus.
Such a radical folklore takes on a politically anti-political trajectory because, in the
very act of trying to be an end in itself, it challenges the hegemony of consumerism in
contemporary capitalist society. Indeed, if it and other such movements do not succeed
in challenging this hegemony and the system that produces it, “authentic folklore”
may have to settle for being little more than a hobby sustained by a few enthusiasts.

I

The authentic folklore movement emerged in post-communist Slovakia with the goal of
“returning folklore to the people” by determinedly seeking out and studying authentic,
traditional dances as they were actually performed in the course of village life, while
eschewing the highly stylized, choreographed folklore ensemble performances typical
of the Communist years. The “dance houses” that Feinberg details in the book are places
where this abstract theorizing and archiving comes to practical fruition, providing a
place where these dances can both be taught to newcomers and performed by experi-
enced dancers without any direct thought being given to their being performed on a
stage and to an audience. In other words, something like these dances were originally
performed when they were the music and dance of the folk, when they were “authentic.”

Here is where the titular “paradox of authenticity” comes about, and where we start
to realize how this represents both a problem and a potential solution to re-politicizing
folklore. For the members of this movement know full well that no matter how faithfully

! James M. Robertson, “Review: The Paradox of Authenticity: Folklore Performance in Post-Com-
munist Slovakia by Joseph Grim Feinberg,” Contradictions: A Journal for Critical Thought 3 (2019),
no. 2, pp. 261-265.

%Joseph Grim Feinberg, The Paradox of Authenticity: Folklore Performance in Post-Communist
Slovakia (Madison: The University of Wisconsin Press, 2018).

3 Ibid., p. 200.

4 Robertson, “Review,” p. 264.
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they might reproduce the dance and music of the “folk,” as inhabitants of modernity,
usually living in cities, they can never achieve the authenticity that they are striving
for. Or at least can never achieve this model of authenticity, one in which, as Robertson
describes it, authentic folklore “exists as an object of a premodern epoch whose essence
can only be briefly glimpsed by modern devotees.”

However, against this model of authenticity, Feinberg raises the possibility of an
authenticity that is a process of self-realization, in which the existential condition that
arises from the real contradictions of modernity is addressed by consciousness creating
its own essence. To illustrate this, Feinberg uses Jean-Paul Sartre’s famous description
of the waiter who is so perfectly acting out the role of a waiter that it soon becomes
evident that he is playing at being what others expect of him. The waiter, in Sartre’s
words, is obliged to play “with his condition in order to realize it;” this obligation, Sartre
adds, is no different “from that which is imposed on all tradesmen. Their condition is
wholly one of ceremony. The public demands of them that they realize it as a ceremony;
there is the dance of the grocer, of the tailor, of the auctioneer, by which they endeavor
to persuade their clientele that they are nothing but a grocer, an auctioneer, a tailor.”®

Nonetheless, Sartre’s waiter need not internalize this demand. He can escape from
his inauthentic mode by critically reflecting on his situation and becoming aware of
his ability to be something other than what his condition demands of him. And it is
this alternative, which Feinberg refers to as a “reflective” type of authenticity, that is
proposed as the key to both overcoming the folklore movement’s paradox of authenticity
and its political inertia. Feinberg writes:

Authentic folklore was something that existed in a world apart, a premodern world
that is always on the verge of disappearance, a world toward which modern beings
hopelessly strive. Could authentic folklore become, instead, that which is created
in the process of this striving? Might we modern beings give up on the belief that
folklore is hidden somewhere else and come instead to the belief that folklore
simply is this striving for the authentic in a world where the past, as past, is gone?’

So far, so good. But though Feinberg is clear enough about the limitations of folklore
trying to realize itself by digging up recordings and transcriptions of a past, premodern
epoch and trying to re-create these songs and dances in the modern, or post-modern,
epoch, he is not so clear in discussing what a folklore “striving for the authentic” would
look like. Instead, a compelling and enlightening discussion of Kantian self-transcend-
ence follows, tracing Alessandro Ferrara’s reflections on “reflective authenticity” from

® Ibid., p. 263.

¢ Jean-Paul Sartre, Being and Nothingness, trans. Hazel Barnes (New York: Washington Square
Press, 1966), p. 102. Discussed in Feinberg, pp. 190-191.

7 Feinberg, Paradox of Authenticity, p. 197.
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Kant and Hegel through Heidegger, to which Feinberg himself extends the discussion
to Kierkegaard and Sartre, leading to the conclusion that “the search for authenticity
could be understood as an attempt to recognize creativity in cultural expression that
is excluded, in multiple ways, from the public sphere.”

This too, however, is more of a direction than a concrete strategy, and doesn’t tell us
what folklorists can specifically do, and what it is they are specifically pushing against,
to make themselves authentic in this sense. Curiously, not even the one concrete action
that the Slovak folklorists have undertaken toward such a realization of folklore (even
though it is the book’s main topic), the dance houses, is discussed with this in mind
in the book’s “concluding unscientific postscript.”

It is into this ambiguous zone that Robertson, reasonably assuming Feinberg’s “re-polit-
icalization” means a more overt politicizing of the folklore movement, jumps. Though
Robertson is certainly sympathetic to Feinberg’s argument that it is important we not
allow folklore to re-politicize in the context of the new national conservatism, he raises
objections to Feinberg’s argument advocating, as he puts it, “a folklore oriented towards
progressive political transformation.” He suggests that a “politically conscious folklore”
that, for example, attempted to subvert traditional gender divisions in Slovak dance
might trigger the reactionary cultural backlash mentioned above.?

But Robertson goes still further, arguing that the apolitical nature of the folklorists
Feinberg describes, and the more generalized anti-political tide it represents, might
not be so undesirable after all:

In an era in which political systems have been hollowed out of their social content
and European politicians struggle, in Peter Mair’s words, over who will ‘rule the
void,” authentic folklore’s understanding of politics as an inauthentic intrusion
into the social has a particular resonance."

There are, however, various indications that an overt politicalization of folklore is not,
after all, what Feinberg is proposing - up to and including the fact that he persists in
describing the issue in philosophical rather than overtly political language. Thus, he
argues that while it might, in the Sartrean sense, be in bad faith for a modern subject
to strive for premodern authenticity, it would also be inauthentic for them to simply

renounce all claims to authenticity and accept modern conditions just as they

are, because this would also mean allowing oneself to be fully determined by

8 Ibid., p. 201.
9 Robertson, “Review,” p. 264.
19 1bid., p. 265.
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external conditions; it would mean willfully ignoring the fact that modern subjects
are able to struggle with these conditions and, within them or beyond them, to
become something else."

And it is in light of this, perhaps, that we can see the significance (beyond that of eth-
nographic study) of his extensive recounting in the earlier portion of the book of the
authentic folklore movement. This movement aims to “return” folklore to the present-
day spectators of folklore performance “through a dual project, which (1) performs
folklore authentically for them, so that they might learn about what had been taken
away from them; and (2) encourages them to enact this authentic folklore themselves
at participatory events like dance houses.”"

This is significant because, while authentic folklore might be, even on its own terms,
an inauthentic striving after authenticity, it is an inauthentic striving that also challenges
society’s norms with the aim, atleast on a very limited scale, of changing them. And it
is there, I believe, that we might find the basis for the “re-politicalization” of folklore.

II

But first we need to address the question of what it is, specifically, that folklorism is to
push playfully against. What it is, that is to say, that might create such a strong sense of
inauthenticity that it would spur folklorists to overcome their paradox of authenticity
and re-politicize folklore.

In Feinberg’s text - focused as it is on issues such as folklore versus folklorism, au-
thenticity versus inauthenticity, participation versus performance, and the concept of
“the folk” versus that of “the public” - the backdrop of the “inadequacies of life today”
is alluded to but never fully described. We learn, for instance, that the authentic folk-
lore movement springs from “the experience of dissatisfaction with modern life and
the struggle to make this life meaningful” and attempts to “to conceptualize a folk that
exists in an authentic world set apart from inauthentic modernity,”*® but no details are
provided either on (1) how the folk arts were pushed to the fringes of society in the first
place, or (2) what it is about modern life that makes it inauthentic with regard to folk
music and dance.

Regarding the first point, for the purposes of comparison it is important to note
the ubiquitous and participatory nature of music, dance, storytelling, and crafts in
pre-industrial life. This was a time when, in the words of Karel Teige, the prominent
theorist of the Czech avant-garde, “the peasant was the creator and bearer of folk art.”

! Feinberg, Paradox of Authenticity, p. 193.
2 Ibid., p. 76
13 Ibid., p. 177 and 132.
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Writing in his 1938 essay on the position of art in capitalist society, Jarmark uméni (The
marketplace of art), he adds that a “century of capitalist industrialism” had gradually
brought about “the wholesale demise of folk art” in industrialized countries. Thus, there
was no longer “a locality far enough out of the way to allow the old folk art to live a full
and invigorated life and not be under pressure from color printed fabrics and factory
finished imports coming from the cities.” It then follows that a worker (who, after all,
might work in one of the very factories that manufacture these products) will fare no
better in this regard than a peasant, and indeed the proletariat makes up

a popular stratum that doesn’t produce and cannot create original and refined folk
art. The social and cultural relationships under capitalism - in the class monopoly
on education and the specialization of artistic production - exclude the possibility
of any sort of folk or amateur artistic creativity."

To Teige’s brief summary I will add that the spread of pre-recorded media in the form
of phonograph records after World War 11, as well as of broadcast media in the form of
radio and television, meant that not just folk art but also the folk music and dance of
the villages came under pressure from the imports coming in from cities. This pressure
was only heightened by an increasing emphasis on consumer products under post-Sta-
linist communism' that culminated in the full blown consumerism that arrived in
the wake of 1989.

Regarding the second point - what it is about modern life that makes it inauthentic
in this regard - we might turn to the Croatian-Austrian writer Ivan Illich for his descrip-
tion of the “radical monopoly,” which is when “any industry [...] becomes the dominant
means of satisfying needs that formally occasioned a personal response.”’® The term
“industry” here is key, as this is a monopoly that

goes deeper than that of any one corporation or any one government. It can take
many forms. When cities are built around vehicles, they devalue human feet; when

4 Karel Teige, Jarmark uméni (Prague: Ceskoslovensky spisovatel, 1964 [1938]), p. 44. From my
translation of the work, which will be published later this year as The Marketplace of Art by
RABRAB Press in Helsinki, Sezgin Boynik and Joseph Grim Feinberg, editors.

15 According to Lubomir Sochor, under the “real socialism” of Czechosloviakia in the 1970s and
80s, a “[l]iturgical Marxism-Leninism based on the use of rites and public ceremonies is united
with the values of an American-style consumer society in people’s private lives.” Lubomir So-
chor, “Real Socialism:” Ideology Turned toward the Past,” Contradictions: A Journal for Critical
Thought 3 (2019), no. 2, p. 227. This was somewhat mitigated in the case of folklore because, as
Feinberg points out, the Communist state’s approach to it, though focused on the performance
spectacle, also aimed to involve large numbers of people in the performance process. Feinberg,
Paradox of Authenticity, p. 41.

16 tvan Illich, Energy and Equity (New York: Harper and Row, 1974), p. 45.
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schools pre-empt learning, they devalue the autodidact; when hospitals draft all
those who are in critical condition, they impose on society a new form of dying.
Ordinary monopolies corner the market; radical monopolies disable people from
doing or making things on their own."”

Thus, just as the dominance of cars has reshaped the urban environment in such a way
that it is now difficult for people in most cities and towns to ride a bike easily or safely,
the recordings, films, videos, stage performances, and concert tours of the modern
entertainment industry, all packaged and sold as consumer products, have reshaped
the cultural environment so as to make it difficult for people to dance or make their
own music.'

This means that even if a group of people decided that they were going to sing their
own songs and dance their own dances - whether at work, at home, or on social occa-
sions - they can’t simply resume from where their great-grandparents living in a village
might have left off seventy or more years ago. They would quickly find that, for the most
part, they lack: (1) a common repertoire enabling them to sing and dance with one
another; (2) socially and culturally facilitated occasions at which to do these things; (3)
the custom or habit of doing them on the occasions that do present themselves; and 4)
the basic skills of singing and dancing necessary to make it happen in the first place.
Furthermore, even in contemporary Slovakia, where a tradition of folk music and dance
remains relatively strong, the music and dances that people predominately, even over-
whelmingly, listen to and see are the music and dance styles that are the cornerstones
of the international recording and entertainment industry (for example, hip-hop, R&B,
pop). However, these contemporary forms of popular culture do not lend themselves
easily to a personal, participatory response; they were composed and choreographed
in a world of recording studios and professional dancers with the intention of being
listened to and watched, not participated in."

In short, then, these authentic folklorists must not only work against the fact that
the specific traditions that they promote are less and less a part of a common prac-

7 And we can read here that “doing or making things on their own” - as with “a personal re-

sponse” - has much in common with Feinberg’s “authenticity.” Ivan Illich, Medical Nemesis: The
Expropriation of Health (New York: Pantheon, 1976), p. 42.

18 This radical monopoly, however, is the culmination of a long, historical process of increasing
specialization, and declining participation, in the arts. See my 1989 manuscript, G. S. Evans, “Art
Alienated: An Essay on the Decline of Participatory-Art,” which traces this phenomenon from
the almost universal participation in music and dance characteristic of hunting and gathering
societies to the almost universal non-participation in the age of consumer capitalism (online at
tinyurl.com/h8w2zly [accessed Sept. 12, 2021]).

19 For further discussion about these obstacles to making our own music and dance - these
“barriers to entry” that the radical monopoly sets up - see the section “Aspects of Alienated Art”
in Evans, Art Alienated, pp. 36-43.
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tice, but also against the fact that contemporary common practice embraces no truly
participatory forms of music or dance. Or, if such forms can be said to be a part of this
practice, they are so simplified, requiring little or no skill (for example, the drunken
singing of fans at a football match, or dancers doing little more than shifting their
weight from side to side on the dance floor of a bar or disco), that they are of little help
to the folklorists. Alternatively, they are of such an intensely performative nature (such
as we see in popular TV competitions such as World of Dance or So You Think You Can
Dance) as to be incompatible with the truly participatory.

I11

We can see here the framework from which my argument is proceeding: the “existing
hierarchies” that a 21 century folklore would playfully push back against are centered
around the radical monopoly and the consumerist capitalism that gave birth to it. The
question then becomes what might a politicalized, radical folklore - one which strives
“for the authentic in a world where the past, as past, is gone” - look like in relation to
the modest, localized, and apolitical resistance that Feinberg describes in the book.

Any answer to this will require a better understanding of what it is that inspires
these acts of resistance in the name of “authenticity” in the first place.

Earlier I discussed how Feinberg had used the example of Sartre’s waiter to facilitate
our understanding of authenticity, and we will return to the waiter for the purpose of
pointing out a key difference between him and the performers of authentic folklore. We
might recall that the waiter plays with his condition “in order to realize it,” and in this
way is no different from other tradesmen who are obliged “to persuade their clientele
that they are nothing but a grocer, an auctioneer, a tailor.”

In the same way, we might superficially observe how folklore performers “play” with
their roles in order to convince their audience that they are no different - at least for
the duration of the performance - from the Slovak folk dancers such as one might have
encountered in a village a hundred years ago.

But there is an important difference. It is safe to assume that the waiter wouldn’t be
playing that particular role in the first place if he didn’t have to do it out of economic
necessity. For example, to pay the rent.

This is not the case for folklore performers when they perform their roles. With few
exceptions, this activity offers little or no financial reward, and so the participants are
performers in these troupes out of choice, not economic necessity. In Sartre’s terms,
if they are playing with their condition in order to realize it, it is because, during the
time of their performance, they truly want to be what the audience wants them to be
- authentic performers of folklore.

There are, of course, various reasons why folklore performers might want to play
these roles. For some it is primarily so they can dance and play music, for others it is
so they can compete and perform in front of an audience, and for others, by Feinberg’s
account perhaps the largest number, it is so they can experience the camaraderie,
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the “folkloristic life,” and the “collective” of the folklore ensemble.?® But, whatever the
reason, it is certain that music and dance serve as catalysts and unifying elements for
folklore ensembles and for the rich life that follows from it. Folklore participants are not,
after all, simply collecting recordings and transcripts of folk performances and getting
together to compare notes, something which would lead to a very different collective
life. Rather, they actually sing and dance themselves, and have thereby managed to
liberate themselves from the alienation of commodity culture, regaining their ability
to fulfill their expressive needs. And it is this that helps to fuel their particular energy
and dynamism, both when performing together and when partying together.

The importance of singing and dancing for the members of the ensemble is further
emphasized by the fact that, though these authentic folklorists strive (if in vain) for
a premodern authenticity in the sphere of Slovak folk music and dance, they are not
striving for premodern authenticity in the sphere of Slovak folk life. In this sense, the
post-1989 de-ideologicalization of folklorism within which Feinberg situates his book*!
serves them well: it serves to emphasize that they are not, by their own description, part
of some romantic, back-to-the-village movement, advocating a return to an agrarian
lifestyle or to “traditional” values. As Mana Svorenov4, artistic director of Folklore
Ensemble Horndd, put it:

Folklore is not what you think it is. It isn’t the romanticism that people associate
with it. It isn’t lyricism, those scenes of beautiful life that Lii¢nica [the prominent
semiprofessional ensemble] performs. People’s lives were hard and rough. Folklore
let them lighten this hard, heavy life.**

The traditions of the folk, she adds, were expressions of a difficult life to which we should
not return, but their moments of beauty are something we can revive in response to
the inadequacies of life today.

It is only, then, certain aspects of that life (in this case, singing, dancing, and playing
music as a participatory act undertaken in a group context) that they are focused on
continuing and reviving, indeed are choosing to focus on in their striving for cultural
authenticity and against the inadequacies of contemporary life. And it is in the very
specificity of this choice, and the fact that they have a keen interest in its participatory
aspects, that we can see a key aspect of their progressive, post-capitalist potential in
the political sphere.

Corollary to this is the fact that, as Feinberg points out, they choose to situate (even
if unconsciously) their desire to participate in art dialectically. Thus, we might say that

20 Eeinberg, Paradox of Authenticity, pp. 108-111.
2 Ibid., p. xi.
2 Ibid., p. 78.
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instead of authentic folklorists regarding folklore as merely representing their particular
choice of a recreational activity to engage in, their “hobby” or “interest,” with no more
meaning, or lack of meaning, than activities such as bowling or ballroom dancing,
they see it as being counter to the prevailing, consumerist version of modernity. In-
deed, this might inspire some of their disdain for “inauthentic folklorism” - that is, the
willingness of some folklorists to view their activities as simply a different choice in
the smorgasbord of consumer activities on offer. A participant in the movement, then,
considering modernity to be the very contradiction of folklore, would see their activity
as carrying a far deeper meaning than that of a consumer choice. But how they further
perceive, interpret and act on this sense of contradiction will determine the extent, if
any, to which authentic folklorism might offer a progressive, transformative potential
in the dialectical sense.

v

Clearly, the authentic folklore movement in Slovakia has shown that a concrete praxis
can follow from this sense of dialectical contradiction. The dance houses, despite their
limited success, are one indication of this. Another is the degree to which the movement
has transformed the Slovak folk dance world as a whole, shifting the emphasis from the
choreographed, performative styles popular under Communism to a more traditional,
participative style. And there can be no doubt that the movement has had success in
creating moments of true participative authenticity that point not only to its capability
of provisionally transcending the conditions of inauthenticity, but to its potential to
play a real oppositional role with regard to the radical monopoly.?*

But there is, of course, a considerable difference between small groups of people
focusing on a highly localized resistance to a particular radical monopoly, and these
same small groups taking the step of joining a broader resistance to radical monopolies
in general. That is, becoming “re-politicized.”

Feinberg addresses this problem from a dialectical point of view, suggesting that
the authentic folklorists, having rejected the politicized folklore performances of the
Communist years that embodied the “epic” dialectic of Hegel and Soviet Marxism, ef-
fectively embraced the “lyrical” dialectic of Kierkegaard. This lyrical dialectic, in which
“participants can lyrically express their feelings toward authentic folklore without ex-
pecting grand historical forces to make them a part of authentic folkloric life” also has
its tragic aspect, since “it accepts the inevitability of inauthentic life and yet continues

2 See, e.g., Feinberg’s description of a festival in Zvolen, in which, “every night, and for a good
portion of every day, the festival attendees would party. All the ensembles were housed in the
university dormitory. The common areas were perpetually occupied by ensemble members, and if
amusician was among them, chances were that a song was being played and dancing was under-
way. By nightfall, the common areas were overflowing, and various groups of musicians, singers,
and dancers formed throughout the halls and in the plaza in front of the dorm, wherever the
noise from the other areas was quiet enough to allow another song to be heard,” Ibid., pp. 131-132.
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to address this inauthenticity and continues to reach for some tentative experience
of the authentic,” thus unhappily resigning “itself to the long-term inaccessibility of
authentic folkloric life.”**

Neither seems to offer us a real path toward the re-politicalization of folklore. The
former succeeded in “politicizing” folklore under the rigid ideology of state commun-
ism, but in a way that now carries such negative connotations that it would be of no
help in re-politicizing folklore in the present day. The latter, the lyrical, is almost the
quintessence of the apolitical, capable only of pointing “toward tentative resolution in
exceptional moments.”*

However, according to Feinberg there might be another way forward, latent in the
sociality of “the folk™:

The idea that the folk is the collective creator of folklore strikes at the existentialist
presupposition of separate beings who strive, separately, to transcend their isol-
ation. The idea of the folk posits a notion of social existence. And in doing so it
presents the problem of authenticity as a social problem. Within the framework
of folklore, authenticity can be achieved or lost through the unfolding of society
in history, not through the abstract development of individual beings or undif-
ferentiated Being in undifferentiated Time.?

He then asks us, nearing the conclusion of the book and without providing any details,
to “imagine a kind of folklore that is embedded in a different narrative of social change,”
one that doesn’t pretend it can overcome all social tension like the epic dialectic, but
that still “holds out the possibility of reconfiguring the social.”*

And that is what I propose to attempt in these remaining paragraphs - to embed
folklore within such a narrative. This is a task that might not be as formidable as it
appears at the book’s conclusion; I believe that Feinberg has overlooked a dialectical
approach which might provide a bridge between the abstract development of individual
beings inherent to the lyrical dialectic and the development of a progressive “folk” that
achieves authenticity through the unfolding of society in the course of history. This
would be the existential dialectic and social ontology of Sartre’s late, neo-Marxist work,
Critique of Dialectical Reason, which in certain key regards can be seen, according to
Frederic Jameson,*® as a commentary on Marx’s famous statement in The Eighteenth
Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte that “men make their own history, but not under condi-

24 Ibid., p. 30.

%5 Ibid., p. 198.

26 Ibid., pp. 198-199.
7 Ibid., p. 200.

28 Brederic Jameson, forward to Jean-Paul Sartre, Critique of Dialectical Reason, trans. Alan
Sheridan-Smith (London: Verso, 2004), p. xxiii.
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tions of their own choosing.” It represents Sartre’s attempt to situate the existentialist
“presupposition” of the individual strivings of separate beings in the context of their
(highly formative, and endlessly re-formative) social existence and, furthermore, to do
so in such a manner that authenticity is ultimately achieved or lost, dialectically, in the
unfolding of history - indeed, through the making of history and the transformation
of society by social groups.

What makes this approach even more attractive in the context of Feinberg’s book
is that it allows us to continue our analysis of authenticity by way of the existential
phenomenological approach that Feinberg utilizes (via Sartre) in describing the waiter
and, to an extent, in his descriptions of the folklorists.

Just as we can say, then, that with the early Sartre the waiter achieves authenticity when
he acknowledges his ability to be something other than what his condition demands of
him, the authentic folklorists can achieve authenticity with the later Sartre when they
acknowledge that the social field in which they are situated can be something other
than what it is. Thus, on the positive side, authentic folklorists are being authentic not
only by realizing their felt, personal need to dance, sing, and play music by learning
and performing folklore, as the earlier Sartre might have allowed, but by also doing
so in the social context of participatory folklore as a conscious act of rebellion against
non-participatory consumer culture, that is, the radical monopoly. Further, by joining
a group as a part of this rebellion (the authentic folklore movement, which can be seen
in Sartre’s terms as containing elements of the group-in-fusion), we can say that they
have also taken a tentative first step toward a praxis that seeks, in terms beyond the
immediately personal, to totalize and negate the givenness of the practico-inert (that is,
to transform the “status-quo” of the material, social, and cultural field in which they act).

However, their bad faith, their inauthenticity, can be seen in the light of the later Sartre
to consist in their failure to acknowledge to themselves the broader political implica-
tions of this radical act, in their ignoring of the fact that the high level of inauthenticity
in the area of participatory music and dance that they have been resisting is matched
by the level of inauthenticity in other realms of life dominated by radical monopolies.
They are thereby not seeing the possibilities for alliances with other movements seeking
authenticity against the radical monopolies of modernity, such as the Slow Food and
Car-free movements, or in supporting a Universal Basic Income against the monolith
of wage-slavery and full-time work.?® And finally, they are not considering the fact that
if they and others were to form such alliances, we might start to see something akin

29 And whose associated concept of the “art of leisure” is a natural ally of those seeking to develop
a new folklore in a world of economic surplus. For a useful summary of contemporary thinking
in this area, see “The ‘Future of Work’ is important - but the ‘Future of Leisure’ is even more so,”
The Alternative UK, Mar. 22, 2018 (online at thealternative.org.uk/dailyalternative/2018/3/22/
why-we-also-need-to-re-imagine-leisure [accessed Sept. 12, 2021]).
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to the “counter-cultural” movement of the 1960s and 70s; namely, a serious attempt to
de-totalize the ruling, consumerist paradigm.

Indeed, it can be argued in the framework of Sartre’s concept of the dialectic that
authentic folklorists must broaden and politicize their struggle for authenticity and,
what is certainly far more difficult, succeed in changing society through their efforts.
If they don't, they will not have the broader, participatory culture and framework, such
as would have existed in a traditional Slovak village, to sustain their aspirations to folk-
loric authenticity into their middle and old age. They will, that is to say, fall into an all
too familiar pattern: once they have stepped back from their immediate involvement
in the highly defined and demanding world of Slovak folklore ensembles for reasons
of work, family, and other “adult responsibilities,” they will, over time, join the ranks
of those who “once” danced and sang Slovak folklore.

On the level of praxis, this bleak but all too likely scenario would mean that the
authentic folklorists, crushed by the sheer inertia or counter-finality of the practico-in-
ert, will have used folklore merely as a momentary escape from modernity, a lyrical,
youthful moment of resistance. Having failed to see authenticity as a social problem
and then acting on it, they will thereby allow authentic folklore, in spite of their best
intentions, to be de facto repackaged as just another harmless hobby or activity. And
they themselves will likely only re-live, briefly and in a fragmentary fashion, their lyrical
aspirations to authenticity at the occasional wedding party they happen to attend. In a
worst-case scenario, all that will remain of their involvement in the folklore movement
will consist of wistfully remembering their days in the movement as they watch the
youthful contestants on the TV program Zem spieva, the Slovak folkdance version of So
You Think You Can Dance, perform weekly on the Slovak television channel RTVS 1.%°

30 Zem spieva [The earth sings] is an extremely popular TV series in Slovakia, modeled, in Fein-
berg’s words, “after shows like American Idol but dedicated entirely to folklore performance.”
Writing in the wake of the show’s first season, in 2017, Feinberg adds that “[i]ts panel of expert
judges was made up of leading authentic folklore advocates, and many of the people I knew
during fieldwork would meet with success on the show, reaching a massive viewing audience”
(Feinberg, The Paradox of Authenticity, p. 204, footnote 10). The series would seem to have all the
hallmarks of becoming a particularly egregious example of what Sartre calls a counter-finality.
This results from a situation in which the folklorists, aiming to create an authentic finality and
perhaps even having some success in the endeavor, must then struggle to maintain their au-
thenticity as their actions are in turn absorbed and totalized by the practico-inert, in this case
in the form of the radical monopoly (in Sartre’s words, “against [their] own action as it becomes
other” (Sartre, Critique, p. 124)). In this case, the resultant counter-finality has plopped authentic
folklore into a mass media format that is notable for its excessive hype and artifice - i.e., its in-
authenticity. Zem spieva then potentially becomes an anti-praxis in which the public might well
begin to see “authentic folklore” as little more than the premise of a slick, prime-time TV series.
This, in turn, will force the authentic folklore movement to further transform its praxis to win
back the finality it had previously won or face the prospect of being fully absorbed by the count-
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On the level of theory, the authentic folklorists would thereby affirm Sartre’s view, as
summarized by Joseph Catalano, that “from a historical perspective, we can change our
history only by changing our being, that is, only by changing our practico-inert field,
from which the condition of the possibility of our praxes arises.”*! And Catalano adds
here, consistent I think with Feinberg'’s assertion of a folklore that will reconfigure the
social, that the “entire thrust of the Critique is that such change is possible,” even if it
will not be able to overcome all fundamental social tensions.

Whether such groups-in-fusion, acting together in a cultural and political resistance
to the existing hierarchies, can contribute to the development of a progressive “folk” (or
at least some meaningful version of it) in the sense that Feinberg means is a question
that would require further exploration.

Nonetheless, I hope that I have at least sketched out here the utility of the later Sartre’s
existential dialectic and social ontology, not to mention Illich’s concept of the radical
monopoly, in addressing Robertson’s objections to and elaborating on Feinberg’s concept
of the re-politicalization of folklore. And, perhaps, that I have additionally highlighted
the importance of overcoming the consumerist paradigm - and the passivity and al-
ienation that flow from it - if we are to fully regain our authenticity.

er-finality and thereby cease to be a force challenging the radical monopoly. For an interesting
discussion on the question of counter-finalities, see Christopher Turner, “The Return of Stolen
Praxis: Counter-Finality in Sartre’s Critique of Dialectical Reason,” Sartre Studies International
20 (2014), no. 1, pp. 36-44.

31 Joseph S. Catalano, A Commentary on Jean-Paul Sartre’s Critique of Dialectical Reason, Volume I:
Theory of Practical Ensembles (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1986), p. 152.
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Interview with Ilya Budraitskis by Taras
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Abstract

This interview with Ilyia Budraitskis touches on the keystones of his book Dissidents
among Dissidents: Ideology, Politics and the Left in Post-Soviet Russia (Verso, 2022). Ilyia
Budraitskis presents the turning points in the development of the left dissident movement

* Originally published in Russian. Ilya Budraitskis, “Levye dissidenty mogli stat zvenom, svazy-
vatsim dosovetskuii socialisti¢eskuil tradiciti s postsovetskoj,” Commons Apr. 27, 2021 (online
at commons.com.ua/uk/ilya-budrajtskis-levye-dissidenty/?fbclid=IwAR24sxTtTNWIIbq2Pwt-
vSoDBa2SkhOPpdes2U2xWTc-vSKzLQOk8iw_nupl [accessed Sept. 16, 2021]). The questions of
the original interview were prepared in consultation with Stas Sergienko and Viacheslav Tsyba.
Additional questions related to state socialist Czechoslovakia were asked by Michael Hauser.

139



Interview with llya Budraitskis

in the Soviet Union, the various streams and faces of the left in post-Soviet Russia, and
their understanding of new issues such as the “color revolutions.” The original interview,
published in the Ukrainian journal Commons, was completed with questions from the
Czechoslovak perspective.

Keywords

Soviet Russia, post-Soviet history, left-wing dissident, theory, reform movement

A few years ago, your collection of essays Dissidenty sredi dissidentov (Dissidents among
dissidents) was published.! The central issue in it was the history of left-wing dissidents
in the USSR. The book will be published by Verso in 2022. How did you become inter-
ested in this topic?

I found this topic interesting back at the beginning of the 2000s, during my student
years at the faculty of history. Certainly, for me, it was related to my participation in the
Russian left-wing movement. Quite early I arrived at the idea that there was a problem of
historical continuity in that movement. This is what differentiates post-Soviet left-wing
movements from left-wing movements in Western Europe, the US, and Latin America,
where the continuity of the previous ideological tradition is of a seamless nature.

In post-Soviet Russia, we are caught in a situation that Hannah Arendt used to de-
scribe as “inheritance by no testament.” After the conflicts and debates in the Bolshevik
party during the 1920s, the fatal rupture between theory and practice occurred and
official Soviet Marxism could no longer be a point of reference. Nostalgic Stalinists were
not able to explain the failure of the Soviet project from the standpoint of materialism
without calling up conspiracy theories. At the same time, a critical review of this recent
history is essential both to the past and the present of the left-wing movement.

Left-wing dissidents were the missing link who would recreate the continuity of the
Russian socialist tradition. Apart from that, by analyzing the dissident-socialists of the
period of the 1950s, 60s, and 70s, we could answer many of the questions connected
with the failure of the Soviet project, with its inner conflicts and ruptures.

Would you outline your concept of left dissent from a historical perspective? How would
you describe the key stages and issues in this tradition? You begin with the period of
the Khrushchev Thaw in your book. Would you consider the Trotskyist “left opposition”
of the 1930s to be left dissent?

My short historical survey of the Soviet left-wing dissidents starts from the end of the

1940s when, after the war and without any mutual relations, a few anti-Stalinist socialist

! Tlya Budraitskis, Dissidenty sredi dissidentov (Moscow: Svobodnoe marksistkoe izdatelstvo, 2017).
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youth groups appear (the most famous one, probably, would be the “Youth Communist
Party” in Voronezh.) At the heart of their political views, in one way or another, lay a
disagreement with the official definition of the Soviet society as “socialist;” it even
included an evaluation of the Soviet regime as “state capitalistic.” The left groups that
appeared in the second half of the 1950s, in an intensification of the Thaw, broadly took
over from this tradition of left USSR criticism by bringing forth the true social “nature”
of the USSR. All of this is partly consonant with the “nature of the USSR” debate in the
Trotskyist Fourth International, which unfolded on the cusp of the 1940s-1950s (where
one part characterized it as “state capitalism” and the other, according to Trotsky’s own
analysis, as a “degenerated workers’ state”). Nevertheless, this proximity between Trot-
skyism and the underground Soviet socialists was more of an intuitive one, it sprang from
challenges of social reality rather than from having some common origins in terms of
theory or political conventions. The works of Trotsky, as well as the inner-party disputes
of the 1920s, were almost inaccessible in the USSR, and the anti-Stalinist analysis of
the left-wing dissidents, first of all, rested upon an alternative interpretation of Marx
and Lenin’s works (The State and Revolution, and Lenin’s late articles in particular.)
Certainly, left-wing dissidents had always been interested in the history of the Party.
There were some authors, who, after all, found access to the Left Opposition materials,
and included them in their analyses (especially in the 1960s-1970s). At the same time,
it is worth giving attention to the longstanding work of discrediting Trotskyism that
was administered over a period of decades by official propaganda, and a prejudice
towards Trotsky and his ideas remained almost subconsciously in many left-wing dissi-
dents.

Why is it necessary to establish any tradition at all? Citing Marx: “The tradition of all
dead generations weighs like a nightmare on the brains of the living.” Perhaps it is worth
rejecting all the endeavors of establishing some tradition and just start constructing
everything from scratch?

Marx initially attributed this phrase from The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte
to the endeavors of new generations to copy the examples of the past. Obviously, my
interest in the left-wing dissidents is not of a reconstructive nature. Their experience
is neither possible nor necessary to reproduce, just like there is no need to consider
Bolshevism from the beginning of the 20" century as a role model. The very absence of
historical continuity allows this grotesque reconstruction, I mean all these absolutely
destructive present-day games and clashes of discourse of the historical Trotskyists
and anarchists. I have turned to left-wing dissidents so as to avoid this fatal influence
of the unreflected past on today’s world.

How do you estimate the influence of the 20™ Congress of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union on the development of criticism from the left in the USSR?
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Certainly, the critique of the personality cult asserted great influence over the establish-
ment of the left-wing dissident tradition, as well as arousing public debate concerning
the extent of socialist distortion that Soviet society faced during Stalin dictatorship. Dur-
ing these debates, many young people came to think that the official party response,
proposed at the 20" Congress, was absolutely unsatisfactory and was actually trying to
evade querying true inquiry and so conceal the real scale of the purges. They assumed
that the reasons for the rise of Stalinism were rooted deeper than exclusively in the
peculiarities of Stalin’s personality. This attitude persisted throughout the entirety of
the Khrushchev period - demands for a sounder analysis of Stalinism and a distrust
of the official denunciation of the personality cult.

It is worth mentioning that the speech itself was of a secret nature and that during
the first years it was distributed off the record, in a samizdat fashion [self-published,
underground texts - translator’s note]. Besides, Khrushchev and his associates did not
have the public image of being critics of Stalinism who systematically broke with Stalin’s
legacy. As a rule then, the members of left-wing underground groups of this period were
not well disposed towards Khrushchev. Generally, these groups were anti-Khrushchev
in nature and were exposed to reprisals because of it.

Moreover, we can recall a few remarkable examples from the early history of the
dissident movement when polemics against Khrushchev were almost sympathetic
towards his Stalinist opponents from the “Anti-Party group” of Molotov-Malenkov. For
instance, such a subtext was noticeable in the famous speech of Petro Hryhorenko at
the regional party conference in 1961.

During the Thaw, there were many different manifestations of public disagreement,
yet it was too early to talk about a centralized dissident movement. As a rule, under-
ground youth groups were not related to each other. Their views were quite eclectic,
included diverse elements and opinions, and were often contradictory. They arose in a
context of the absence of a developed alternative political culture; also, they had very
little time to construct a systematic political programme. That is why it is often hard to
tell which spectrum this or that group belonged to. For instance, the group of socialists
from the Moscow University in the charge of Lev Krasnopevcev: some considered it to
be almost pro-Stalinist, some - the other way round, as a left-wing democratic one.
Both opinions can be proved by quotations or the particular stories of their mem-
bers.

Why did many left-wing Sixtiers then turn in a right-oriented direction?

In the second half of the 1960s, many left-wing socialistic dissident groups experienced
a change of heart. Firstly, most of these people ended up arrested or imprisoned in
special “political” labor camps. There, many of them got to know one another. They
sometimes took part in debates during which most of them evolved ideologically and
took their previous socialist and Marxist beliefs as naive. From such reconsiderations
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some very unexpected pathways were born: some of them become nationalists, orthodox
Christians, or liberal rights activists; others preserved their Marxists beliefs.

The second point is related to the end of the Thaw. I think this is even more important
since the hopes of many left-wing dissidents of this period were connected with the hope
for reforms. By the end of 1960s, the “self-reform” anticipation suffered a defeat, firstly
related to the notable criminal cases of a political nature, as in the Sinyavsky-Daniel
trial, and then to the Warsaw Pact invasion of Czechoslovakia (this moment is often
defined as the boundary of change between the two epochs.) Finally, there was the
sacking of the Novy Mir editorial office, the main ideological leader of the Thaw, at the
beginning of the 1970s.

All these events led to the reality that, by the beginning of the 1970s, people who
believed that Soviet socialism had sound foundations and could be changed from within
were already perceived within the dissident environment as being marginal. Such a
marginal niche at the beginning of the 1970s was filled by Roy Medvedev, who contin-
ued to adhere to this position.

It turns out that during the Thaw left-wing dissidents thought within the framework
of Soviet socialism. However, when it became obvious that it had lost its legitimacy as
a system, it was possible to move from this point either to the right or to the left. Why
did they mostly move to the right and not to more radical leftist positions?

The movement on either side was related to a particular political strategy, and evolution
in terms of mere ideas appealed less to people. On both sides it was connected with the
practical application of ideas, with the question of “what is to be done?” Considering
that internal change in the system proved to be impossible, that underground groups
did not work out, that dissidents cannot appeal to the broad masses and are very vul-
nerable in the face of the purges, a human rights-based strategy is born.

This turn also had a pragmatic aspect with the coming of détente, when the Soviet
Union at the official level confirmed its dedication to respecting basic civil and political
rights. Later the USSR signed the Declaration of Helsinki, which the human rights move-
ment actively made appeals to. Such a public human rights-based strategy appeared
effective because it could influence the actions of the government, which was afraid
of a negative reaction in Western public opinion. The human rights-based strategy - at
least at first - was not a move to the right, but a pragmatic choice.

The political evolution that followed the choice in favor of the human rights per-
spective occurred later, it was rather gradual. Even in the middle of the 1970s, Alexandr
Solzhenitsyn’s radical anti-communist beliefs were seen rather negatively in the human
rights environment.

It often happened that the dissidents deliberately used the official discourse in their
struggle against the system. This leads to a problem: how to separate left-wing dissidents
from those who used socialist rhetoric for tactical purposes?
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The way, which can be applied here, is to have a look at the texts that circulated in
the samizdat publications, where people expressed their opinions frankly and did not
anticipate that they would be addressing public authorities. It is easy in this context to
differentiate between those who sincerely used Marxist analysis and took it as a core
mode of attitude to reality and those who thought in absolutely different terms.

There is a widespread idea that dissidents behaved towards Soviet language in an
instrumental way and that their leftist declarations were just a maneuver. However,
this point of view is not well-founded, as there are many texts that were not of an in-
strumental nature.

The story of dissent is often described using binary oppositions like “conformism -
nonconformism” and “pro-state - anti-state.” The foreword to your collection of essays
was written by an anthropologist Alexei Yurchak, known for his book Everything Was
Forever, until It Was No More, where he is critical of such a mode of description.? Do
you consider his ideas of a “performative shift” and “living vne” [“living outside” -
translator’s note] as substantive for analyzing the history of dissidents?

I'think Alexei Yurchak has written a very important book, and his approach refocuses the
debate on late-Soviet society. He questioned the conventional (for instance, for Western
Slavonic studies) idea of “double consciousness” - that Soviet people were honest at
home but lied in official circles. This position largely owes its origin to the dissidents.
In particular, Solzhenitsyn’s famous essay “Not to Live in a Lie” is based on the very
idea of “double consciousness.” Similar positions were held by Vaclav Havel in “The
Power of the Powerless.” Yurchak’s approach is also important for a reconsideration of
the historical frame of the mainstream dissidents that is still being repeated by many
authors. My project concerning the left-wing dissidents is also aimed against such a
frame, and that is why I feel a significant ideological proximity to Yurchak’s approach.

Who were the dissidents in terms of social class? How significant was the social distance
between workers and the intelligentsia, and how did it affect the dissident movement?

If we look at the members of the groups from the 1950s-1960s, then we will almost
never find people from the elite; we will, however, see quite a lot of people who were
intellectuals from the first generation. A lot of them came from provincial towns to
the big city to study where they burrowed into new environments and discovered new
ideas. That is why their attitude to these ideas was very serious; this was natural for
many intellectuals of the first generation.

2 Alexei Yurchak, Everything Was Forever, until It Was No More (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 2006).
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The underground groups of the Thaw did not reduce the social composition of the
Soviet society to the simplistic dualism of the passive masses and totalitarian power.
In general, the discourse of freedom was not peculiar to them as the issue of justice
was more important. The shift from the Thaw to the Era of Stagnation and the rise of a
human-rights-based strategy largely coincided with the shift from the subject of justice
to the subject of freedom. The demand for justice, on the cusp of the 1950s-1960s, was
quite high in society. This was proven by the eruption of civil riots in Novocherkassk,
Murom, Kryvyi Rih, and many other cities of the USSR.

In this respect, the history of the Union of Communards group from Leningrad,
which was formed in the early 1960s around two young engineers, Valery Ronkin and
Sergei Hahaeyv, is very interesting. The backbone of this group was made up of the
so-called “volunteer police brigades.” These were student organizations that, with the
approval of the Komsomol and the Ministry of Internal Affairs, patrolled the neighbor-
hoods and discos and monitored the maintenance of public order. For the members of
Ronkin and Hahaev'’s circle, the activists of these “brigades,” the main enemies were
“stilyagi” [subculture, based on the copying of American lifestyle and jazz music] and
“fartsovshchiki” [black-marketeers acquiring consumer goods and currency from for-
eigners - translator’s note], the spoiled children of wealthy parents who were cynical
about the Soviet state. In his wonderful memoirs, Ronkin describes how the enraged
feeling of social injustice that he felt when encountering the stilyagi pushed him and
his friends to create an underground socialist group.

Ukrainian dissident Leonid Plyushch also mentioned in his memoirs that before be-
coming a dissident, he was a member of a Komsomol group that combated the stilyagi.
He did not like them either.

Yes, this was a popular opinion back then, because stilyagi were taken to be cynical
bourgeois subjects, who, for all their affectations of being offbeat, were actually quite
conservative. It was this bourgeois conformism that revealed the discrepancy between
the reality of Soviet society and the ideals that it declared.

Interestingly, in modern liberal mythology, the stilyagi are presented as “dissidents”
[nonconformists, the ones who dissent - translator’s note], advocates for freedom who
challenged the gray Soviet reality with their bright clothes, although it was all often
the other way around.

The stilyagi are almost the only representation of the Sixtiers in modern Russian culture.
We see this in Fartsa, the television series, for example.

Yes, there is a whole sequence of similar cultural productions: TV series like Fartsa and
The Optimists [Optimisti], the film Stilyagi, etc. A few years ago there was an exhibition at
the Tretyakov Gallery dedicated to the Thaw that mostly repeated a similar mythology:
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the thaw is a period, related to seasonal natural changes when spring replaces winter,
and one generation replaces another. The new generation is always freer at heart, more
open and braver than the previous one. This account weakens the political significance
of the Thaw, it makes it part of a perpetual history from which subsequent periods can
be extrapolated (for example, in modern Russia, after the winter of Putinism, its own
“thaw” will come, since seasonal changes are inevitable.)

I believe that such mythology depoliticizes the real Thaw that occurred on the cusp
of the 1950s-1960s and raises some true problematics. Actually, the cultural motif of
that time was an anxiety directed at the sense that the new generation was growing
up to be cynical, total conformists. This is the key theme of all the filmmaking that
occurred during the Thaw.

You mean, for instance, Marlen Khutsiev’s films?

Certainly. This is the key problematic of I Am Twenty, [Mne dvadcat’ let, another title of
this film is Zastava Ilica - translator’s note] and July Rain [Itil’skij dozd’]. Meanwhile,
the pathos of the Stilyagi is a retroactive idea that has little basis in the cultural her-
itage of the Thaw.

In the 1970s and 1980s everything changes, both liberal and conservative dissidents
adopt an elitist attitude to the people. Meanwhile, Varlam Shalamov, who was an insider
among the left-wing oriented dissidents, wrote, “And don't they ‘chant’ about the people?
Don’t they ‘chant’ about the peasants? I do not know what it means. Don’t swindlers
and dealers chant that the intelligentsia is guilty towards someone. The people, if this
term exists, owes the intelligentsia a great dept.”® How much elitism was characteristic
of left-wing dissidents?

I don’t think that Shalamov’s quote speaks for his elitism but is instead aimed against
the idealization of the people, which was widespread among, for instance, the “pochv-
venniki” [a term derived from the word “pochva” - “soil” - translator’s note] and present
in some of the intelligentsia’s environments of the 1970s.

Concerning left-wing dissidents, they were left-wing mostly due to their different idea
of society. They did not reduce it to the conflict between freethinking individuals and
the silent majority. I would say that the dissidents-socialists considered there to be two
different branches of such an alternative analysis of society and the idea of their role in it.

The first one is class analysis. The major works of the left-wing dissidents are primarily
interesting because they tried to determine what was the true class structure of Soviet
society. There was the official thesis that in the Soviet Union there were two friendly

3 Varlam Shalamov, Chetvertad Vologda (Vologda: Grifon, 1994), p. 135.
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classes - the proletariat and the peasants, and also the stratum of the intelligentsia
that was friendly to them. All the dissident-socialists agreed on the fact that this was
an absolutely anti-Marxist absurdity. Since there are classes, then the antagonism
between them would still exist, wouldn’t it? Many dissident-socialists concluded that
there is a real ruling class, the nomenklatura elite, the existence of which was being
concealed. Then the question arose: what kind of role in such a structure is given to
the intelligentsia, which side does it take?

Some of the Marxist dissidents declared that the very invention of the intelligentsia
itself as a stratum was necessary so as to conceal the existence of the bureaucracy. Where
then shall we include the people who hold managerial positions? If it is impossible to
include them as either workers or peasants, then there must be a place for them to fit
in to. This ruling class is trying to oppress, corrupt, and win over intelligentsia, whose
task is to be as one with the working class. This is an idea of Ronkin and Hahaev’s
major book From Dictatorship of Bureaucracy to the Dictatorship of the Proletariat [Ot
diktatury bhrokratii k diktature proletariata]. Also, the books of A. Zimin (the pseud-
onym of left-wing dissident Elkon Leikin) contain some very complex criticisms of the
official class structure in the USSR.

The second branch of the consideration on the role of the intelligentsia focused on the
pre-revolutionary intelligentsia. For instance, this was a characteristic of the Leningrad
group, formed at the end of the 1950s around the mathematician Revolt Pimenov. The
members of this group were very interested in the populist and social-revolutionary
tradition of the late 19" and early 20" century and mostly identified themselves as
its successors - intellectuals-advocates for the people. This interest in the revolution-
ary-democratic branch of the pre-Soviet intelligentsia was rather wide. Even many
authors of Novy Mir considered their journal to be a continuation of Belinskiy or Cherny-
shevskiy’s approach.

The very subject of the people, of the attitude to them, was characteristic during
the 1970s and at the beginning of the 1980s when the separation between the nominal
zapadniks [Westernizers - translator’s note] and pochvenniks was crucial to dissident
society. The latter were not successors to the Russian revolutionary populists of the 19t
century but represented a new variant of conservative thought, where the appeal to
the people was of a specific nature. In it, the people were not an active political subject
but an unstructured mass carrying deeply rooted traditions. What is important for this
conception is that there are true, primal people - the concept of “the people” and, against
this, there is the mass of Soviet people, deprived of their national heritage - rootless,
industrialized, cut off from their rural origins. And there is a need to overcome this
artificial Soviet nature in the name of a “true” one.

This conservative conception in its core idea became very important during the
times of perestroika. It is hard not to notice how the idea of the rootless Homo Soveti-
cus arises during this period. In this regard, the discourse of perestroika’s social and
political journalism takes over from the conservative samizdat of the 1970s. It is enough
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to open the major anthology Inogo ne dano (There is no other way), to which almost all
the notable perestroika journalists took a part, to see that the theme of the true and
the untrue “people” is revealed in almost every other article.

What were the differences between the left dissidents and the liberal ones, with their
human rights discourse? Can you describe the controversy between Roy Medvedev
and Alexander Solzhenitsyn in the context of late socialism?

The problem of human rights became central for the Soviet dissidents of the second
half of the 1960s, while the political differences took a back seat. This was typical for
those with left-wing views; thus, one of the founders of the human rights movement
in the USSR was Petro Hryhorenko, who, at least until the beginning of the 1970s, still
considered himself a communist. The turn to human rights activism was related to
the disappointment of many of the left-wing dissidents in the various political strat-
egies that they tried such as creating underground groups or attempting to influence
the “progressive” elements of the party bureaucracy. For a major part of the former
left-wing dissidents, this reorientation to human rights was indeed the step toward
a gradual shift of their political views to the right. While in the 1960s an approach of
“democratic socialism” (or at least a convergence of socialism and capitalism) was more
or less shared by the vast majority of the dissidents, in the 1970s this turned toward an
openly anti-communist position. An exceptionally important role in this turn to the
right was played, certainly, by Solzhenitsyn with his extremely conservative views. In
the 1970s, these views represented the most radical and constant opposition to the
Soviet regime while the “democratic socialism” of Medvedev, on the other hand, looked
like a variation of conformism.

This sends us back to the debate between the zapadniki [Westernizers] and the Slavo-
philes during the 19" century. The latter held a similar idea regarding the people.

Yes, certainly, the Slavophilia influence persists here. Yet, for the Westernizers and
Slavophiles of the 19'" century, one of the crucial moments was the attitude of the state
towards the people. The Slavophile idea lay in the idea that the state is the modernist
machinery of an exterior violence that invades the people’s life and tries to deform
it in an artificial way. From the Westernizers’ point of view, the state is the engine of
progress that civilizes the mob and puts it on the road to progress. That is why, despite
the conflicts over the nature of the current state, it in general plays a positive role.

In the case of Solzhenitsyn, this conservative-Slavophile direction is obvious: the
Soviet Union is a repressive evil, the influence of which needs to be gotten rid of. We
need to return to our roots to acquire organic unity with the people in a reborn Russian
Empire or a true Russian national state.
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As regards the Westernizers, for them, the state in the Soviet reality was neither an ally
nor a proponent of historic progress. The place of historic consciousness was gradually
occupied by the West, the international community, the UN, and global power brokers,
all of which provided a pathway for progress into the dark and passive reality. But the
evolution of thinking in this direction went quite slowly. In the 1970s there were few
people, even among the liberal human rights activists, who reflected on this so directly.

In the 19" century, the emergence of socialist thought in the Russian Empire and the
destruction of the Slavophiles’ monopoly on the peasant community by Herzen removed
the dichotomy of Westernizers and Slavophiles to some extent. Where, in the USSR, do
the left-wing dissidents stand in this discussion?

When the conversation becomes focused on the topic of “the true people” or the image
of the West as a universal rights defender, then it is hard for the left-wing representatives
to take part in the debate. The leftists during this period tried to shift the focus of the
debate from large transhistorical topics to an analysis of the actual social dynamics
playing out in the Soviet Union.

How did the events in the Eastern Bloc affect the left-wing dissidents in the USSR?

Alot of leftist students’ groups in the USSR got their start with the protests against the
Soviet invasion of Hungary in 1956. They knew that the workers’ councils played an
important role there, and from the point of view of many this uprising was of a class
and anti-bureaucratic character.

Also, in the second half of the 1950s, Yugoslavia and Poland were of great importance.
At the end of the 1950s, the foundations of an alternative Yugoslav model were formed.
This is the time when the articles by Edvard Kardelj and other leaders of the Yugoslav
regime appear. They touched upon the questions of what socialist self-government is,
how to build a socialist society differently. This period coincides with the renewal of
diplomatic relations between the USSR and Yugoslavia - Yugoslav publications started to
be sold at Soviet newsstands. Some of the members of the dissident groups of that period
have said that they almost purposely learnt the Serbian language so they could read
Borba newspaper, whose content was rather different from the official Soviet newspapers.

In Poland, in the autumn of 1956, the so-called Polish October begins, when Wiadistaw
Gomutka returns to power. The political changes happening there in public life were
of a much deeper character than the changes in the Soviet Union after the 20" Con-
gress. There were elements of an independent press, legal discussion clubs, and the
well-known media outlet Po prostu appeared. The connections with Polish groups had
a rather significant intellectual impact on the same Krasnopevcev circle at Moscow
State University.
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As for Solidarno$¢, it represented another model: from below, a powerful labor move-
ment is emerging, which is actively supported by the intelligentsia. This option was
also of great interest to Soviet dissidents, but in a different historical situation - at the
cusp of the 1970s-1980s. For example, the magazine Poiski (in which Mihail Gefter,
Petr Abovin-Egides, and Gleb Pavlovsky participated) published translated articles by
the ideologists of Solidarno$¢. But they were interested in their experience more from
the point of view of how it would be possible in the USSR.

The instance of Solidarno$¢ was impressive and was greatly influential. Yet, unfortu-
nately, this influence could not lead to something similar in scale under the conditions
of the late USSR. There were failed attempts to create some analogues of Solidarnos$¢.
For instance, the Free Interprofessional Association of Workers (SMOT). This organi-
zation was rather anti-communist, it is hard to call it a leftist one; one of the SMOT’s
leaders was Valeria Novodvorskaya. On the other hand, she tried to present herself as a
defender of the workers’ interests. As SMOT’s aim was the struggle against the regime,
and the self-organization of workers acted as a tool, the number of workers who were
ready for such a struggle was very small.

Commons [Spil’ne - title in Ukrainian - translator’s note] once published an interview
with Oleg Dubrovskiy,* a leftist worker activist from the city of Dnipro [Dniprovetrovsk
- the previous name of the city - translator’s note|. He always insisted that his activism
was inspired by the example of Solidarno$¢. Before that, he had read the discussions
of the 1920s and was interested in the Workers’ Opposition, but did not go any further.
After Solidarnos¢, he began trying to organize something at his factory and was engaged
in labor activism until the end of the 1990s. But when we spoke to him, he appeared
to be distanced from the dissidents. He is a worker, and they are intellectuals. How
common was this?

It seems that what you have described was a kind of a reaction to the situation of the
early 1980s, when, firstly, the dissident movement stopped existing due to the purposeful
KGB suppression of it, and, secondly, the very concept of “dissident” had a certain rep-
utation. Dissidents were those about whom Radio Liberty spoke and who constituted a
very small circle of activists that conducted public activities and distributed samizdat.
By various estimates, this circle included several hundred people around the USSR.
Nevertheless, millions of Soviet people knew about the existence of dissidents, but only
thanks to Western radio stations.

The emergence of initiatives in the working environment, including political ones,
is generally a very big topic. In my book, there is a short chapter about an interesting

* Oleg Dubrovs'kij, “Administracia nazvala mene pidburtiva¢em i profesijnim organizatorom
strajkiv. Ce najvisa ocinka moij didl'nosti,” Commons, Apr. 52013 (online at commons.com.ua/
uk/oleg-dubrovskij-administratsiya-naz/ [accessed Sept. 16, 2021]).
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group formed in Samara in the early 1980s around Aleksey Razlackiy. It was later called
the Party of the Dictatorship of the Proletariat. This group focused exclusively on the
industrial working class and was involved in organizing at least one major strike. The
members of this group did not see themselves as dissidents and considered themselves
completely separately from the dissident movement. They listened to Chinese radio,
where the Soviet Union was criticized from the left. Partly under the influence of this
criticism, they created an original theory that in its practical implementation, para-
doxically, could come close to the conclusions of Solidarno$¢.

Poland was an example that showed that the workers were not just part of the passive
masses. In Solidarnos$¢, there was a left wing, represented by Jacek Kuron and the others.
Why did the influence of Solidarno$¢ not provoke a left turn among the dissidents? You
mentioned Novodvorskaya, but we know who she eventually became. Why were there
no more examples of Dubrovskiy, who was and remained a leftist?

We must realize how the Soviet people could get information about Solidarno$¢: be-
sides the Soviet media, they could get it from the Western radio broadcasts, where no-
body went into particulars of Kuroft’s or Modzelewski’s positions. I doubt that anybody
spread the word that there was a left wing in Solidarno$¢. It was said that this was an
anti-communist movement that fought for the dignity of workers, and that the USA
trade unions and the entire free world sent them friendly greetings. In order to get a
more accurate idea of the situation there, it was necessary to have access to closed and
marginal sources of information.

Were the left dissidents familiar with the political, social, and economic concepts of
the Prague Spring? I mean “socialist democracy” as expressed in the Action Program
of the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia and the Law on Socialist Enterprise that
would have established workers’ councils practically in the whole of the Czechoslova-
kian economic system?

The Prague Spring was a model of how the reform could begin within the framework
of “real socialism”: men of education and principle lead the Communist Party, the
leadership is renewed, the old conformists with the Stalinist background leave, then
censorship is canceled and a broad discussion of the renewal of socialism begins. Cer-
tainly, the Soviet invasion and the defeat of the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia
had a devastating effect on the idea of “self-reform” within the Soviet system.

All that happened in Czechoslovakia during 1968 was at the center of attention for
Soviet dissidents, who were well aware of such fundamental documents towards under-

5 “The Action Program of the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia,” (online at marxists.info/
subject/czech/1968/action-programme.htm [accessed Sept. 30, 2021]).
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standing these events as the “Action Programme” or “Two Thousand Words” by [Ludvik]
Vaculik.

It can be said that their ideas were shared by most of the Soviet human rights com-
munity, whose anti-communist and pro-market elements were extremely insignificant
in 1968. It is worth remembering that in the first half of 1968, Andrei Sakharov wrote his
first major work, Reflections on Progress, Peaceful Coexistence, and Intellectual Freedom
[Razmyslenid o progresse, mirnom sosusestvovanii i intellektual’noj svobode], which,
by his own admission, was inspired by the reforms in Czechoslovakia. It is also worth
remembering that the editorial office of the journal Problems of Peace and Socialism
was in Prague, which was considered one of the main “nests” of reform-oriented Soviet
intellectuals.

Were there any connections between Soviet left-wing dissidents and Western leftists?
How did the Soviet left-wing dissidents learn about the ongoing debates in the left
environment abroad?

The Western leftists also varied. We can divide the people interested in the Soviet left-
wing dissidents into two groups: those who were, let’s say, directed toward the “right” by
the communist, pro-Moscow parties such as the Eurocommunists and social democrats,
and those who were on the left, such as the Trotskyists and anarchists.

First of all, this interest was expressed in the fact that the publication of literature,
the so-called tamizdat [“tam” - “there” - translator’s note|, was partly carried out by
Western leftists. Among the social democrats, we can distinguish the Herzen Found-
ation in Amsterdam, which was created by Dutch social democrats who sympathized
with the dissident movement in the USSR. They published many important books such
as, for example, a selection from Roy Medvedev’s Political Diary [Politi¢eskij dnevnik].

On the left, publishing was also carried out by Trotskyists. Thus, in Paris, there was a
publishing house named “Slovo” that was associated with the Revolutionary Commun-
ist League - they published many books, including the aforementioned Zimin. Also,
there was an interest in dissidents who emigrated from the USSR and had a reputation
for being leftists. In particular, this concerned Petro Hryhorenko, Leonid Plyushch,
and Boris Weil. Extremist leftists in the West tried to reach out to them and engage
in a discussion. For example, the well-known Ukrainian Marxist magazine Diyalog,
published in Canada, printed a long interview with Plyushch.® But this did not lead to
any sort of ideological evolution on the part of Hryhorenko or Plyushch since by that
time they adhered to a human rights strategy, and their political views had already

6 Marko Bojcun, “Mi perejsli vid ukrains’kogo nacionalizmu do radikal'nogo socializmu, deaki
z nas — i do troc’kizmu,” Commons, Dec. 13, 2017 (online at commons.com.ua/uk/marko-boj-
cun-mi-perejshli-vid-nacionalizmu/ [accessed Sept. 30, 2021]).
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shifted to the right. Now in the West, they expected to find more serious allies than
the Trotskyist groups.

Apart from that, a few of the Western Trotskyists visited the USSR in the 1970s-1980s
trying to build bridges here. They sometimes succeeded in collecting information,
getting some samizdat manuscript, and taking it to the West. In this sense, for Western
leftists, the USSR was a much more closed territory than were Poland, Yugoslavia, or
Czechoslovakia. For instance, Ernest Mandel could visit Warsaw during Soviet times and
give a public lecture (certainly not as a representative of the 4'" International, but as a
representative of the left wing of the Belgian trade unions). As regards Czechoslovakia,
before the Soviet invasion there were no obstacles to going there. For instance, Rudi
Dutschke, the famous leader of the West German radical leftists, visited Prague and
gave a speech in front of a huge youth audience. In the 1960s in Yugoslavia, there was
a summer school under the auspices of Praxis magazine that attracted many Western
leftist theorists, who also gave speeches.

In the article on the Cold War, you write about the impossibility of “a third position” as
a result of which “any form of opposition to ‘real socialism’ turned out to be identical
to the conscious choice of an alternative offered by the opposite side - the West.” But
did the left-wing dissidents manage to form a “third position?” Can they be compared
to the Trotskyist tradition of third camp socialism in the West?”

I have to make some qualifications here. First of all, Western Trotskyists generally did
not consider themselves as a “third camp.” That was the name of those Western leftists
who considered the USSR to be an exploitative society, a form of state capitalism, and
so on and so forth, and did not see any conceptual difference between the USSR and
the Western bloc. For most Trotskyists that difference existed, which, certainly, did not
mean that they blindly supported the Soviet government. As for the left-wing dissidents,
in the 1950s and 1960s they thought that historical progress was mainly on the side of
the USSR, but it did not mean that the Soviet Union was right in everything.

You write that for those Western leftists who adopted the pro-Western position in the
Cold War, the possibility of inside criticism “turns into the source of power and com-
petitive advantage.” To what extent can we admit the contrary in the USSR - that the
pro-Western position did provide some protection, but at the same time isolated them
from society?

The dissidents who were human rights activists during the 1970s did not consider
their position as pro-Western - they considered it to be just humanistic and universal.

7 Online at en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Third_camp [accessed Sept. 30, 2021].
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Inasmuch as the West was upholding these principles more consistently, it seemed as
though it were the only ally. Also, this situation of the human rights movement was
typical for the period of détente between the USSR and the West, when the main issue
was to avoid a conflict that could lead to nuclear war. For instance, Andrey Sakharov
in Thoughts on Progress, Peaceful Coexistence, and Intellectual Freedom focuses not on
the question of which social regime would be ideal, but on how to avoid the danger
of a global war. As a person who realized the destructive nature of the bomb, he tried
to infer from it a pragmatic project, where the existential interests of humanity would
come first and the political or ideological wars second. This goal was quite widespread
among some parts of the human rights community.

How did left-wing dissidents react to the political war during the time of perestroika?

By the time perestroika began, the dissident movement was in a state of political and
organizational defeat, so we can only talk about the position of its representatives. In
the late 1980s, only a small number of dissidents could establish their political posi-
tions. Sakharov is rather an exception to the rule. In general, dissidents - right, left, and
liberals - do not have a serious political influence on post-Soviet reality. However, their
ideological influence - primarily of the liberal and right-wing dissidents - is beyond
doubt. It can even be said that the post-Soviet official discourse was largely indebted
to the combination of elements of the liberal and right-conservative tendencies within
the dissident movement.

The main body of people who were dissidents-socialists during the Soviet times was
not related to the leftist politics of the post-Soviet times. Some members of the leftist
groups of the late 1950s - such as Mikhail Molostvov or Viktor Sheinis - became, in the
1990s, famous leaders of the liberal camp. On the other hand, some representatives of
the last generation of dissidents-socialists, such as Boris Kagarlitsky or Pavel Kydukin,
played an important role on the Russian left. However, these rare instances rather
confirmed the common rule: for modern post-Soviet leftists the question of historical
continuity remains a serious problem.

Is there a common point of reference for the Russian left presently? Is it the socialist
revolution of 1917?

Unfortunately, Russian leftists are very polarized today: while one part might relate
itself to the October heritage, following left criticism of the Soviet regime, left opposi-
tion, and looking up to dissidents-socialists, the other sees the Russian revolution as
being only a prelude to the Stalinist USSR, which remains for it an ideal. My research,
dedicated to the left-wing dissidents, is definitely a part of this ideological fight for the
heritage of 1917.
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You write in your book that Putin’s ideological constellation is anti-revolutionary be-
cause of the spectre of a Russian “colour revolution.” Is this type of revolution a model
for a part of the Russian left?

I think that the “colour revolution” is a dangerous but influential construct, created
and heavily used by the ruling elites (both in the West and in Russia), that needs to
be criticized from a leftist point of view. The term “colour revolution” means, first of
all, that the post-Soviet or Arab mass protests bear nothing unique, and all of them
are organized from above according to the same standard. It also means that their
programme is the same anytime and anywhere - a “regime change” that is restricted
to political schemes and that does not suggest any fundamental social changes. This
perspective - technological and conspiratorial - defames the very term of a revolution,
and the task of the modern leftists is to also struggle for the idea of a revolution.

Translated by Yuliia Kulish
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Abstract

Miroslav Kusy (1931-2019) was a Marxist-orientated Slovak philosopher who, after the
crackdown on the Czechoslovak reform process in August 1968, applied a critical reading
of the official interpretation of Marxism. An example of this is the short essay “To Be a
Marxist in Czechoslovakia,” from 1984. Like other of his critical statements written in the
1970s and 1980s, it was published only in samizdat. In this text, published here for the
first time in English, Kusy summarizes, explains, and criticizes the official interpretation
of Marxism and counterposes his own understanding of it. In doing so, Kusy fits into the
tradition that revolves around finding a correct interpretation of Marx. Dirk Mathias
Dalberg, after a biographical outline and a short overview on the political thinking of
Miroslav Kusy in the 1970s and 1980s, introduces the text and names Kusy’s main argu-
ments. Dalberg places Kusy’s thinking into the broader context of contemporary dissident
thinking in Czechoslovakia and offers further readings which show Kusy’s understanding
of Marxism in concrete examples.
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MARXISM DURING NORMALIZATION
IN CZECHOSLOVAKIA

An Introduction to the Political Thought
of Miroslav Kusy and His Essay
“To Be a Marxist in Czechoslovakia™

Dirk Mathias Dalberg

Miroslav Kusy was one of the most important Slovak critics of the Czechoslovak nor-
malization regime and the existing “real socialism” of the 1970s and 1980s. Outside of
Slovakia, however, he remains largely unknown.!

The term “real socialism” was put forward in the 1970s to denote the political systems
of the Soviet type in East Central Europe. The Czechoslovak variant of real socialism
is described by the term “normalization,” a term which first appeared in the Moscow
Protocol of August 27, 1968. The term defines the two decades between the violent end
of the Czechoslovak reform process, also called the Prague Spring, in August 1968 and
the Velvet Revolution of November 1989. Normalization’s aim was to return to the “nor-
mal” Soviet-type system and restore communist control over society.> The Czechoslovak
normalization regime was a repressive bureaucratic-authoritative system with effectively
functioning state institutions. Critics, the so-called dissidents, were isolated from society,’
and political and economic reforms were essentially ruled out, leading Juan J. Linz and
Alfred Stepan to characterize the normalization regime as “frozen post-totalitarism.™

* Parts of this paper are based on my paper “Self-Government in Late 1980s Czechoslovakia: The
Slovak Philosopher Miroslav Kusy against the Communist Party,” in Labour History Review 86,
(2021), no. 3, pp. 425-452. This study was funded by VEGA 2/0046/19, “Obraz iného v slovenskej
politike po roku 1989.”

! In the English-speaking world, the Canadian historian and political scientist H. Gordon Skill-
ing mentioned and summarized many of Kusy’s essays - without further analysis - and thereby
provides an important framework for dealing with his political thinking. H. Gordon Skilling:
Samizdat and an Independent Society in Central and Eastern Europe (Columbus: Ohio State
University Press, 1989), p. 92, pp. 138-142; H. Gordon Skilling, Charter 77 and Human Rights in
Czechoslovakia (London: G. Allen & Unwin, 1981), pp. 54-58, 106, 178-182.

2 Kieran Williams, The Prague Spring and. its Aftermath. Czechoslovak Politics, 1968-1970 (Cam-
bridge: University Press, 1997), p. 40.

3 Cf. Herbert Kitschelt, Post-Communist Party Systems: Competition, Representation, and In-
ter-party Cooperation (Cambridge: University Press, 1999), pp. 23-28, here 40-41.

4Juan]J. Linz and Alfred Stepan, Problems of Democratic Transition and Consolidation: Southern
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Together with the Czech philosopher Milan Simecka, who was active in Slovakia,
Miroslav Kusy was an important representative of political dissent in the Slovak part
of Czechoslovakia. According to Juraj Marusiak, alongside cultural, religious, and
Hungarian-nationalist dissent, political dissent was one of the four dissident currents
in Slovakia,® with the political current comprising both a civic-liberal and a Marxist
element, the latter making up a relatively small group of intellectuals who had been
expelled from the Communist Party during the purges of the early 1970s, among them
the philosophers Miroslav Kusy and Milan Simecka, both of whom turned to civic dis-
sent in the late 1980s. Ideologically, this current stood between democratic socialism
and liberalism and included writers, philosophers, and intellectuals such as Dominik
Tatarka, Jan Mlynérik, Vladimir Cech, Hana Ponick4, Jdlius Strinka, and Jozef Jablon-
icky. A third group of political dissidents formed around Alexander Dubcek, consisting
of former party members who remained connected to the reform process of 1968. This
group went public when Dubcek wrote a letter to the (Slovak) National Council on Oc-
tober 28, 1974, “in which he condemned the systematic violations of human and civil
rights.”s In 1988/89, two prominent Slovak reform communists, Ivan Laluha and Hvezdon
Kocdtuich, published the samizdat booklet “Myslienka a ¢in” (Thinking and Acting)’
and maintained contacts with former reform communists in Prague who published
the journal Dialog and, in early 1989, founded the Klub za socialistickou prestavbu
“Obroda” (Club for Socialist Transformation “Rebirth”).?

Biographical Notes

Miroslav Kusy was born in Bratislava on December 1, 1931; on February 13, 2019, he
died in the city of his birth. After graduating from high school in 1950, Kusy studied in
Prague, first at the University of Political Science and Economics and then, from 1953,
at Charles University.’ In 1957 he received his doctorate. Five years later he complet-
ed his “habilitation” at the Comenius University in Bratislava, where he became an
adjunct professor of Marxist philosophy in 1966." Kusy joined the Communist Party

Europe, South America, and Post-Communist Europe (Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press,
1996), pp. 295 and 316-333.

® Juraj Marusiak and Norbert Kmet, “Geschichte der slowakischen Opposition,” in Biografisches
Lexikon Widerstand und Opposition im Kommunismus 1945-91 (online at dissidenten.eu/filead-
min/user_upload/Slowakei/Oppositionsgeschichte/dissidenten_eu-Slowakische-Oppositions-
geschichte.pdf [accessed Sept. 30, 2021]).

6 Marusiak and Kmet, “Slowakische Opposition,” p. 6. See also Josette Baer, Alexander Dubcek
Unknown (1921-1992): The Life of a Political Icon (Stuttgart: Ibidem-Verlag, 2018), pp. 191-199.

7 Marusiak and Kmet, “Slowakische Opposition,” p. 6.
8 Milan Otéhal, Opozic¢ni proudy v éeské spolecnosti (Prague: USD AVCR, 2011), pp. 406-438.

9 Norbert Kmet, “Usilie o humanizéciu ¢loveka a ob&ana,” Studia Politica Slovaca 11 (2018), no.
2, pp. 3-19, here 4.

10 Kmet, “Usilie,” p. 4.
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of Czechoslovakia (KSC) in 1954." Kusy’s most important writings from the 1960s in-
clude Introduction to Philosophy, Marxist Epistemology, Art and Knowledge, The Phi-
losophy of Politics, The Marxist Philosophy, and The Institutional Revolution.'* In the
1960s, Kusy’s scholarly work provoked the disapproval of party leaders, and his writings
were often censored. In 1968, he began working with Yugoslav philosophers who had
gathered around the Magazine Praxis."”® In the Slovenian Magazin Teorija in praksa,
he published the programmatic part of his study “Institutional Revolution.”* During
the Czechoslovak reform process of 1968, Kusy supported Czech democratization and
Slovak federalization efforts. After the violent suppression of August 1968, Kusy worked
in the Ideological Department of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of
Slovakia, but because of his criticism of the burgeoning “normalization” policies, he
was dismissed in February 1969. Following his expulsion from the party in 1970, Kusy
also lost his professorship and a year later he had to leave the university. Until the
end of April 1976, Kusy worked at the Institute of Journalism and later, from August
1976, he was employed at the University Library in Bratislava. At this point, he kept his
distance from the regime.’ In early 1977, Kusy was the first Slovak living in Slovakia
to sign Charter 77.'° As a result, he faced a harsh media campaign and suffered police
harassment, forcing him to give up his job at the university library. Finding himself
unemployed, he took up unskilled work and worked at the Urban Planning Institute
in Bratislava from 1980 to 1989."

! Juraj Marusiak, “Miroslav Kusy (nar. 1931),” in Alexandr Daniel and Zbigniew Gluza (eds.),
Slovnik disidentii. Pfedni osobnosti opozicnich hnuti v komunistickych zemich v letech 1956-1989
/I (Prague: USTR, 2019), pp. 212-214, here 212.

12 Miroslav Kusy, Uvod do filozofie (Bratislava: Osveta, 1961); Miroslav Kusy, Marxistickd tedria
poznania (Bratislava: Vydavatelstvo politickej literattiry, 1962); Miroslav Kusy, Umenie a poznanie
(Bratislava: Vydavatelstvo politickej literatiiry, 1964); Miroslav Kusy, Filozofia politiky (Bratis-
lava: Vydavatelstvo politickej literattiry, 1966); Miroslav Kusy, Marxistickd filozofia (Bratislava:
Vydavatelstvo politickej literatury, 1967); Miroslav Kusy, “Ceskoslovenska institucionélna re-
voldcia” [1968], in Miroslav Kusy, Politika a institicie (Bratislava: Kalligram, 2013), pp. 275-327.
13 Marusiak, “Miroslav Kusy,” p. 212. For the Yugoslavian Praxis School, see Oskar Gruenwald,
“Praxis and Democratization in Yugoslavia. From Critical Marxism to Democratic Socialism,”
in Raymond Taras (ed.), The Road to Disillusion. From Critical Marxism to Postcommunism in
Eastern Europe (Armonk: M.E. Sharp, 1992), pp. 175-195, here 177-181.

4 Miroslav Kusy, “Institucionalna revolujia njeni cilji in perspektive,” Teorija in praksa 5 (1968)
no. 6-7, pp. 1042-1058.

15 Marugiak, “Miroslav Kusy,” p. 212. Raisa Kopsova, “Pohlad na tvorbu Miroslava Kusého v
obdobi normalizacie,” Filozofia 59 (2004), no. 10, pp. 740-756, here 741.

16 Blanka Cisatovska and Vilém Prec¢an (eds.), Charta 77: Dokumenty 1977-1989 (Prague: USD
AVCR, 2007); H. Gordon Skilling, Charter 77 and Human Rights in Czechoslovakia (London: G.
Allen & Unwin, 1981).

7 Marusiak, “Miroslav Kusy,” p. 212; Skilling, Charter 77, p. 36.
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On several occasions, the police arrested Kusy for disseminating exile and under-
ground literature. In May 1981, he spent two weeks on remand. The reason for the ar-
rest was the interception of a truck registered in France that was importing forbidden
literature into Czechoslovakia. In this truck, the Czechoslovak authorities found a
list of recipients, which included Kusy,'® and he was imprisoned again from August to
November 1989, convicted at the trial of the Bratislavska pétka (the ‘Bratislava Five’).
On August 4, 1989, this group of five intellectuals informed the government of Slovakia
about their plan to pay tribute to the victims of the occupation of Czechoslovakia in
August 1968. In places where the Warsaw Pact soldiers had shot demonstrators, they
wanted to lay down flowers. The response: they were arrested on August 14, 1989."

Until the mid-1980s, Kusy saw himself as a Marxist, standing “outside the official
structures.”?* In 1987, he started a collaboration with Radio Free Europe where, at regular
intervals, the philosopher analysed Michael Gorbachev’s perestroika and commented
on the limited Czechoslovak reform efforts.?! From the end of 1988 onwards, he started
to advocate democratic pluralism and the rule of law and became a liberal democrat,?
with his expression of support for the Movement for Civil Liberty (Hnutie za obc¢ianskt
slobodu, HOS) being a manifestation of this commitment.?® The HOS was one of the
Communist Party’s first genuine political opponents.* The organization united three
different ideological orientations with a Christian-democratic, a conservative-demo-
cratic, and a social-democratic current.?®

18 Marugiak, “Miroslav Kusy,” p. 213.

19 1n addition to Kusy, members of this group were also the attorney-at-law Jan Carnogursky,
the publicist Anton Selecky, the writer Hana Ponickd, and Vladimir Mandk. See Juraj Marusiak,
“Bratislavskd patka. Prejav agony komunistického rezimu,” in Valerian Bystricky and Jaroslava
Rogullova (eds.), Storocie procesov: Sudy politika a spolo¢nost v modernych dejindch Slovenska
(Bratislava: Veda, 2013), pp. 241-58.

20 Miroslav Kusy, see below, p. 182.

21 Miroslav Kusy, “Perestrojka a prestavba,” in Na vindch Slobodnej Eurépy (Bratislava: Smena,
1990), pp. 30-33, here 31.

22 Marusiak, “Miroslav Kusy,” p. 213. These features were published in 1990. See Na vindch Slobod-
nej Eurdpy. From 1997 to 2001, he worked again for Radio Free Europe. See Na vindch Slobodnej
Eurépy 1997-2001 (Bratislava: Kalligram, 2001).

23 “Demokracie pro vSechny. Manifest Hnuti za ob¢anskou svobodu,” in Rtizena Hlusickova and

Blanka Cisafovska (eds.), Hnuti za Obéanskou svobodu 1988-1989: Sbornik dokumentii (Prague:
Maxdorf, 1994), pp. 25-34.

24 Helmut Fehr, “Von der Dissidenz zur Gegen-Elite. Ein Vergleich der politischen Opposition in
Polen, der Tschechoslowakei, Ungarn und der DDR (1976-1989),” in Ulrike Poppe, Rainer Eck-
ert, and Ilko-Sascha Kowalczuk (eds.), Zwischen Selbstbehauptung und Anpassung. Formen des
Widerstandes und der Opposition in der DDR (Berlin: Links, 1995), pp. 307-308.

25 Milan Otahal, Opozicéni proudy v ceské spolecnosti 1969-1989 (Prague: USD AVCR, 2011), p. 406.
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In November 1988, Kusy became one of the founding members of the first human
rights NGOs in Czechoslovakia, the Czechoslovak Helsinki Committee (Ceskoslovensky
helsinsky vybor).2

Kusy was active both during and after the Velvet Revolution. In November 1989,
he was one of the founders of the Slovak civic movement “Public Against Violence”
(Verejnost proti nasiliu). From 1990 to 1992, he was member of the Slovak parliament
while continuing to be active in the academic community. In 1990, he became rector
of Comenius University in Bratislava, founding the Institute of Political Science there
as well.*” In his later work, he addressed questions related to Slovak self-perception,
human rights, the position of intellectuals in Slovak politics, as well as the issue of
national minorities in Slovakia.?®

Kusy'’s Critical Political Thinking during Normalization

From the late 1970s until the end of the 1980s, Kusy wrote critical studies, essays, and
satires on the political and social situation in Czechoslovakia.? At this time, he engaged
with the ideas of an eclectic range of individuals, from Marx and Lenin, founder of the
Czechoslovak state Thomas Garrigue Masaryk, the German philosopher Hans Vaihinger,
American president John F. Kennedy, to the writers George Orwell and Ken Kesey. As
a dissident, he could only publish his writing in samizdat, which was the dissidents’
“basic communication forum” and “the necessary prerequisite” for dissenting activ-
ities in Czechoslovakia, Poland, Hungary, and the GDR.** Like other dissidents, Kusy

26 Norbert Kmet, “Prof. PhDr. Miroslav Kusy, CSc.,” Studia Politica Slovaca 12 (2019), no. 1,
pp- 79-82, here 81.

2 Kopsovd, “Pohlad,” p. 741; Norbert Kmet, “Usilie o humanizaciu ¢lovéka a obéana,” Studia
Politica Slovaca, 11 (2018), no. 2, pp. 3-19, here 19. Darina Malové and Silvia Mihalikovéd, “Vznik
arozvoj politologie na Slovensku v devétdesiatych rokoch v kontexte p6sobenia Miroslava Kusého,”
Studia Politica Slovaca 11 (2018), no. 2, pp. 50-68.

28 Miroslav Kusy, “Demokracia a demokratizécia 1968: Ako som vtedy vykladal socializmus s
ludskou tvérou,” in Cesko-slovenskd historickd rocenka 2008 (Brno: Academicus, 2009), pp. 193-209;
Miroslav Kusy, “Problematika ludskych prav,” in Miroslav Kusy et al., Politoldogie. Vybrané kapitoly
(Bratislava: Univerzita Komenského, 1998), pp. 136-65; Miroslav Kusy, “Ludské prava a slobody
v obdobi rokov 1968-1989,” in Viera Koganova, Dusan Leska, and Grigorij MeseZnikov (eds.),
Demokracia a ochrana ludskych prdv (Bratislava: Ekonomickd univerzita, 1996), pp. 202-220;
Miroslav Kusy, “Intelektudli v slovenskej politike pred a po roku 1989,” Studia Politica Slovaca
1 (2008), no. 1, pp. 54-73; Miroslav Kusy, Politika a mensiny (Bratislava: Kalligram, 2016); Kusy,
“Slovensky fenomén,” in Rudolf Chmel (ed.), Slovenskd otdzka v 20. storo¢i (Bratislava: Kalligram,
1997), pp. 461-481.

29 He cooperated with Czech and Slovak samizdat magazines such as Czechoslovak fejeton/fejtén,
Dialog, Doba, Lidové noviny, Listy, Obsah, Bratislavské listy, and Fragment K. See Marusiak,
“Miroslav Kusy,” p. 212.

30 Gregor Feindt, “Opposition und Samizdat in Ostmitteleuropa. Strukturen und Mechanismen
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“self-reflexively wrote and theorized about [...] political practice and wrote about [his]
experiences and theorized about politics.”*

Kusy referred to socialist government practice in his country as “real socialism,”?
which he saw as socialism “without programmatic properties.” To Kusy, “real social-
ism” was a “socialism of stagnation,” as it was merely concerned with maintaining the
existing order.*® It was static and defensive and resigned towards the qualitative devel-
opment of the (real) socialism.* This, according to Kusy, distinguished real socialism
from the socialism of the Prague Spring, which had been conceived as a democratic
“socialism with a human face.”* As the practical and ideological negation of this other
socialism, real socialism to Kusy was socialism without a human face, socialism with-
out humanistic and democratic properties.*® In fact, it was a socialism without any
characteristics at all. Ultimately, for Kusy, real socialism denoted the “harsh post-1968
August reality.”*” Here Kusy “dissected ‘real” - that is, ‘actually existing’ - socialism to
expose the failing of the system.”*

In 1970s and 1980s Czechoslovakia, the use of the term “real socialism” was not
unique to Kusy. Other Czechoslovak dissidents, such as Milan Sime¢ka, Jif{ Dienstbier,
Egon Body, and Marian Vaross used the term to criticize the conditions in their coun-
try.** In doing so, they were borrowing a phrase that also featured in the discourse of

unabhidngiger Periodika in vergleichender Perspektive,” Zeitschrift fiir Ostmitteleuropa-Forschung
65 (2016), no. 1, pp. 17-42, here 42.

31 Barbara J. Falk, The Dilemmas of Dissidence in East-Central Europe: Citizen Intellectuals and
Philosopher Kings (Budapest: CEU Press, 2003), p. xxvi.

32 Miroslav Kusy, “Ceskoslovensky ‘realny socializmus,” in Miroslav Kusy, Zdvadné pisomnosti
(Bratislava: Avizo Concept Team, 1990), pp. 26-28; Miroslav Kusy, “Charta 77 aredlny socializmus,”
in Miroslav Kusy, Eseje (Bratislava: Archa 1991), pp. 5-33. Published in English Miroslav Kusy,
“Chartism and ‘Real Socialism,” in Vaclav Havel et al., The Power of the Powerless: Citizens against
the State in Central-Eastern Europe, ed., John Keane (Armonk: M.E. Sharpe, 1985), pp. 152-177.

33 Miroslav Kusy, “Prestavbari I1,” in Na vindch Slobodnej Eurdpy, pp. 11-16, here 12.
34 Miroslav Kusy, “Velky brat a vel'ké sestra,” in Eseje, pp. 73-87, here 77 and 79.

3 The phrase itself was associated with Alexander Dubéek, and these notions were exemplified
by the Action Programme of the Communist Party (1968).

36 Kusy, “Ceskoslovensky ‘realny socializmus,” p. 28. See also Kusy, “Chartism,” p. 153.
37 Kusy, “Chartism,” p. 153. See Kusy, “Velky brat,” p. 81.

38 Raymond Taras, “The ‘Meltdown’ of Marxism in the Soviet Bloc: An Introduction,” in Taras
(ed.), The Road to Disillusion, pp. 3-17, here 3.

39 Milan Simecka, Konec nehybnosti (Prague: Lidové noviny, 1990), p. 63; Jifi Dienstbier, Snéni
o Evropé. Politicky esej (Prague: Lidové noviny, 1990), pp. 79-101; Marian Véross, “Reédlny ¢ize
alibisticky socializmus,” in Uvahy v samote (Bratislava: Bradlo, 1991), pp. 147-149; Egon Bondy,
Bezejmennd (Brno: Zvlastni vydéani, 2001), p. 35; Egon Bondy, Neusporddand samomluva (Brno:
L. Marek, 2002), pp. 15 and 22-25. See also Petr Kuzel (ed.), Mysleni a tvorba Egona Bondyho
(Prague: Filosofia, 2018).
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political leaders. For example, Vasil Bilak, a member of the Presidium of the Central
Committee of the KSC, said “real socialism is what we have here now.”*® For him “real
socialism” was the actual realization of Marx’s ideas: to him, Czechoslovakia had “in-
troduced a new quality into democracy, the life of the state and political freedoms (...).
In our country, the people genuinely rule themselves.”! In this view, the term “real
socialism” was an expression of a belief that the issues of socialism in these countries
had been resolved and that there was nothing left to struggle for. In turn, this meant
the abandonment of all reform communist efforts, which communist leaders hesitated
to contemplate until the late 1980s.

In the economic, social, and political life of “real socialist” Czechoslovakia, as Kusy
emphasized, the state had paramount importance. To his mind, the ruling Commu-
nist Party perceived the state not as a tool for achieving a classless society without a
state, but as an achievement to which everything else had to be subordinated.** In this
context, he also spoke of an “etatist model of socialism.”* The philosopher described
the state’s principle as follows: “the richer, more powerful, more comprehensive and
all-pervading the socialist state is, the more advanced, developed is the community
of people living in it.”**

Kusy pointed out that Czechoslovak society was divided into two strata, distinguish-
ing the powerless on the one hand and the Communist Party and bureaucracy on the
other.” For him, with a view to Marx, the party and bureaucracy were closely connected
to the state: “If the state is a state, it is above all the bureaucracy that always and every-
where considers itself as the ultimate goal of the state.”® In his view, the bureaucracy
had taken possession of the state, leading him to speak of a “state bureaucracy.”” Fur-
thermore, due to the connection between the state and the party, state tasks for Kusy
were also tasks of the party. Since, to him, the tasks of the state always increased, the
party’s tasks did soas well.*® As party and bureaucracy controlled the state, they also
controlled the means of production and commanded the economy.*

0 Quoted after Kusy, “Chartism,” p. 157.
41 Quoted after Kusy, “Chartism,” p. 163.

2 Kusy, “Chartism,” pp. 154-156. See also Miroslav Kusy, “Rozhoduje vlastnik,” in Eseje, pp. 188-
194, here 188-189.

43 Kusy, “Chartism,” pp. 153 and 155; Miroslav Kusy, “Etatisticky ¢i samospravny socializmus,”
in Eseje, pp. 210-219, here, 216.

44 Kusy, “Socializmus,” pp. 216-217. See also Kusy, “Chartism,” pp. 154-155.
45 Kusy, “Vlastnik,” pp. 188-189.

46 Kusy, “Socializmus,” p. 212.

47 Kusy, “Vlastnik,” p. 189.

48 Kusy, “Vlastnik,” p. 189.

49 Miroslav Kusy, “Ako je to vlastne s tym socialistickym vlastnictvom vyrobnych prostriedkov,”
in Zavadné pisomnosti (Bratislava: Avizo concept team, 1990), pp. 151-158, here 151.
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Kusy noted an unwritten agreement that characterized the relationship between
the Communist Party and the population under its rule, a contract that, according
to him, read: “Shut up and you'll be fine”*. With this conditional sentence in mind,
Kusy observed the ban on criticizing the country’s political and economic situation.
Furthermore, in public, people were obliged to use a special language to show support
for socialism and, by obeying these rules, citizens could satisfy their economic needs.
According to Kusy, people did not necessarily have to believe in socialist ideology, but
they had to pretend “as if” they did so.”! This critique was not unique to Kusy. It was
taken up, for example, by Milan Sime¢ka, who, with a view to Jean-Jacques Rousseau,
spoke about an “unwritten social contract”*? that defined the relationship between the
government and the people. The idea of the “social contract” was also promulgated
by Véclav Havel® and Jiff Dienstbier, a journalist who later became foreign minister
of Czechoslovakia in December 1989.>* All of them agreed that this “social contract”
would generate opportunistic behaviours: to attain material prosperity, people spoke
differently in public than they thought and spoke in private.>

Furthermore, Kusy emphasized that not only the ruled but also the rulers acted in
this fashion. The rulers pretended that they had convinced the powerless of the exist-
ence of socialism and its development and construction,® that their ideological realm
of real socialism actually existed. Moreover, they pretended to take their own Marxist
slogans and also their (socialist) constitution seriously and that they were trying to
bring “what we have here” closer to the actual communist goals.*’

50 Kusy, “Velky brat,” p. 75.

51 Kusy, “Chartism,” pp. 163-165. This was inspired by Hans Vaihinger’s Philosophy of “As if.” See
Hans Vaihinger, Die Philosophie des Als Ob: System der theoretischen, praktischen und religiésen
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See also Dirk Mathias Dalberg, “Materialismus und Machiavellismus. Der slowakische Philosoph
Miroslav Kusy tiber die tschechoslowakische Normalisierungsgesellschaft (1970-1989),” Forum
fiir osteuropdiische Ideen- und Zeitgeschichte 21, no. 2 (2017), pp. 41-70. Published in Slovak: Dirk
Mathias Dalberg, “Materializmus a machiavellizmus. Pohlad Miroslava Kusého na ¢eskoslo-
vensku spolo¢nost v obdobi normalizécie,” Studia Politica Slovaca, 11, no. 2 (2018), pp. 32-49.

52 Milan Simecka, Obnoveni porddku (Brno: Atlantis, 1990), p. 168; Milan Simecka, Konec nehyb-
nosti (Prague: Lidové noviny, 1990), p. 104.

53 Viaclav Havel, “The Power of the Powerless,” in Vaclav Havel et al. The Power of the Powerless,
pp. 23-96, here 39. See also Vaclav Havel, “Dear Dr. Husak,” in Vaclav Havel, Open Letters: Selected
Writings 1965-1990 (New York: Vintage, 1992), pp. 50-83.

54 Jit{ Dienstbier, Snéni o Evropé. Politicky esej (Prague: Lidové noviny, 1990), p. 86.

% Timothy Garton Ash, The Magic Latern (New York: Random House, 1990), p. 137. For similar
phenomena in the Soviet Union: Sheila Fitzpatrick, Tear Off the Masks! Identity and Imposture in
Twentieth-Century Russia (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2005).

%6 Kusy, “Chartism,” p. 165-166.
57 Ibid., pp. 163 and 171-172.
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In the late 1980s, Kusy criticized the hesitant attitude of the Czechoslovak government
and party leadership towards Gorbachev’s perestroika in the Soviet Union.* For Kusy,
perestroika and prestavba (the literal Slovak translation of the Russian term, meaning
“restructuring”) were two completely different phenomena and “non-translatable.”*® To
Kusy, Soviet perestroika described a “dramatic conception of the deep and all-encom-
passing restructuring” of the whole society.® For him, Soviet perestroika was able to tie
in with the Czechoslovak reform process from 1968 - here referring back to the Prague
Spring. Kusy interpreted Soviet perestroika as an application of the basic peculiarities
of the Czechoslovak reform ideas from 1968. As in Czechoslovakia in 1968, the Soviet
Union had experienced a qualitative transformation of the system during the late 1980s:
the democratization of the regime in the political and economic sphere was conducted
from above and supported, controlled, and radicalized from below.®! Kusy stated that,
just like the Prague Spring of 1968, Soviet perestroika in the mid-1980s affected “all
spheres of social life.”%? By contrast, as Kusy pointed out, Czechoslovakia’s prestavba
limited itself to the economic sphere: everything that went beyond economic reforms,
was, from the party’s point of view, “the work of the devil.” Democratic reforms had
to align with the interests of the economy: “Democratization only as long as it serves
the economy.”®® A combination of economic and political reforms was inconspicuously
discarded.

To sum up, in his critical essays written in the 1970s and 1980s, Kusy problemat-
ized the reality and brought illegitimacy to light. He did not “accept as true what the
communist leaders declared to be true.” In positive terms, this meant he would only
accept as good something that he himself thought to be good.®*

To Be a Marxist in Czechoslovakia

In the tradition of his critical thinking also stands the essay To Be a Marxist in Czecho-
slovakia. In contrast to the stated critique, his remarks formulated here did not concern
the reality of Czechoslovakia in 1970s and 1980s. Instead, he argues more on a phil-
osophical level. He wrote it in 1984, the same year Yuri Andropov, General Secretary
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, died. The previous year, Andropov, had

%8 See Josette Baer, “Gorbacovov efekt? Ako chapali Miroslav Kusy a Vaclav Havel perestrojku
aglasnost,” in Slavomir Michélek et. al. (eds.), Obraz a odraz osobnosti modernej doby: k “70” his-
torikov Jana Peska a Stanislava Sikoru (Bratislava: Veda, 2019).

59 Miroslav Kusy, “Perestrojka a prestavba,” in Na vindch Slobodnej Eurépy, pp. 30-33, here 31.
60 Miroslav Kusy, “PrestavbariI,” in Na vindch Slobodnej Eurdpy, pp. 7-11, here 7.

61 Miroslav Kusy, “Institucionalna revolticia po dvadsiatich rokoch,” in Eseje, pp. 225-229, here 226.
62 Kusy, “Perestrojka,” p. 31.

83 Ibid., p. 31.

%4 Michel Foucault, Was ist Kritik? (Berlin: Merve-Verlag, 1992), p. 14.
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called for the “introduction of socialist people’s self-management.”®® Such ideas had
been gaining ever-greater prominence when Gorbachev became Secretary-General in
1985. With his essay, first appearing in Slovak in 1985 in samizdat and in 1986 abroad,*
Kusy engaged in a critique of Marxism in the name of an alternative vision of Marxism.*
His interest was the question of what kind of Marxism existed in Czechoslovakia and
whether this kind of Marxism was acceptable to him. On this basis, he explained his
own view of Marxism.® “To Be a Marxist in Czechoslovakia” is one of the few state-
ments in which Eastern European dissidents in general and Czechoslovak dissidents
in particular paid their obeisance to Marxism in the 1980s,% a time when most dissi-
dents had effectively abandoned Marxism due to the juxtaposition of reality and the
promises of official ideology as well as by the real experiences with the ruling party,
which called itself a communist party and appealed to Marx. In a way, Kusy appeared
as a lonely voice in the wilderness.

To read this relatively short essay, it is suitable to use the approach of challenge and
response. The central concern of this approach was to “analyse the texts of the history
of political ideas and the arguments developed in them in the interplay between the
inventory, problem diagnosis and the drafting of solution strategies.”” Proceeding
thusly, the essay can be roughly divided into two parts, which, however, are not clearly
separated from one another but rather merge in a certain way.

The starting point of the essay is the question already indicated in the title of the
essay, “What does it mean to be a Marxist nowadays, and specifically in present-day
Czechoslovakia.”” This question clearly implies a commitment to Marxism and one
that can be answered as follows: it’s like a kind of “two-front war,” meaning that Kusy

65 James P. Scanlan, “From samizdat to perestroika: The Soviet Marxist critique of Soviet society,”
in Taras (ed.), The Road to Disillusion, pp. 19-40, here 26. See also Michal Pullmann, Konec ex-
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was taking fire from two sides. On the one hand, as he points out in the essay, he felt
pressure from the Czechoslovak state and party leadership because of his views, which
is paradoxical given that Marxism was the official state ideology at the time. On the
other hand, his profession of faith had met with incomprehension among the broader
population and his narrower circle of friends. Kusy states that a serious and sincere
commitment to Marxism would meet with incomprehension in his personal as well
as in his wider environment.”

For his part, however, Kusy understood the incomprehension, as the “contemporary
Marxism in Czechoslovakia,” was above all the Marxism of the ruling Communist Party.”
This forms the starting point of his critique. Kusy called this kind of Marxism “official
Marxism,” meaning the official and binding interpretation by the Communist Party.”
In the essay, Kusy initially distinguishes official Marxism from dogmatic Marxism.

For him, dogmatic Marxism would be nothing more than the “soulless application of
quotations from recognised authorities”” and “an end in itself””® and therefore was, as
Kusy concluded, “tedious and vacuous.””” Compared to this dogmatic form of Marxism,
Kusy saw the official Marxism as “twice as tedious and vacuous.”” Official Marxism for
Kusy also remained a systematic Marxism and achieved the function of an application,
understood as a commitment with which the power of the Communist Party is recog-
nized. Understood in that way, for him it was a theory “of what we should think about
the world.”” As a result, official Marxism was intolerant of alternative interpretations
of Marxism, a sort of monistic Marxism.

The essential thing is that Kusy in this essay also attacked on principal the repre-
sentatives of official Marxism. For him, they were power politicians, using Marxism as
ameans for a purpose,® feigning Marxism to maintain their position in the state-hier-
archy. He also addressed, at least indirectly, the contrast between power (politics) and
spirit (philosophy), that philosophy is different from politics.

Kusy'’s contributions to Marxism are not only his criticisms, but also about develop-
ing an answer to the underlying challenge of a response to the official Marxism. Kusy’s
answer is an outline of his own view of Marxism, which forms the content of the second

2 Kusy, see below, p. 175.
3 Kusy, see below, p. 176.
™ Kusy, see below, p. 176.
75 Kusy, see below, p. 178.
76 Kusy, see below, p. 178.
7 Kusy, see below, p. 178.
8 Kusy, see below, p. 178.
 Kusy, see below, p. 180.
80 Kusy, see below, p. 176.
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part of the treatise. Therefore, in opposition to the official Marxism of the day, Kusy jux-
taposes what he saw as the creative Marxism of the 1960s. Nevertheless, his remarks on
creative Marxism are sketchy. He did not really explain what he understood by creative
Marxism. Kusy connected this latter kind of Marxism with philosophers such as Karel
Kosik;® however, he didn’t really go into what he meant by this, merely pointing out that
“the creative Marxism [...]| was only an exceptional and transitory wave of fashion.”®?

Regarding his understanding of Marxism, there is to be distinguished a positive and
a negative level. For Kusy, Marxism is “a system of rules of play.”® Hereafter, Marxism
appears in his text as a framework for philosophical and political thinking, on which
basis he insinuated that Marxism is “an instrument of thinking,”®* “a set of tools and
scaffolding which we use to construct this building, and to reconstruct it, renovate
and modernise.”® At the same time, he rejected Marxism “as a substitute for thinking,
whether in a systematic or an application form.”® The conclusion is consistent, Marxism
“is neither a priori dogmatic nor creative, neither a priori servile nor critical, neither
a priori ideologically dependent nor scientifically independent.”®” In contrast to official
Marxism, for Kusy, Marxism itself is

above all a certain methodogical instrument for gaining knowledge of reality, a
certain mode of thinking, a certain type of categorisation and hierachisation of
our approach to analysing a particular set of problems, familiarising ourselves
with them, posing questions, linking them together, and solving them.?®

Taken as “an instrument of thinking,” Kusy saw Marxism as “suitable for in-depth
analysis, enabling sufficient flexibility of thought and logically correct procedures,
an instrument by which one can grasp reality in all its essential links and contexts.”®
Although Kusy identified his understanding of Marxism with Marxism itself, he did

81 For Kosik, see Jan Mervart, “Czechoslovak Marxist Humanism and the Revolution,” in Studies
in East European Thought 69 (2017), no. 1, pp. 111-126.

82 Kusy, see below, p. 178.
8 Kusy, see below, p. 179.
84 Kusy, see below, p. 181.
85 Kusy, see below, p. 179.
86 Kusy, see below, p. 181.
87 Kusy, see below, p. 179.
8 Kusy, see below, p. 179.

8 Kusy, see below, p. 181. His own use of Marxism as an “instrument of thinking” Kusy demon-
strated in such essays as “Etatist or self-governed socialism.” See Miroslav Kusy, “Etatisticky ¢i
samospravny socializmus?” in Eseje (Bratislava: Archa, 1991), pp. 210-219; Kusy, “Marxizmus a
ekologicka krize.” See also Skilling, Samizdat, p. 140.
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not absolutize it: “I merely think that it is sufficiently adapted to that kind of think-
ing activity which I perform with its assistance.”®® For him, there are “many modes of
Marxist thinking” and “a diversity of its procedures and findings.” Contrary to monistic
official Marxism, Kusy took Marxism as “an instrument of independent thinking” that
is “tolerant toward every other type of Marxist and non-Marxist way of thinking.”*!
Different, but “equally valid” methods would therefore lead to different conclusions.®?
In this sense, Kusy connected his understanding of Marxism with pluralism, with plu-
ralism meaning for Kusy “accepting all social forces and components of society as full
partners [...].”*® This commitment to a pluralistic Marxism paved the way for his later
commitment to liberal democracy, which he also linked with pluralism. Nevertheless,
Kusy'’s tolerance had its limitations, as he himself had hinted at his own intolerance
with respect to systemic and applied Marxism because it was “murderous towards any
kind of thinking.”*

As the herein printed, summarized, and briefly discussed essay “To be a Marxist
in Czechoslovakia” suggests, Kusy distinguished, besides the dogmatic and the 1960s
creative Marxism, two more kinds of Marxism: the intolerant and monistic official
version and a tolerant, methodical, and pluralistic Marxism. While he rejects the first,
he reveals himself to be a follower of the second. To him, the problem was the official
Marxism, the KSC’s and government’s vision of Marxism, a conception of Marxism he
did not accept. This was an open attack on the Communist Party. On a second level,
Kusy’s critique is of interest as he articulated his own conception of Marxism, alterna-
tive to the official, monistic and dogmatic one. What makes Kusy’s vision of Marxism
distinct is the way in which he deployed Marxism against the ruling Communist Party
in Czechoslovakia and the existing (socialist) order, which was supposedly built on a
Marxist foundation. The critical Marxist Kusy, “utilized the Marxian paradigm as the
basis for a critique of the official Marxism of Czechoslovakia and of the Soviet bloc.”*
In this way, Kusy fits into the broader tradition of critical Marxist thought in Czecho-
slovakia from the late 1960s.%

Kusy’s essay “To Be a Marxist in Czechoslovakia” is an apologia of Marxism itself
with a view to his friends and the population at large while, at the same time, an attack

90 Kusy, See below, p. 182.
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9 See, e.g., Jan Mervart, “Envisioning Socialist Utopia: The Czechoslovak Program of Self-Gov-
erning Socialism,” in Jana Ndiaye Berankova, Michael Hauser, and Nick Nesbitt (eds.), Revolutions
for the Future: May 68 and the Prague Spring (Lyon: Suture Press, 2020), pp. 260-279, here 276-277.
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on the Communist Party and the Czechoslovak government. As already foreshadowed
with his remarks on Marxism, Kusy fits into the tradition of Marxist thought that re-
volves around a correct interpretation of Marx. Another example of this is his critique
of the of the Czechoslovak “Proposal on the State Enterprise Law” bill in 1987, which
was passed the following year.*” This critique was connected with the aforementioned
critique of the limited reform efforts of the ruling Communist Party in Czechoslovakia
in the latter half of the 1980s. Kusy criticized the KSC’s and government’s vision of
socialist self-government, formulated and presented in the proposed law.?® Similar to
his discussion on Marxism, Kusy’s contributions to the “Proposal” were not only about
criticism, but also about developing an answer to the underlying challenge, namely the
KSC'’s interpretation of socialist self-government as being restricted to the economic
sphere. Kusy’s answer, based on the writings of Marx and Lenin, was his own view on
socialist self-government or, rather, “self-governed socialism.” Even more, for Kusy,
self-governing socialism was also a positive counter-model to the existing socialism
in Czechoslovakia.

Returning to Kusy’s initial and main question, “what does it mean “to be a Marxist
nowadays, and specifically in present-day Czechoslovakia,”® one can, by using Kusy’s
own words, conclude that to be Marxist in general in Czechoslovakia meant being
situated outside of the society and that being critical of official Marxism meant being
“outside the official structures and often even directly opposed to them.”*® To be an
earnest Marxist means being an outsider. For the population and also the Communist
Party and government, Marxism is only a means to an end. Official Marxism is con-
nected with Kusy'’s critical idea of the “ideology as if.”'* It should also be noted that not
only an open, public rejection of Marxism would lead to problems with state power,
but also a sincere commitment to this and, above all, an interpretation that deviated
from the official interpretation. The essay printed here proves this.

From the upwelling of the Czechoslovak reform process in August 1968 to the Velvet
Revolution in November 1989, the Czechoslovak “normalization” regime succeeded in
separating dissidents like Miroslav Kusy from the mainstream of society.'®> Without

97 “Nigvrh zakona o statnim podniku,” in Ndvrh zdkona o stdtnim podniku (Prague: Svoboda,
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official publication opportunities, critics of state socialism and official Marxism could
only publish their reflections in samizdat. Kusy’s writings on Marxism are one such
example. Because of these constraints, his and other dissidents’ ideas were only partially
known to the general population until the upheavals of 1989/1990.1% As a result, the
oppositional discussion was largely self-referential. According to the Czech dissident
Petr Pithart, the dissidents constituted “an exclusive community” and lived in a kind
of “social ghetto.”"** Even if Kusy had wanted to share his critique of official Marxism
and his vision of Marxism with the broader public, he could only publish his thoughts
in samizdat, giving him access only to the dissidents. But there is also little evidence
of Kusy'’s reflections on Marxism attracting wider attention within dissident circles
themselves during the 1980s. The last two paragraphs of his essay testify to this. Here
Kusy expresses his regret that, in contrast to Czech dissident and avowed Marxist Petr
Uhl (born 1941), he had not been noticed (by Western journalists). The text presented
here in English aims to fill this gap. It also aims to stimulate discussion of Marxist
thought in Czechoslovakia during the time of normalization.

103 Tom4$ Vilimek, “K otdzce vztahu a vzajemné reflexi opozice a spoleénosti v Ceskoslovensku
po roce 1968,” in Oldfich Tama and Tom4s Vilimek (eds.), Opozice a spolecnost po roce 1948
(Prague: USD AVCR, 2009), pp. 176-220, here 210-220.

104 petr Pithart, “Bedra nékterych,” in Vaclav Havel, O lidskou identitu: Uvahy, fejetony, protesty,
polemiky, prohlaseni a rozhovory z let 1969-1979 (Prague: Rozmluvy, 1990), pp. 207-211, here 209.
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To Be a Marxist in Czechoslovakia®
Miroslav Kusy

Recently, when I was working on “Marxism and the Ecological Crisis,”' I began to
feel very intensely that I needed to settle accounts with what it means to be a Marxist
nowadays, and specifically in present-day Czechoslovakia.

An ordinary Joe can understand and forgive someone in the West who claims to
believe in Marxism today (an exhibitionist or eccentric, very probably). He can un-
derstand and tolerate a secondary-school teacher in our own country who does so,
or a university lecturer or research institute employee, an ordinary intellectual in the
official structures. Those people present themselves as Marxists because they must; if
they want to retain their places in the structures, they have no alternative. He can un-
derstand and come to terms with the fact that professional politicians and ideologists,
various nomenklatura cadres, profess to be active and militant Marxists. They do so,
after all, from careerist motives.

But an ordinary Joe will probably find it hard to understand, and plainly won’t be
at all inclined toward tolerance, if someone in our country today professes Marxism
from conviction. By conviction one may be a Buddhist, a Chartist, a Muslim Brother,
avegetarian, a Jehovah’s Witness, an Esperantist, an ascetic... An ordinary Joe will take
all of those seriously. But a Marxist?

I'know all this very well from my own experience. My friends from the ex-communist
circles say to me: as a tactical move it’s quite OK, but you're not really taking that stuff
about Marxism seriously, are you? Other friends, from younger generations, urge me:
those Marxist premises, attitudes and procedures of yours, can’t you mask them a bit
better, so they don’t leap so much to the eye? Otherwise young people won'’t be willing
to read you! My former colleagues, who have remained in the official structures, respond
quite incredulously: why should you be a Marxist when no one demands it of you? And
policemen give me plain and emphatic warnings: Don’t you be getting yourself involved
in that Marxism, Mr. Kusy! You know we’ve thrown you out of it once and for all!

* Translated from Miroslav Kusy, “Byt marxistom v Ceskoslovensku,” in Eseje (Bratislava: Archa,
1991), pp. 136-143. This document was written at the end of 1984 and first appeared in Slovak
in 1985 in Samizdat and in 1986 in Listy, an exile journal of Czechoslovak reform communists.
Miroslav Kusy, “Byt marxistom v Ceskoslovensku,” Obsah 5, no. 1-2 [1985], pp. 23-26. Miroslav
Kusy, “Byt marxistom v Ceskoslovensku,” Listy 16, no. 2 [1986], pp. 18-20. It was published again
in 1991 (Miroslav Kusy, “Byt marxistom v Ceskoslovensku,” in Eseje (Bratislava: Archa 1991),
pp. 136-143). All footnotes are added by the editor.

L published in samizdat: Miroslav Kusy, “Marxizmus a ekologickd krize,” Obsah 4 (1984), no. 9,
pp. 8-67.
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I'm in no way surprised that they feel entitled to say this, because contemporary
Marxism in Czechoslovakia is after all principally theirs, namely “police” Marxism. This
can be seen very clearly in the fact that its main component is denunciatory, the struggle
against various possible deviations, “-isms” and their representatives, a struggle which
is still very notably aimed against the renewal process of 1968. And so the principal
representatives of our present-day official Marxism are not in any sense creative spirits,
providing us with new philosophical ideas, analysing the urgent problems of modern
mankind and society; they are ordinary “gauge-setters” and militant “snipers” of the
Hrzal? type. Their principal task is to set the limits, to expose, to defend, to exclude...

How can anyone be attracted to such a Marxism, one that has ceased to have any
mark of independent thinking whatever, to say nothing of philosophical thinking? In
Czechoslovakia currently it has actually fallen below the level of scholastic Marxism,
which lives from quotations of the classics and political representatives. For that it would
be necessary to study the classics, to be able to find what they wrote about the given
question, to know at least how to use their thoughts, if not actually one’s own. But our
contemporary Marxists from the official structures, for the most part, no longer even
do this minimum - that would be too much for them. They have grown accustomed to
a slipshod thinking in which they scorn to keep any consistency in their procedures;
they do not care whether their conclusions follow from their premises, or whether their
premises have anything in common with any Marxist principle or not.

There were times when the leading communist politicians and statesmen were nor-
mally seen as models of Marxist theoretical thinking: Lenin, Trotsky, Togliatti, even
Stalin... Those times are long gone. Today’s communist representatives use Marxism
purely pragmatically; they take from it what suits them and replace the rest with any-
thing at all. So then, one is not even surprised when [Andrei] Gromyko?, in a ceremo-
nial address at this year’s [1984] celebration of the Great October Socialist Revolution,
declares: “We and our allies give categorical warning to those who are busy with plans
for the revision of history.” He forgot that plans of precisely this kind were at one
time Marxists’ programmatic starting-point, that they followed directly from Marx’s
first thesis on Feuerbach!®

% Ladislav Hrzal (born 1923), a Czech philosopher responsible for numerous attacks on alleged
deviations from Marxist-Leninist orthodoxy.

3 In the years from 1957 to 1985, Andrei Gromyko (1909-1989) was Minister of Foreign Affairs
of the Soviet Union.

4 Andrei Gromyko, “Cestou Rijna - cestou budovéni a miru,” Rudé prdvo, Nov. 7, 1984, pp. 6-7,
here 6.

% In this thesis, Marx criticizes Feuerbach for not grasping “the significance of ‘revolutionary,’
of ‘practical-critical,’ activity.” See Karl Marx, “Thesis on Feuerbach,” in Karl Marx and Friedrich
Engels, Collected Works, vol. 5: Marx and Engels, 1845-47 (New York: International Publishers,
1976), pp. 6-8.
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These are pragmatic politicians, we may say. But the same is true today of the prominent
professional Marxists who make a living from Marxism and feed the masses with it. Two
examples of Slovak provenance, in lieu of many others. Professor and Doctor of Sciences
Michal Pecho,® director of the Institute of Marxism at the University of Economics in
Bratislava, simply made his own “paraphrase” of a famous idea of Lenin’s, such that he
turned it upside down: he wrote in a newspaper that according to Lenin “politics cannot
have priority over economics.”” On the following day the editors had to apologise to
the reader - not for a typographical error (as might have been expected), but for the
author!® Professor and Doctor of Sciences Jozef Hrabina, head of the Department of
Ideological Work at the Party University in Bratislava, wrote in that same Pravda that
Marxist ideology “[...] has a key role in the development of socialism, since primarily
it depends on its effectiveness on how individuals, social groups, classes, nationalities
and nations will direct their activity.”® That is a directly and programmatically an-
ti-Marxist declaration, a declaration of the type for which Marxists at one time harshly
criticised the utopian socialists, radically distancing themselves from such opinions.
Literally, it is contrary to the fundamental meaning of Marxism to say that ideology
plays a key role in the development of socialism, that the direction of people’s activity
depends principally on its effectiveness. If anything is a typical Marxist premise, then
it is the premise that the base has priority over the superstructure, people’s material
life over ideology, material relations over their ideal depiction in people’s conscious-
ness. Therefore, according to Marxism, ideology can only play an auxiliary role in the
development of society, and the direction of people’s activity depends only secondarily
on its effectiveness. However, today’s professional Marxists from the official structure
can write anything at all and no one will bat an eyelid. In the above-mentioned article,
“Marxism and the Ecological Crisis,” I documented this fact in detail as regards their
attitude to the solution of the problems of ecology.

And let none of these prominent Marxists of ours try to defend themselves by claim-
ing that, after all, they are not dogmatists! Dogmatic thinking is not the same thing as
consistent thinking, not by a long shot: the first holds fast to the letter of doctrine, the
most recent edition of the collected writings of its officially recognised classics; the

6 Michal Pecho (1923-1993), a former member of the anti-Nazi resistance, was a Slovak politician
and Marxist party scholar. He was the first director of Slovak Television in the normalization era
(1970-1973). During the 1970s and 1980s he was mostly devoted to scholarly and pedagogical work
as a professor of scientific communism and director of the Institute of Marxism at the University
of Economics in Bratislava (1973-1988). See Biograficky lexikén Slovenska, vol. 7, O-Q (Martin:
Slovenska ndrodné kniznica - Narodny biograficky ustav, 2020), pp. 331-332. I am thankful to
Zdenék Doskocil for this reference.

7 Michal Pecho, “Redlny socializmus a krizy za socializmu,” Pravda, April 3, 1984, p. 4

8 The correct formulation, according to the editorial correction, would have “politics must have
priority over economics” (our emphasis). “Oprava,” Pravda, April 4, 1984, p. 2.

9 Jozef Hrabina, “Socialistické ideoldgia a socialisticky spdsob zivota,” Pravda, June 19, 1984, p. 4.
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second proceeds from the sense of this doctrine, from the logic of its postulates and
premises. Not to be a dogmatist is therefore not automatically a merit. Undogmatic
geniuses do indeed exist, but so do undogmatic idiots.

Dogmatic Marxism is tedious and vacuous. Not alone does it lack the spark of thought
from an author’s own head, but the mechanical grind and soulless application of quo-
tations from recognised authorities kills even the spark of thought that had emerged
from the heads of the latter. Today’s official Marxism, however, is twice as tedious
and vacuous because it has lost the very essence of any theoretical thinking whatever:
inconsistent thinking (if we still even call it thinking) will perhaps be tolerated in the
jolly beerhall community, but it is not permissible in theoretical reflection, in the philo-
sophical examination of a problem, in an analytical study.

Dogmatic Marxism was an end in itself; our present-day official Marxism’s end is
distinctively ideological, it serves a la these.”® Its essence was very precisely captured
by a third prominent Slovak Marxist, another Doctor of Sciences and, on top of that,
Academy member Viliam Plevza, when in a TV session about his Povstaleckd historia
[History of the Uprising] series he declared:" The historian’s task is to show that it had
to be as it was! He forgot to add that this is a task typical only of a “court” historian
and specifically of a “court” Marxist. Always, those have to prove and justify precisely
whatever the “castle” at that moment requires them to.

This Marxism, then, is by nature extremely uninteresting and unattractive. Granted,
its critics, proceeding from different basic principles, may say that this nature pertains
to Marxism as such, deriving from its very essence, because no other Marxism besides
the dogmatic and ideologically servile actually exists. In Marxism every attempt to
surpass these limitations has been harshly suppressed as an impermissible heresy,
as the most serious mortal sin for Marxists: revisionism. Under the sign of this sin,
the communist power has excommunicated and silenced all creative thinking and all
those spirit-sparking personalities who gave Marxism its charm of inventiveness and
novelty in the 1960s. And not only in Czechoslovakia: as a consequence of the forcible
suppression of the renewal process of 1968 (Machovec, Kosik, Priicha, and others) this
has occurred not only in the entire socialist camp (Lukécs, Schaff, and others), but also
in Western Europe and the world generally (Garaudy, Fischer, and others). According
to these critics, the creative Marxism of the 1960s was only an exceptional and trans-
itory wave of fashion, which deceived even such thinkers as Sartre, Marcuse, Fromm,

19 Didactically, to expound a pre-given theory.

' pouvstaleckd histéria was an eight-episode TV series about so the called Slovak National Up-
rising of 1944, made in Czechoslovakia in 1984, directed by Andrej Lettrich with a screenplay
by Jozef Bob and Viliam Plevza. Plevza (born 1934) was a former party historian who dealt with
the history of the revolutionary workers’ movement, the Communist Party, and the contempo-
rary political history of Czechoslovakia. He was also a personal friend and official historian of
Czechoslovak president Gustav Husak.
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and others.” To be coquettish with Marxism, to take inspiration from it, to adopt it
completely or in part, that might still pass as a mark of good form in their times; today,
however, it would be a miserable faux pas.

The most severe critics therefore say that contemporary Marxism is dead, hopelessly
obsolete, “out of date.” It has no creative personalities because on principle it cannot
have them: neither the dogmatic “interpreter” nor the ideological “servant” can become
a personality of this kind. By the nature of their activity such people are non-person-
alities, drudges. In this conception of things, even Kosik' was actually only an error
in Marxism, an intruder upon it, and quite rightly they erased him from it: he had no
business there. The legitimate heirs of Marxism are exclusively those “nameless fighters”
class commitment,” and “party spirit.” Here the critics of Marxism are

”u

for its “purity,
all too conspicuously in accord with the party’s ideological high command, which has
today'’s official Marxists under its administrative control.

To my mind, this is a sick conception. As I see it, Marxism in itself is neither a priori
dogmatic nor creative, neither a priori servile or critical, neither a priori ideologically
dependent or scientifically independent. For me, and in consonance with its theoret-
ical premises, Marxism is above all a certain methodological instrument for gaining
knowledge of reality, a certain mode of thinking, a certain type of categorisation and
hierarchisation of our approach to analysing a particular set of problems, familiarising
ourselves with them, posing questions, linking them together, and solving them.

Hence Marxism is not a system of knowledge of the world, which Marxists (or actually
only the Marxist classics) have attained. It is simply a system of rules of play, according
to which we think as Marxists; it is not some completed building of a certain type of
philosophical knowledge of the world, but only a set of tools and scaffolding which we
use to construct this building, and to reconstruct it, renovate and modernise.

Wherever there are somewhat complex rules of play (which make possible many
alternative approaches), the reality is that the game can also be messed up and lost, that
it may be played uninventively, stereotypically, in a puerile manner, and furthermore,
that some of the players will attempt to cheat. Normally, when such cases occur, we
blame the people who are playing, not the game itself or the rules. An instrument can
be used expertly, in masterly performances, and equally the work may be ruined with it
when handled by a dilettante, an incompetent. For the most part, how an instrument is
used depends not on itself but on the people using it. There are also the kinds of people
who crack walnuts with a computer. Is that the computer’s fault?

Granted, from the very beginning there were tendencies, which frequently even be-
came conspicuously prevalent, to convert Marxism from the methodological plane to

12 The 1960s essays of the philosophers mentioned were widely translated to Slovak and Czech.

13 Kusy is referring to Czech philosopher Karel Kosik (1926-2003), best known for his book Di-
alectics of the Concrete (Dordrecht: D. Reidel Publishing Company, 1976).
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the systemic plane: from a theory of how to think about the world, to make a theory of
what we should think about the world. Such tendencies seek to maximise the comfort
of thinking and to produce intellectual sterility. A philosophical doctrine systematised
in this way furnishes ready answers to any philosophical, human, or scientific problem.
The catch is that such answers are always abstractly general, merely banal, and bare of
content. If I take the fundamental Marxist thesis about the primacy of matter and the
secondary status of consciousness as a substantial statement about the world, it becomes
avacuous catchphrase, philosophically sterile and tedious, from which Ilearn nothing
new about the world. But when I work with this thesis as a methodological postulate of
a certain mode of thinking in solving certain problems which are philosophically and
humanly acute, then I can learn something new about the world.

Probably that was how Marx himself thought of his teaching when he wrote that
Hegel’s system was the last perfected philosophical system, and that philosophy could
no longer continue on this course after Hegel. But this has in no way inhibited many
of those who adhere to Marx and to Marxism from making repeated attempts at a total
systematisation of Marxism, as a kind of philosophical doctrine of the world in general.
And so, with a straight face, again and again, they instruct the nation about how matter
is eternal, how quantity proceeds to quality, how every base has its superstructure, and
how the set of these precepts forms the Marxist worldview, which is the sole scientific
viewpoint and represents a kind of catechism for the educated Marxist.

I agree with the critics that Marxism of this sort is genuinely dead, and still more: it
was a stillborn child when it first came into being, hence it never was living Marxism.
It was and is only a caricature of Marxism. Ideologists invented it for the needs of their
feeble-witted “Marxist education” of the nation, so as to prevent this nation from think-
ing independently. However, neither Marxism itself nor Marx himself is to be blamed
for this: it is merely a consequence of the fact that from Marxism a totalitarian power
has made a state ideology.

Admittedly, even a methodological conception of Marxism doesn’t guarantee creative
thinking. I can use a certain set of methodological postulates to analyse the problem,
to seek its possible solutions, to discover its pitfalls, thinking of the postulates as sup-
porting points in my adventure of knowing; however, I can also use them to “crack”
the problem, when its solution is “plain and simple” to me from the start, and then
I do not grope and seek, there is nothing I need to discover; I think of the postulates as
the bounding horizons of my knowledge, as the “knowledge labels” to which I simply
assign things and events. A Marxist for whom Marxism is a knowledge method of this
kind has no problems and “solves” everything very easily and simply by his application
procedure. Precisely for this purpose the term “application of Marxism” was introduced.
This term has become a favourite in the ideological lexicon, and it has helped to dis-
credit Marxism comprehensively. An application Marxist of this kind will briskly prove
to you that a cow urinates according to the laws of dialectics, that there cannot be an
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ecological crisis in socialism, and that in Afghanistan the rebels are representatives of
all that is old and dying,** in contrast to the government which represents what is new
and progressive, while in El Salvador the case is precisely the opposite.”® Such an “ap-
plication of Marxism” replaces analysis of the problem; it is its pseudo-solution, indeed
in many cases a blatantly dishonest and false solution. The ecological crisis is evident
in socialist countries, despite the proofs given by such Marxists that in socialism any
crises are out of the question. And even if the cow really does urinate according to the
laws of dialectics, what are such “philosophical demonstrations” good for?

So then, I take Marxism as an instrument of thinking, and I reject it as a substitute
for thinking, whether in systemic or application-oriented form. For me, this has funda-
mental implications related to tolerance. Every systemic form of Marxism in its essence
is intolerant; it cannot proceed except with a claim to being the “one and only correct”
doctrine. Equally, its application tends to be the “one and only correct” application.
But since I regard Marxism purely as an instrument of independent thinking, right
from the beginning I must admit the possibility of there being many modes of Marxist
thinking, a diversity of its procedures and findings. In the same spirit, I acknowledge
that different painters employ their painting requisites in varied ways and paint very
heterogeneous pictures: only plagiarists imitate already-used procedures and their
results. Hence although my Marxist mode of thinking cannot be tolerant of systemic
and application Marxism, because those are murderous towards any kind of thinking
whatever, nonetheless it must be essentially tolerant towards every other type of Marxist
and non-Marxist way of thinking. It acknowledges that those same instruments may be
used in another manner and that with their help one may reach different, alternative
results; and that there are also other instruments of thinking, different from mine,
which may be equally valid, even if they lead to different conclusions.

True, I have not yet answered the question as to why it is precisely Marxism that
I choose as the instrument of my thinking, when today it is so officialised, devitalised,
degraded. It is officialised, devitalised, and degraded only in the way that many works
of art may be, and yet this degradation does not affect the painter’s brush or the chisel
that the sculptor used. Michelangelo’s instruments could perhaps be perfectly well used
to produce monstrous statues of Stalin. Taken as an instrument of thinking, it seems
to me that Marxism is a good instrument, suitable for in-depth analysis, enabling suf-
ficient flexibility of thought and logically correct procedures, an instrument by which
one can grasp reality in all its essential links and contexts. I have learnt to work with
this instrument, it suits me, and therefore I use it. But it does not in any way follow

4 Kusy had in mind the Afghan Mujahideen who fought against Soviet troops after the Soviet
intervention in Afghanistan in December 1979.

15 Here Kusy is referring to the Salvadoran Civil War (1979-1992). The left-wing Farabundo Mart{
National Liberation Front (FMLN) fought against the (right-wing) government.
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from this that I would regard it as the most perfect of all instruments, or indeed the
most “scientific”: I merely think that it is sufficiently adapted to that kind of thinking
activity which I perform with its assistance.

In the present context I am not going to assess what belongs to a Marxism so con-
ceived and what does not - that would be a theme for a special study. I can only state
that in this form it is a kind of Marxism that is absolutely unacceptable for the official
“court” philosophers and ideologues, whose exclusive interest is in finding ready-made
precepts for the Marxist education of the masses and for convenient applications in
their activity. This instrumental Marxism is unsuitable for that, and for such people
it is therefore unusable: instead of readymade precepts, it offers only methodological
background for one’s own thinking. The fact that this thinking is Marxist cannot be
gathered from the repetition of thousandfold-regurgitated phrases and “one and only
correct” conclusions, but solely from the traces which the instruments used have left
in the given mode of thinking and in its results.

Such traces are always sufficiently clear to identify a Marxist without him having
to publicly declare and emphasize that he is a Marxist. Besides, to do this today in our
country is not especially attractive, rather the contrary. To be a Marxist in Czechoslov-
akia, and to be a Marxist outside the official structures and often even directly opposed
to them, is an extraordinarily thankless role. Only my own conscience, nothing more,
obliges me to avow it thus publicly.

Under these circumstances, many people in our country have renounced Marxism,
which need not surprise us. Many adhere to Marxism only covertly, from habit, and
they are rather ashamed of it, hence they prefer not to let the association be in any
way public. I know only a few people who profess to be Marxists even though they
are not obliged to. There’s an amusing story in circulation that one of them is Peter
Uhl. Allegedly, after his last release from jail, he was introduced at some meeting with
foreign journalists as the last living Marxist in Czechoslovakia. His only correction to
this was to say that he knew of one other Czechoslovak Marxist: Jaroslav Sabata, his
father-in-law.'®

Though I am not in that circle of relatives, I too profess myself one of this club. Tres
faciunt collegium,"” which in this case might mean that in Czechoslovakia Marxism
has not yet entirely died out.

Translated by John Minahane

16 Jaroslav Sabata (1927-2012) was a Czech political philosopher and politician. In 1968 he sup-
ported the Czechoslovak reform communist movement. Later he signed Charter 77 and was one
of its spokesmen. He was the father of Anna Sabatov4, later Petr Uhl's wife. Compare with the
interview with Anna Sabatov4 in the Czech issue of this volume (pp. 71-86) as well as with the
article on the Revolutionary Youth Movement by Matyas Kiizkovsky, Michael Poldk, and Ondfej
Slacalek, pp. 31-55.

17 Lat. “Three make an organization.”
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SOLIDARITY BEYOND
THE LIBERAL NARRATIVE

Michat Sierminski, Peknieta Solidarno$¢: Inteligencja opozycyjna a robotnicy
1964-1981 (Warsaw: Ksigzka i Prasa, 2020), 476 p. ISBN 9788366615922

Michat Sierminski’s Peknigta Solidarnos¢ (Ruptured Solidarity) is a thought-provoking
interpretation of dissident political philosophy in Poland, as well as an intervention
into the existing historiography of the state socialist period, especially the Solidarity
Revolution (1980-1981). The main claim of Sierminski’s work is that the 1980 revolution
in Poland was not the result of new political ideas developed by the opposition, which,
according to the author, underwent an evolution distancing it from the working class.
Rather, says the author, the revolution grew of the existing practices of the workers
themselves. How this intellectual evolution happened and why it mattered are central
to his arguments.

This book brings back the “whodunnit” debate that took place in the 1990s and concerns
whether intellectuals or workers were the driving force in the Solidarity movement.'
Sierminski is aware of this and refers frequently to sociologist Roman Laba, who had
at that time argued that the workers had played an essential role in the development
of the movement.? The book’s main line of argument, moreover, resembles Jan Sowa’s
Inna Rzeczpospolita jest mozliwa (A different republic is possible), somehow absent in
Sierminski’s bibliography, where Sowa portrayed Solidarity as a communist movement,
in which communism stood for the commons, a form of organization beyond private
or state property.®

The book opens unexpectedly with a prologue, an extended essay on the Russian rev-
olution. After a short introduction, the first chapter is devoted to March 1968 in Poland

! Jan Kubik, “Who Done It: Workers, Intellectuals, or Someone Else? Controversy over Solidarity’s
Origins and Social Composition,” Theory and Society 23(1994), no. 3, pp. 441-66.

2 Roman Laba, The Roots of Solidarity: A Political Sociology of Poland’s Working-Class Democ-
ratization (Princeton, N. J: Princeton University Press, 1991).

3 Jan Sowa, Inna Rzeczpospolita jest mozliwa!: widma przesztosci, wizje przyszlosci (Warsaw:
Grupa Wydawnicza Foksal, 2015).
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as a watershed event for the leftist dissenters (Kuron, Modzelewski, and Komandosi).
The second chapter shows the intellectual evolution of this group during the 1970s. The
third chapter provides a new interpretation of the 1970-1971 workers’ revolt in Poland.
The fourth chapter analyses how the conflict between intellectuals and workers played
out during the Solidarity Revolution.

The first protagonist of the book is the oppositional intelligentsia born out of re-
visionist Marxism. Throughout the book it is represented mostly by Jacek Kuron and
Adam Michnik, who, without a doubt because of their intellectual stature as well as
their position domestically and internationally, were key actors on that side. Their in-
tellectual evolution is followed very carefully, and the author’s remarks are usually
illustrated with long quoted passages. The content of the book weighs heavily towards
this group. The second protagonist is the working class, sometimes referred to, in various
forms, as “the proletariat.” This protagonist, however, remains nebulous. Although it had
“working class autonomy,” it is at times seen as a collective subject through actions or
attitudes (the author refers to contemporaneous opinion polls and sociological surveys)
and sometimes has spokesmen, like the 1981 Solidarity activist and self-management
advocate Zbigniew Marcin Kowalewski, who is an author of the book’s afterword.

My first criticism is that, for a book of such considerable size, only around three
pages (57-59) serve as an actual introduction, where the author describes the work’s
structure, writes what he wants to achieve in its respective chapters, and introduces
his methods and approach.

In the first chapter, Sierminski seeks to deconstruct the intelligentsia’s myths about
March 1968. During 1968, the Polish state-socialist authorities reacted to the student
protests with repression and an anti-Semitic propaganda campaign under the cover of
anti-Zionism, combined with purges in the state administration, Communist party and
other institutions. However, he seems unable to go beyond them and offer an alternative
reading of the events. He interestingly relates the discussion among intellectuals-par-
ticipants as to whether and why ordinary people bought into the official anti-Semitic
propaganda and did not support the students. But he then himself engages in this very
same dispute, exactly in the terms proposed by the events’ participants (92-108). In order
to prove that the Polish working class did not turn into a “[...] spontaneous anti-Semitic
subject [...]” (106) he cites cases in which the workers showed solidarity with the stu-
dents. Sierminski looks for a clear resolution, but workers behaved variously during the
events of March 1968. Is there really a need to establish a unity of interests between
students and workers? The events Sierminski recalls, where the workers supported the
students, did indeed occur. Other groups of workers, however, saw the students’ protests
as not being their fight, and the propaganda campaign promising, for example, more
equitable rules for university admissions, was in fact viewed favorably. Others tried to
advance their own agendas in the confused situation created by the demonstrations,
aggressive anti-Jewish propaganda campaign, and purges in the elite.
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The evolution traced in chapter two is in fact the “great turn” (wielki zwrot) from
anti-bureaucratic socialism to liberalism, human rights, and national tradition analyzed
in Dariusz Gawin’s 2013 book, which Sierminski refers to.* While Gawin describes
this turn as a process of intellectual maturing and of finding a more inclusive formula,
Sierminski sees this process, caused by disappointment with the people due to the
March 1968 experiences, as detachment from Marxism and from the interests of the
working class. He summarizes this turn as follows:

[...] in the mid-1960s the conflict between the working class and party-state bur-
eaucracy stood in the center of the left’s political imagination. Several years later
in the same place the antagonism between the Polish nation and the ‘totalitarian’
system appeared” (178).

In the third chapter, the author attempts to question the role of the events of 1976, when
organized dissident groups emerged, as the source of popular protest in Poland. In-
stead, he points to the year 1970, when the workers’ uprising in Northern Poland forced
Wiadystaw Gomutka to resign and the new First Secretary Edward Gierek to adjust his
policies. During 1970, the conjunction of sit-down strikes (factory occupation), intra-com-
pany committees, and the demand to form an independent labor union, Sierminski
shows, transformed the working class into an autonomous power. In this telling of the
1970 revolt, its more violent elements (street fights, dead victims) somehow disappear.
Sierminski is very often a historian in this book, as when in chapter four he confronts
Kuroni's claims that the working class was not interested in economic self-management,
using opinion polls from the time which showed otherwise (305-315). Yet in chapter
three, he seems to be too little of a historian to say anything new about the working
class in 1970. Instead, he gives ample evidence of the dissidents’ lack of understanding
of what was happening in Gdansk and other cities. Surprisingly, since he is usually
identified with the sphere of high culture and intellectual critique of socialism, it was
the editor of the Polish émigré magazine Kultura, Jerzy Giedroy¢, who understood that
the workers’ question was crucial to gaining concessions from the party-state (185-195).

During the course of the Solidarity Revolution, Sierminski demonstrates that events
were being driven by intuitive practices of the working class, based on experiences
from a decade earlier, with intellectuals attempting to block the more radical demands
(235-269). Kuron and Michnik, as the author shows, saw the workers’ protest through
the lens of their concepts of civil society and cautious evolution, in which modera-
tion and negotiation with the state were seen as a sign of maturity. In this chapter,
I especially enjoyed Sierminski’s analysis of Jacek Kuront’s interview from 1981, which

4 Dariusz Gawin, Wielki zwrot: ewolucja lewicy i odrodzenie idei spoleczeristwa obywatelskiego
1956-1976, (Krakow: Spoleczny Instytut Wydawniczy Znak, 2013).
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expertly highlights Sierminski’s points (281-290). In the book’s conclusion, the author
comes back to setting the intelligentsia (national-civic) against a popular (workers’)
understanding of Solidarity. Again, both positions are expressed by Adam Michnik, and
this perspective, despite the polemical intention of going beyond his interpretations of
the events in which the intellectuals played the major role in Polish postwar history,
looms large and hinders the formulation of a persuasive alternative.

In summary, when it comes to the polemics with Kuron’s and Michnik’s intellectual
evolution, the book is a strong contribution to the critique of dissident political philo-
sophy. The project of a more inclusive history of protest under state socialism, however,

remains less convincing.
Jakub Szumski
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DE-SUTURING REVOLUTION

Jana Ndiaye Berankova, Michael Hauser, and Nick Nesbitt, eds., Revolutions for
the Future: May ‘68 and the Prague Spring (Lyon: Suture Press, 2020), 324 p.
ISBN: 9782956905615

Revolutions for the Future: May ‘68 and the Prague Spring, edited by Jana Ndiaye Ber-
dnkovd, Michael Hauser, and Nick Nesbitt, is a beautifully designed book published by
Suture Press. Based in Lyon, Suture Press is an independent publishing house which,
apart from Revolutions for the Future, has also published a book of interviews with
Alain Badiou as well as a book about the work of Senegalese artist Cheikh Ndiaye. They
announce their publishing activities as “mnemonic tools,” supporting the activities of
the Prague Axiomatic Circle, which is an international collective of scholars based in
Prague dedicated to exploring the legacy of Alain Badiou’s oeuvre. Revolutions for the
Future is the outcome of the 2017 conference “1968-1989: Paris-Prague,” and it was
sponsored by the Institute of Philosophy of the Czech Academy of Sciences, which does
not share the Badiouist line the Prague Axiomatic Circle follows.

The very first page of the preface defines 1968 as an event which corresponds both
to Badiou’s understanding of it as a radical, unforeseen change, here defined as a “re-
structuration of the norms of social being,” as well as to Jacques Ranciére’s definition,
formulated in more general terms, of the event as “that which calls into question the
way in which things happen [...] on the political stage.” Ranciere’s lecture, from where
this quote is taken, opens the volume.

This is followed by an article on Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari’s conceptual-
ization of the 1968 event (Vincent Jacques); a commentary on Lacan’s cryptic remark
on the student uprising in 1968 (Etienne Balibar); a discussion of Alain Badiou’s early
writings on the critique of suture and the ways this can help us to delineate his theory
as a political concept “prohibiting any notion of totality” (Jana Ndiaye Berankovd); an
exhaustive study of Badiou’s model theory proposing to overcome the difficulties of
subjective political thought by combining it with objectless “axiomatic mathematics”
(Reza Naderi, p. 117). The dilemma for Reza Naderi, that “it is very hard to imagine a
politics without being objective,” is theoretically linked to Sylvain Lazarus’ interven-
tion regarding the interiority of politics, which is “thinking of politics” rather than
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demonstrating its objective merits; the politics of interiority and subjectivity, which
Nedari summarizes as a theoretical position “where politics itself is unnameable” (p. 94).
This is politics emancipated from the classic party line, including the party line of the
Marxist-Leninist tendencies as well. The next chapter sets about discussing the Marx-
ian origins of Badiouist thought, introducing the thesis of Capital that capitalism is
the “immense collection of commodities” as axiomatic, meaning that it is not a thesis
subject to proof or a deduction, but merely a given, and as such it is a subjective pre-
scription (Nick Nesbitt, pp. 128-129).

As Berdnkova rightly states, this project of philosophical unstitching requires a con-
tinuous engagement with “the void,” or, as she writes, to suture one’s system to incon-
sistent and inexhaustible multiplicities of being (p. 88). The 1968 event, both in Paris
and Prague, was also a political site of multiple contradictions and strong antagonisms
requiring new sets of theoretical tools to engage with its historical legacy and political
effect. What kind of “caesura in thought” (p. 95) has 1968 caused, and in what way can
contemporary French theory help us in engaging with it? The common thread running
through the different theoretical models presented in the book is the de-suturing of
the existing discourses of the events and the introduction of a new narrative of 1968,
beyond the purely sociological understanding. This should be done, as the editors in
the introduction note, with fidelity to Louis Althusser’s formula that “without theory, no
revolutionary action.” In the domain of abstract political forms, the book meticulously
engages with the outstanding narratives of revolutionary theory, but when it comes
to its historical argumentation of the 1968 event, the theory seems to lag behind. The
book gives the impression that there is a bar between theory and history, similar to the
bar that Balibar describes when presenting Lacan’s four discourses: a fence removing
history from theoretical representation, driving it away onto another scene, making
it largely inaccessible, or invisible, to the political thought of speculative abstraction.
This is especially evident in the way the publication is structured: the first, theoretical
part, uniting, in its depth, Paris and Prague, and the second, historical part, mostly
relating to Prague, local examples and their failures of socialisms. One axiomatic, the
other empirical.

Petr Kuzel’s long article in the second, historical, section about workers’ councils,
refers to theory only passingly, specifically to Ranciere’s division between police and
politics, which could be extracted to the same effect from many other systems of polit-
ical philosophy. Kuzel’s aim in the text is “to present historical facts hoping that it will
create a crucial point of departure for subsequent theoretical analysis.” He does that
rewardingly, making clear that the Prague Spring was more the result of organizing
workers’ councils rather than abstract demands for liberalization, freedom of speech, and
humanist socialism. The workers’ councils in 1968, with up to 900,000 members, were
a developed labour force in Czechoslovakia, which was marching towards “organizing
councils horizontally - to create a network of relationships between the councils themselves
and to create some form of standing body that could represent the councils” (p. 187).
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This action program, as it was called, was the full political demand of workers to make
national their demands for self-managed socialism, which they were hoping to see rati-
fied at the XIV Communist Party Congress, in the event interrupted by the Warsaw Pact
invasion of Czechoslovakia in August 1968. In a way, one could say that the Soviet Union
intervened in Czechoslovakia to suppress a union of soviets (councils). KuZel’s narra-
tive, based on official documents, gives us a very complicated picture of class struggle
within the socialist state: between workers’ councils and unions, between managerial
workers’ councils and political workers’ councils, all leading to the conclusion that the
emancipatory politics of equality in 1968 happened within the state apparatuses, thus
having a lasting historical effect (p. 193). I hesitate to agree with this conclusion regarding
the primacy of the political struggles waged within the state, but it is empowering to
read a narrative of a political mass movement where it is the workers, not students and
intellectuals, playing center stage in history.

Jan Kober’s contribution extends this argument even further by showing the role of
the official socialist lawmakers” involvement in reforming the legal codes in order to
create concrete conditions for the “full assertion of personality” in socialism, which
was seen as the precondition of socialist self-management (p. 203). This meant that
it was necessary not only “to radically transform the content of the law, but also its
organization and overall system” (p. 209), which is the very form of the law. In Czecho-
slovakia, these reforms had already begun in 1961 by slowly abandoning Roman Law,
based on the legal dualism of “private” and “public” law, and paving the way for the
new socialist law: one that would erase the boundary between the state and people’s
organization and thus create the conditions for the “self-government of the society”
(p- 204). We need more of these studies. They could help us down the road to better
understand the post-socialist legal revisionisms that happened through the abolition
of the 1960s progressive reforms and going back to pre-1948, that is, the pre-socialist
system of law, which was presented as non-ideological and natural - in other words,
as the capitalist and the bourgeois system of law.

Jan Mervart’s contribution looks at the Association of the Left, a tiny ultra-left orga-
nization led by charismatic philosopher and writer Egon Bondy, which challenged the
official self-management socialist reforms arising out of the Chinese Cultural Revolution,
the New Left, and Trotskyist perspectives. Bondy was especially vocal in criticizing
the regression of self-management into technocratic management, defending the idea,
at moments, “that a return to Buddha could revive Marxist philosophy” (p. 269). The
bureaucratization of self-management is a leitmotif in several articles in the volume,
often comparing it with Yugoslav self-management, which is presented as an official
and rigidified application of self-management socialism within the state. Katarzyna
Bielinska is most explicit in her proposition, arguing that in Yugoslavia “mainstream
Marxism-Leninism played the role of the ideology of the bureaucracy, justifying its
rule,” which she speculatively contrasts to abstract opposition described as “Marxist
Humanism” (p. 285).
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In Yugoslavia, the main promoters of Marxist humanism were the Praxis philos-
ophers, dissidents who in 1989 “rapidly transformed into legitimizing discourse of a
new regime” (p. 303). The quote is taken from Joseph Grim Feinberg’s postscript to the
volume, a strong denunciation of dissident ideology as an existential, individualistic,
and moralistic renewal of bourgeois norms. In his reading of Czechoslovak dissidents,
Feinberg suggests that 1989 was the fulfillment of their demands for a civil society,
democracy, human rights, freedom of speech, and individual freedom, yet all these
demands avoided the main social and economical issues related to workers, state, and
self-management. If the August 1968 invasion did not manage to completely uproot the
autonomy of workers’ councils and their subjectivity, then the dissident revolution of
1989 accomplished what the invasion did not. The dissident ideologies accomplished
this by shifting the focus of politics from the workers to the intellectuals, and changed
the meaning of solidarity by focusing “increasingly on supporting one another” (p. 309);
that is to say, supporting their own class. As a result, the dissident revolution “fought for
simple, widely accepted goals like the rule of law and respect for civil rights” (p. 310).

Now, when all the economic structures of workers’ councils, unions, and any form
of workers’ solidarity have been destroyed, the only thing left for us are the subjec-
tive traits of these mass emancipatory movements. Subjectivity, or a revolutionary
subject, which had been a watchword of the Hegelian Marxists of the 1960s, Feinberg
writes, has “faded from dissident discourse” (p. 308). One way to record this politi-
cal subjectivity is through experimental practices, especially through experimental
practices of art, poetry, film, music, theatre, which the Czechoslovakia of the sixties
and the seventies had in abundance. Apart from the analysis of Egon Bondy, the book
unfortunately does not deal with these examples. One would like to read a chapter on
the Dziga Vertov Group (Jean-Luc Godard and Jean-Pierre Gorin) film Pravda made
in 1970 in Czechoslovakia. This experimental essay-film gives a different picture of
the post-1968 contradictions, portraying the socialist state contradictions within the
global capitalist contradictions through a subjective disjunction of words and images,
truth and representation, theory and practice. This artistic rendering of political truth
could help us to suture the book’s scattered subjects of Badiou, Paris, the avant-garde,
self-management, technology, state socialism, democracy, capitalism, and dissidents
into one complex form overdetermined by contradictions.

Sezgin Boynik
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ON A DISCUSSION ABOUT RACKETS
THAT WAS NOT HEARD BUT SHOULD BE

Thorsten Fuchshuber, Rackets. Kritische Theorie der Bandenherrschaft (Freiburg im
Breisgau: ¢a ira, 2019), 672 p. ISBN 9783862591459

DENNIS: You're fooling yourself. We're living in a dictatorship. |[...]

A self-perpetuating autocracy in which the working classes...
WOMAN: Oh there you go, bringing class into it again.
DENNIS: That’s what it’s all about if only people would...

Monty Python and the Holy Grail, Scene 3!

I

In this scene from their take on the legend of the holy grail in which King Arthur stumbles
upon a medieval anarcho-syndicalist commune which schools the baffled sovereign on
the fragility of his legitimacy, while still having internal debates, the British comedians
ingeniously mock the many discussions on the left (which they obviously knew quite
well) on the question of class in the 20" century.

If not reified by official Marxism-Leninism, for which the notion of class was more a
propaganda phrase than anything else, insecurity and attempts to gloss over this inse-
curity prevailed. Class was something that was brought “into it again” when attempts
towards a critique of society were discussed, but at the same time the unwillingness or
inability of the actual proletariat to act according to its supposed role as revolutionary
subject could not entirely be ignored. This transformed the notion of class from a means
toward understanding modern society and sharpening its critique into a shibboleth
to demonstrate one’s correct, revolutionary political stance. In turn, this hollowness
of the notion was of course noticed, leading to the rather irritated moan by (not only)
Monty Python’s nameless woman who had heard the same sermon time and again.

! Monty Python and the Holy Grail script (online at montycasinos.com/montypython/grailmmil.
php.html [accessed April 15, 2021]).

193



Florian Ruttner

Even the most advanced of the endeavors in the first half of the century to retain
Marx’s critique of society by renewing it did not dare to scratch the halo of class and
kept their teleological optimism that, one way or another, the proletariat would act as
the subject-object of history, becoming the last class and abolishing domination and
exploitation forever. For the early Georg Lukécs, the proletariat should be able, thanks
to its position at the levers of production, to lift the veil of the fetishizations of the com-
modity form. And even for Karl Korsch, who tried to apply Marx’s critical materialism
on Marx’s critique itself, thereby keeping the latter up to date, never posed the question
as to what repercussions the changes in society have had on the notion of class.

This has made inquiries into this subject (and a more pessimistic assessment of the
situation, as were formulated by the Frankfurt Institute of Social Research around Max
Horkheimer, Theodor W. Adorno, Leo Léwenthal, and Friedrich Pollock) a béte noire
for most theoreticians. Their work, especially Horkheimer and Adorno’s Dialectics of
Enlightenment, is often considered as a turning point at which this current abandoned
Marxism, started to ignore the questions of class and class struggle, and shifted their
philosophy to a more abstract, more anthropological level. Perhaps the most pointed
expression of this charge was Lukécs’s famous condemnation of the group of critical
theoreticians as dwelling in the “Grand Hotel Abyss,” relishing in an aesthetic cultural
pessimism and in the decadent joys of a declining society while ignoring social struggles.

It is not the least merit of Fuchshuber’s book that it rectifies this perception by revis-
iting and reconstructing Critical Theory’s attempt to formulate a theory of the rule of
rackets. The word “racket,” most probably originating in the ganglands of cities in the
USA around 1900, simply designates a gang or a close-knit group of criminals, mainly
blackmailers. Closely connected to the world of “mafia,” these groups are Janus-faced:
on the one hand, they are agents of physical violence and force, while, on the other,
they fulfil a social and charitable function, forming the notorious “family.” To get an
impression of the meaning of “racket,” it is perhaps a good idea to think of all the movies
and series this constellation has spawned.

Of course, the Institute’s deliberations on the topic dig deeper, while taking up these
developments. In a nutshell, the concept of the racket reflects what happens to class
relations and to liberal bourgeois society, whose mode of domination is an abstract one
that does not depend on direct personal rule, when all elements of social mediation
like law, the free market, or even the psychological ego and its reflective thought lose
their function, and with this, the mode of domination is re-personalized and direct
violence re-emerges. This theory of the racket has always, as Fuchshuber points out,
been conceptualized as a “contribution to a contemporaneous theory of class, as cri-
tique of class.” (27) Quoting Gunzelin Schmid Noerr, he describes Horkheimer’s goal
to “twist himself free of the myth of the revolutionary subject, without falling behind a

2 As Fuchshuber’s book is only available in German, all translations are mine, FR.
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critique of political economy into an illusionary critique of culture” (27). As a finalized
version of this theory never saw the light of day, Fuchshuber takes up the task of col-
lecting the bits and pieces and fragments that can be found all over the work of Critical
Theory’s main protagonists, as well as in the archives, to put them into context and to
review them critically, resulting in a contribution towards a critique of class theory in
post-liberal society.

In recent times, the diagnosis of a crisis of the rule of law and of liberal state insti-
tutions has rekindled an interest in this analysis. For example, the renowned scholar
of the history of Critical Theory, Martin Jay, underscored in an interview on the ex-
iled Institute for Social Research the importance of the rediscovery of the notion of
the racket: “Only recently acknowledged, their suggestive, but ultimately abandoned
conceptualization of ‘racket society’ as a model to explain the rise of fascism should
also be mentioned.” In the same interview, he also referred to Fuchshuber’s book and
the potential of the racket relation for the analysis of present-day developments: “In
Germany, a massive new book by Thorsten Fuchshuber [...] is devoted to their analysis,
and I tried to apply some of its lessons to our current situation in a piece this past April
called ‘Trump, Scorsese and the Frankfurt School’s Theory of Racket Society,’ in the Los
Angeles Review of Books.”® Before scrutinizing Jay’s attempts to apply these lessons, a
discussion of the book’s content is necessary.

II

Fuchshuber distinguishes in his project two distinct but connected approaches to the
theory of the racket: an historical one (the development of the discussions on the topic)
and a more systematic one (what the elements of the theory are, how they are connected,
where possible flaws can be criticized).

He begins the historical part of his work by reviewing the prehistory of the notion
of the racket in the first third of the 20" century in the USA. These discussions formed
the background of the Institute-in-Exile’s attempts to conceptualize contemporaneous
social relations. Fuchshuber underscores that, in these discussions, two strands could
be distinguished: one aiming at the monopolization of capital and the establishment of
networks within trusts, the other aiming at trade unions, which resorted to non-legal
means in class struggle and thereby became entangled in the criminal underworld.

But these American discussions were only one of the sources of Critical Theory’s dis-
cussion of rackets. In his following chapter, Fuchshuber traces elements of this discussion
further back still, especially focusing on the experiences of members of the Institute at
the end of the First World War and during the Weimar Republic. The author empha-
sizes how Horkheimer, in his early belletristic work, which mainly describes situations

3 The National WWII Museum New Orleans, “Critical Theory, the Institute for Social Research, and
American Exile: An Interview with Martin Jay, PhD,” Dec. 11, 2020 (online at nationalww2muse-
um.org/war/articles/social-research-american-exile-martin-jay-phd [accessed June 17, 2021]).
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during the end of the war, already points to central themes of the later racket theory:
the growing impotence of the individual against collectives which is enhanced by the
disappearance of an - at least partial - social sphere and the drive to directly identify
with state and nation, as well as antisemitism. Fuchshuber also points out the role of
the German Freikorps, nationalist militias who were on the one hand allied to the social
democrat government to repress worker’s unrest but on the other gave rise to a wave of
terrorism and extra-legal violence against the new republic, which can be taken as the
first rackets that the Institute encountered. Their contribution to the destabilization of
the republic and the rise of Nazism cannot be underestimated. At the same time, early
studies in the social psychology of the working class, starting at the beginning of the
1930s, showed that some of the ideological elements of authoritarianism, like the iden-
tification with the nation or a glorification of sacrifice, were not limited to traditionally
bourgeois circles. The institute, by then already in exile in New York, tried to analyze
the reasons - psychological as well as economic - for the sweeping success of Nazism.
Fuchshuber also follows these discussions, especially the well-known dispute between
Franz Neumann and Friedrich Pollock whether or to which degree national socialism
can be considered to be a capitalist social formation. Unlike other studies, this book
underscores the common ground of both attempts and that one of the results was the
realization of the need for a comprehensive critique of society. This critique, in Hork-
heimer’s mind, should be a collaborative study which focuses on a theory of rackets.
Given the widespread interpretation of the “anthropological turn” of Critical Theory,
Fuchshuber underscores that much of what was later to be known as the Dialectics of
Enlightenment had been studies that should be completed by economic aspects of the
development. Summing up one of Horkheimer’s letters to Adorno, Fuchshuber explains:

That he [Horkheimer] wants to conceptualize a ‘sociology of the racket’ and that
he understands this as a study in economy, gives a first impression of the fact that
Horkheimer grasps the theory of the racket in the first place as a sociology of class
relations which has to reflect the changed relations within the classes themselves
as well as the mode of socialization beyond the abolished instances of mediation;
a task with which he does not want to burden only Adorno and himself. (223)

The central chapter on the history of the theory of rackets is dedicated to the drafting
process of this research project and its failure. In a detailed discussion of hitherto un-
published drafts and memos on this project, Fuchshuber can show how deeply indebted
these theoretical attempts are to Marx’s critique of political economy. Firstly, in the
sense that the question of the role of the proletariat is posed again:

It becomes clear that the perspective of the research questions formulated [in
these drafts] aim towards a how and why of the supposed increasing integration
of the proletariat into the society of the value-form under the aspect of its change
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due to centralization, concentration, and finally monopolization of the capitalist
mode of production. (230)

But perhaps more importantly, Fuchshuber also emphasizes that this project was in-
tended as a social critique, as opposed to formal sociology. He can show how important
it was in the endeavors of Horkheimer and his collaborators to also include a critique
of sociological theories of elites 4 la Vilfredo Pareto or Robert Michels, which see the
formation of rackets or elites as a superhistorical fact, as an “iron law of oligarchy” (244).
Rackets are not seen as an external force corrupting liberal society, but as stemming
from it. Connected to this, the drafts also show attempts to explore the possibility of
“anti-rackets”: organizations that can resist the trend towards the racket. “Counted
towards this intransigent opposition are, according to the notes, for example, the an-
archo-syndicalist trade union the Industrial Workers of the World (IWW), a not more
clearly defined Russian opposition and even the SPD [the German Social Democrats].”
(245) Given the rest of the notes, the authors must have had a very special current within
the SPD in mind in order to add them to this opposition, as they highlight the form of
the council as one of the possibilities to resists the rackets, while the majority of the
SPD in power suppressed and disenfranchised the more autonomous expressions of
the council movement during the revolution of 1918.

A direct quote from the draft shows what liberating potential the Institute saw in
the councils:

The councils as the only institution so far known to dispose of the rackets and
prevent their regeneration. Democracy = a society without rackets, without a ruling
class, and hence equal opportunity [English in the original] for every human being.
When there are rackets, democracy becomes a mere illusion, because they enforce
a privileged, that is ruling, class and therefore exclude equal opportunity. (246)

Also in the Spanish Civil War, obviously in the anarcho-syndicalist and left socialist
movement, “real forms of an anti-racket, not only in politics, but also in the arts etc.”
(251) are, a bit cryptically, detected by the authors.

However, the drafted project never came to fruition. Fuchshuber describes the rea-
sons for its failure, saying that, on the one hand, due to doubts about the whole thrust
of the project, some of the intended authors, like Henryk Grossmann, did not deliver
their contributions while, on the other, the main drivers of the theory, Horkheimer
and Adorno, started to consider a theory of antisemitism the more urgent task, given
that Europe was then becoming engulfed by barbarism at a new level. This endeavor
resulted most obviously in the Elements of Antisemitism as a central part of their col-
lective work, Dialectics of Enlightenment. It is noteworthy, however, that other parts of
this book were already drafted while they were still working on their theory of rackets,
showing how closely connected these strands of thought were.
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After recounting the history of the development of the theory of rackets, Fuchshuber
turns to the attempt at connecting the different parts of the theoretical fragments. From
the outset, he claims that this systematic reconstruction is not identical to Critical
Theory’s take on the subject, but rather amplifies it. He identifies four aspects under
which the material is scrutinized: the relation of racket theory to the critique of political
economy, its significance for a theory of the subject within a racket, its significance for
a critique of law and the state, and for a critique of antisemitism.

At first, Fuchshuber discusses the thesis that, due to the progressive concentration
of capital, the role of the market and individuals on the market changes. The market,
in classical liberalism, understood as an instance of mediation, loses this function
tendentially, individuals have to realize their powerlessness, and rackets emerge. This
does not mean that liberal society is glorified in hindsight or that Marx’s critique can
be considered obsolete:

It is not the pivotal question whether the categories of a critique of political eco-
nomy are still valid, but asking for the consequences for the theory and practice
of social critique, when bourgeois society loses, as part of its self-suspension, all
its emancipatory elements, all moments that could transcend. (320)

In this context, however, Fuchshuber criticizes what he sees as a certain Leninism of
Horkheimer’s, who did not develop a clearer theory of the relation of economic and
political form, as the different means this economic tendency expresses itself in dif-
ferent countries are not discussed.

One of the most pivotal points is the discussion of Horkheimer’s interpretation of
the part that is called in some English translations of Marx’s Capital “primitive accu-
mulation.” He points out that the actual thrust of it gets lost if the full German title

” o«

is ignored: “Die sogenannte urspriingliche Akkumulation,” “the so-called primitive
accumulation.” Marx not only describes here the bloody genesis of capital relations by
the dissolution of feudal ties, with his appellation of the phenomenon he also mocks
the liberal illusion that, after some violence at the beginning, the course of capital
accumulation is smooth and can renounce all violence. As rackets are characterized

as perpetrators of violence, Horkheimer takes up this Marxian notion and emphasizes

this critique, polemically formulated by Marx, of the [psychological] suppression
of violence as an act of suppression which is constitutive for bourgeois society

4 E.g., Karl Marx, Capital, (online at marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1867-c1/ch26.htm [accessed
April 24, 2021]). Other translations do not omit the adjective “so-called,” e. g., Karl Marx, Capital:
A Critique of Political Economy (London: Penguin Classics, 1990), p. 871.
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[...] and wants to retain, systematically and not only polemically, the notion of
the ‘primitive accumulation’ as central for the analysis of capital relation. (330)

This way, violence may be explained as an integral element in the process of capital
accumulation. While sublimated as long as capital accumulates without problems in
metaphorical fair weather, during crises of capital accumulation, violence comes again
to the fore, this time in a modernized form. As society is still not rationally organized,
it is still prehistory and archaic moments emerge.

These changes in the social structure also congeal in the psyche of the individual in
form of the experience of being interchangeable and virtually superfluous, resulting in
conformism and the internalization of authority:

More precisely, the ego retains those qualities which enable the individual to con-
form dominating (irrational) rationality and reduce it to absolute functionality [...].
This regressive ego molds the social monad to an unconditional, flexible subject
without subject (Adorno), turns it into a manager of itself. (385)

At the same time, the suffering that comes along with the permanent molding process
is projected in an act of authoritarian rebellion as hate towards outgroups.

Before Fuchshuber discusses this projection in its most toxic form, antisemitism, he
revisits the changing function of law and sovereignty in the racket society. Conforming
to Franz Neumann'’s observation on the change of the function of law in modern society,
Horkheimer notes a decline in the mediating role and the relative autonomy of law:

The limited, formal and negative generality of law under liberalism not only makes
possible capitalistic calculability but also guarantees a minimum of liberty, since
formal liberty has two aspects and makes available at least legal chances to the
weak. [...]| Under monopolistic capitalism, private property in the means of produc-
tion as the characteristic institution of the entire bourgeois epoch, is preserved,
but general law and contract disappear and are replaced by individual measures
on the part of the sovereign.®

This begs the question of what this means for the role of the sovereign.

While Neumann finds an answer to Nazism by seeing this social formation as a
Behemoth, a non-state and, in this sense, a society of rackets par excellence (leaving
open however the question of what kept this formation together), Fuchshuber again

5 Franz Neumann, “The Change in the Function of Law in Modern Society,” in The Democratic
and the Authoritarian State. Essays in Political and Legal Theory (New York: Free Press, 1964),
pp- 22-68, here 66.
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finds fault with Horkheimer’s pure economic approach that, in its generality, lacks the
power to differentiate between different sovereigns:

But the similarities and differences of the National Socialist order, of ‘integral’ Soviet
statism and the democracy of the New Deal are never determined and developed
by Horkheimer and his collaborators. Thus, it is never clearly discerned whether
the process analyzed by the theory of rackets in the case of a concrete society
indeed terminates in the dissolution of sovereignty, as in the case of National
Socialism, or whether it is retained, this social tendency notwithstanding. (471)

Fuchshuber continues his argument by stating that the main force that keeps the cent-
rifugal society of rackets together is antisemitism, even if the

nexus of antisemitism and racket is inevitable. However, a moment similar to
pathological paranoia is essential to antisemitism. This moment is strengthened
and radicalized by the racket society’s basic structure, which is paranoid as well:
devoid of all instances of mediation, it only knows of the opposition of in and out,
a not at all qualified determinant of friend and enemy. (477)

But, while the victim may be interchangeable in the sense that antisemitism has more
to do with the psychological needs of the antisemite and his or her projections on the
object of his hate, which can also be attached to another object, for example, Freemasons
or Gypsies, in order to form a racket, Fuchshuber notes that historically in Nazism and
currently in the Islamic Republic of Iran, as he adds® antisemitism not only unifies the
racket, but enables it to gain political unity and a new political quality.

This systematic reconstruction of the theory of the racket is followed by a discussion
of its place within a critical theory of society. For Fuchshuber, it is an attempt to con-

61t is lamentable, that Fuchshuber does not elaborate this point in his book in greater detail.
While discussions of Putin’s Russia and Somalia at the end of the book attempt to concretize the
categories of racket theory, the Islamic Republic of Iran is only mentioned incidentally. Some
hints on the differences between non-statal rackets and a racket state in a comparison of the
Islamic State with the Islamic Republic of Iran can be found in his article (in German). See
Thorsten Fuchshuber, “Im permanenten Ausnahmezustand,” Jungle World, Jan. 7, 2016 (online at
jungle.world/artikel/2016/01/im-permanenten-ausnahmezustand [accessed June 17, 2021]). For
a discussion of this issue in English see the article on rackets in the SAGE Handbook: Gerhard
Scheit, “Rackets,” in Beverly Best, Werner Bonefeld and Chris O’Kane (eds.): The SAGE Handbook
of Frankfurt School Critical Theory (London: SAGE Publications, 2018), pp 1551-1566, here 1561.
A more detailed analysis of the role of antisemitism within the Iranian regime can be found in
Stephan Grigat, “Adorno and Iran: Critical Theory and Islamic Antisemitism,” in fathom Autumn
2020 (online at fathomjournal.org/fathom-long-read-adorno-and-iran-critical-theory-and-islam-
ic-antisemitism [accessed June 17, 2021]).
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ceptualize the post-liberal society, which retains the hope that naming the misery helps
to overcome it. The author also discusses the reasons why, after the Second World War,
the theory of rackets faded into obscurity. With the end of Nazism and Stalinism and
the formation of the Western and Eastern Blocs, Critical Theory developed a thesis of
the administered world which conceptualizes a less barbaric post-liberal society while
still containing elements of the older theory, such as the internalization of authority. In
this context it is noteworthy that the first book that again took up Critical Theory’s idea
of the racket, Wolfgang Pohrt’s Brothers in Crime,” was published in the 1990s, and can
be seen as a reaction to the changed situation which brought the social contradictions,
muzzled or, atleast in parts of the world, muffled during the Cold War, into motion again.

v

This very condensed and yet lengthy synopsis might be doing an injustice to many
aspects of the book, as these would merit a closer discussion, but the fact that it is
surely the most comprehensive publication on this topic which heretofore has only
been available in German make this lengthy account seem appropriate, especially
since, as noted above, recent attempts have been made to understand current social
phenomena through the categories found in the theory of rackets.

Martin Jay’s already mentioned piece, Trump, Scorsese, and the Frankfurt School’s
Theory of Racket Society,® is, while being a noteworthy attempt, however, rife with mis-
understandings. The general thrust of the piece, interpreting Trump’s role as that of a
racketeer, undoubtedly has its merits. One could even add that the sway that Trump
holds over the GOP by non-formal means, even after losing the election, underscores
this analysis. But regarding the theory itself, Jay is afraid that Critical Theory’s critique
could play into the wrong hands. Citing the infamous example of Jimmy Hoffa, he states
that while this demonstrates that unions “could certainly be corrupted, it would have
been unfair to consider all of them nascent rackets, a dangerous exaggeration that
played into the hands of union-busting propagandists.” Hopefully, it has become clear
in this review that Horkheimer and his collaborators were hoping to find anti-rackets as
well and named the Industrial Workers of the World and similar council communist or
anarcho-syndicalist movements as examples. But they knew very well that the problem
is less one of individual moral failure than of social relations which make conformism
and irrational behavior within an irrational organized society the rational thing to do.

7 The very recommendable book has been recently re-published in the framework of Pohrt’s Col-
lected Works: Wolfgang Pohrt, Brothers in Crime. Die Menschen im Zeitalter ihrer Uberfliissigkeit
(Berlin: Edition Tiamat, 2021).

8 Martin Jay, “Trump, Scorsese, and the Frankfurt School’s Theory of Racket Society,” Los Angeles
Review of Books, April 5, 2020 (online at lareviewofbooks.org/article/trump-scorsese-and-the-
frankfurt-schools-theory-of-racket-society/ [accessed April 25, 2021]).

9 Ibid.
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Also, Jay’s final assessment of the theory of rackets is worth a closer look:

The Frankfurt School’s ‘racket society’ analysis, to be sure, faltered when it sought
to explain the rise of fascism. Not only did it underestimate the force of ideological
motivations, but it also too ambitiously suggested that an epochal page had been
turned in the history of global capitalism. Its melodramatic characterization of
the labor movement as having to choose between world revolution and corrupt
rackets was insultingly dismissive of other honorable alternatives that allowed
many workers to be on the side of progressive, non-revolutionary politics while
choosing non-venal leaders."

Following Fuchshuber’s argument, it can be said that exactly the opposite is the case:
attempts to understand the rise of fascism formed the core of the theory. Also, the ques-
tion of ideology has to be posed in a different way. As the society of rackets eliminates
all instances in liberal society that had the potential to transcend it, the role of ideol-
ogy changes. No one is seriously arguing anymore (or at least believing the argument)
that the way things are in current society will result in the realization of freedom and
equality for all of its members. This teleological historical optimism, which can still
be found with the 19"-century liberals, that in the long run everyone will profit, has
degenerated into the fairy tale of a “trickle-down-effect” that hardly anyone believes in
any more. That daily competition has its victims is known to all; a lesson often learnt
the hard way. Wolfgang Pohrt’s book mentioned above defined this society thusly: “A
racket means that humans act towards their second nature, to society, as if it was the
first.”" That, by the loss of all transcendent moments, ideology is potentiated was also
clear to Critical Theory when its proponents discussed the latest form of ideology:

If one were to compress within one sentence what the ideology of mass culture
actually adds up to, one would have to represent this as a parody of the injunction:
‘Become that which thou art:” as the exaggerated duplication and justification
of already existing conditions, and the deprivation of all transcendence and all
critique.”

This “faithless faith in pure existence”® is not a lack of ideology, but its apogee.
Also, Jay’s problematic notion of corruption being the main problem has already
been mentioned. But his faith in “progressive, non-revolutionary politics,” while con-

19 1bid.
Y pohrt, Brothers, p. 85. My translation, FR.

12 The Frankfurt Institute for Social Research, “Ideology,” in Aspects of Sociology (London: Heine-
mann Educational Books, 1973), pp. 182-205, here 202.

13 Ibid.
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genial, might have to do with a misconception due to a mistranslation. In his text, he
quotes Horkheimer:

Horkheimer had written ‘the historical course of the proletariat leads to a turning
point: it can become a class or a racket. Racket means privileges within national
borders, class means world revolution. The Fiihrer has taken the choice away from
the proletariat: they have chosen the racket.”™

But in the German original it does not read “der Fithrer” (being of course Hitler), but
“die Fiihrer” in plural form, meaning the functionaries of the labor movement them-
selves decided in favor of national politics and thus for the transformation into a racket
among others struggling for a piece of the cake of surplus value. While the fragment
bears the title A History of American Labor," the same, if not a stronger verdict could be
delivered on the majority faction of German social democracy during the First World
War and after. Horkheimer and his collaborators knew well enough where this decision
leads to, and this, as can be shown with Fuchshuber, was the incentive to formulate
the theory of rackets in the first place.

Apart from Jay’s critique of the theory of rackets, it is surprising that, with all the
attempts to anchor the theory of rackets in Marx’s critique of political economy, up to
now no one has ever mentioned that Marx himself already noted some early forms of
gangs and rackets in which some elements, such as the internalization of authority and
a certain informality while isolating the individual worker, can already be discerned.
In his study of the agricultural proletariat in England, Marx describes the gang system
that prevailed in the 19"-century English countryside:

At the head of the gang is the gang-master, always an ordinary agricultural la-
bourer, and usually what is called a bad lot, a rake, unsteady, drunken, but with
a dash of enterprise and savoir-faire. He is the recruiting-sergeant for the gang,
which works under him, not under the farmer. He generally negotiates with the
latter over piece-work, and his income, which on the average is not very much
above that of an ordinary agricultural labourer, depends almost entirely upon
the dexterity with which he manages to extract the greatest possible amount of
labour from his gang within the shortest time.*

If this sounds a bit like a mixture of modern subcontracted labor and the gig economy,
it might not be so much coincidence as it might reflect the currency of the racket theory,

4 Jay, “Trump, Scorsese.”

15 Max Horkheimer, “Geschichte der amerikanischen Arbeiterschaft,” in Nachgelassene Schriften
1931-1949. Gesammelte Schriften, vol. 12 (Frankfurt a. M.: Fischer, 1985), p. 260.

16 Marx, Capital, p. 851.
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as do contemporary discourses of self-optimization, which can be seen as a modernized
version of the psychology of the subject in a racket. For a necessary further discussion,
Fuchshuber’s book certainly forms a new basis.

One might critically add that one aspect of the theory of rackets, which is especially
discussed in Horkheimer’s letters, is only mentioned marginally in Fuchshuber’s book:
academia and universities as rackets themselves, with their own rituals of initiation,
conformism, and mechanisms of exclusion. But as the book stems from a dissertation,
that is, one of those self-same rituals, this is only too understandable. Similarly, some
repetitions within the text, owing to a structure which scrutinizes first the historical
development of the discussion of the theory and then systematizes the content of the
theory, can be easily overlooked.

In summary, the theory of rackets, to which the present book is a contribution that
sets a new standard, is a way of uncovering how archaic moments are still in force in
today’s society and how domination in an ever-changing guise is perpetuated. Until
this state of the affairs is abolished, one feels the urge to chime in with Monty Python’s
Dennis (cut short by his sovereign King Arthur): “That’s what it’s all about if only people
would...”

Florian Ruttner
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LEFT DISSENT
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Abstract

The article examines the conceptual history of the terms “dissent” and “dissidence” and their
equivalents in English, French, German, and Czech. It demonstrates that each language
has its own terminology with unique nuances of semantics and connotations that require
attention when studying expressions of “left dissent” in different linguistic contexts. The
second part of the text discusses how scholars and practitioners of dissidence/dissent in
the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe have defined and understood these terms and their
relationship to the semantically close concepts of “resistance” or “opposition.” The essay
then gives a brief survey of research literature on left dissent in the West and under state
socialism before concluding with some reflections on possible new approaches to the topic.
Keywords

Conceptual history, dissent, dissidence, opposition, left dissent, transnational entanglements

Unlike “civil society” or “state capitalism,” two terms already discussed in Contradictions,'
“left dissent” has no well-established status as a single lexical unit in socio-political
vocabularies. We must therefore analyse the concept and idea of “dissent” in its own
right, historically and in its contemporary usages, before we add the qualifier “left,”
which has its own conceptual history dating back to the association of specific political
views in relation to the seating in the French National Assembly in 1789, and requires
its own definitional work.

The following account will start with an outline of the conceptual history of “dissent”
and of the etymologically unrelated concept of “dissidence.” Although often used inter-

! Petr Kuzel, “Statni kapitalismus,” Kontradikce. Casopis pro kritické mysleni 2 (2018), no. 1,
pp. 239-259; Kontradikce. Casopis pro kritické mysleni / Contradictions: A Journal for Critical
Thought 3 (2019), no. 1-2 (thematic volume devoted to civil society).
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changeably, close inspection reveals semantic nuances in their usage in contemporary
English, distinctions that become more evident if we study the nouns applied to the
practitioners of “dissent.” In some contexts, such persons appear as “dissenters,” in other
contexts as “dissidents.” To complicate matters, German and French make little or no
use of words related to “dissent.” Instead, they have terms derived from “dissidence,” but
these only partly cover the main semantic meanings of the English “dissent.” “Disent”
has entered the Czech vocabulary (along with “disidentstvi” and “disident”), but again
the term does not function as a direct equivalent of the English “dissent.” An awareness
of the historical, socio-political, and linguistic contexts in which these terms appear
is therefore indispensable for any transnational study of the phenomenon of (left) dis-
sent.

As Véclav Havel argued in his seminal 1978 essay The Power of the Powerless, “dissent”
or “dissident” were terms applied from abroad, with which, for many good reasons,
he and his associates could not identify.? When studying the concept of “dissent,” we
must therefore distinguish between its uses as a category of practice, as an ideologically
charged term used in public discourse, and as a category of analysis, that is, as a schol-
arly term defined for analytical purposes and applied to phenomena or actors that may
not have used it in self-description.® Consequently, the second part of this essay will
discuss key present meanings and uses of “dissent” and “dissidence,” including their
status vis-a-vis semantically related terms such as “opposition” or “resistance.” With this
established, the essay will end with a brief outline of the historical and contemporary
affiliation of these terms with the concept of “the left” in “the West” and under state
socialist regimes. A key aim of this sketch is to emancipate the history of left dissent
from the prevailing bipolar reading of its global history, and to challenge the liberal
teleology that has framed most interpretations of left dissent under state socialism.

Dissent - Etymology and Meanings

Etymologically, “dissent” derives from the Latin verb “dissentire,” to feel or think differ-
ently, to differ in opinion, to disagree. When defining the core meanings of “dissent” as
averb and a noun, the Oxford English Dictionary (OED) has only religious examples of
specific uses of the word.* As Tony Crowley points out, the OED “does not record a more

2 See Jonathan Bolton, Worlds of Dissent: Charter 77, The Plastic People of the Universe, and Czech
Culture under Communism (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2012), p. 2 for an excellent

1o U

analysis of Havel’s “extreme scepticism” towards the word and the idea.
3 On this dichotomy, see Rogers Brubaker, Nationalism Reframed: Nationhood and the National
Question in the New Europe (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), p. 15.

4 “To differ in religious opinion; to differ from the doctrine or worship of a particular church,
esp. from that of the established, national, or orthodox church [...] Difference of opinion in regard
to religious doctrine or worship,” Oxford English Dictionary (online at oed.com/search?search-
Type=dictionary&q=dissent&_searchBtn=Search [accessed Sept. 4, 2021]).
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modern sense of “dissent” in the sense of disagreement with any prevailing orthodoxy,
particularly social, cultural, or political opinion.”

As indicated by the OED, the idea of “dissent” (and the appearance of “dissenters”
to articulate it) originated in theological debates about how to handle differences in
religious opinion in the wake of the Protestant Reformation. The first registered oc-
currences of the word in English date back to the sixteenth century, and they all cover
religious disagreement or deviation from the established Church.® “Dissent,” it seems,
appeared as a concept when “apostasy” or “heresy” no longer sufficed. As Barbara
J. Falk has astutely pointed out, communities of dissenters could only emerge once
a monarchical or state authority chose to tolerate religious deviation in speech and
practice, rather than to eradicate it. This toleration, Falk continues, “does not connote
a pre- or proto-liberal multicultural acceptance of the Other. Rather, the object of what
was to be tolerated was considered a priori to be inferior.”” There is a certain parallel in
this to the emergence of dissent in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. The voicing
of dissent required the minimum of toleration consisting in not immediately being
arrested or eliminated. Obviously, this rudimentary tolerance on the part of the regime
remained conditional and contingent; it never expressed an acceptance of the equal
status of those dissenting.?

As suggested above, “dissent” is today both a frequently used category of practice
and an analytical term. From her scholarly perspective, Falk laments the interference
of public and media discourse that often plays “fast and loose with the terminology of
dissent, particularly because we normatively choose to attach the label ‘dissent’ and
‘dissident’ to sub-state activism of which we approve. Indeed, we valorize dissent and
consider it worthy and deserving of the label when it is anti-authoritarian, inclusive,
liberal in character.”

5 Tony Crowley, “Dissident:” a brief note,” Critical Quarterly 53 (2011), no. 2, pp. 1-11, here 3,
emphasis in original. As Rob Watts and others have pointed out, “dissent” in Anglo-American
legal tradition also refers to “a judge’s minority opinion in a multi-member appeal panel.” Rob
Watts, Criminalizing Dissent: The Liberal State and the Problem of Legitimacy (London: Routledge,
2019), p. 28.

¢ Crowley, “‘Dissident:” a brief note,” p. 2.

7 Barbara J. Falk, “The History, Paradoxes, and Utility of Dissent: From State to Global Action,”
in Ben Dorfman (ed.), Dissent Refracted: History, Aesthetics and Cultures of Dissent (New York:
Peter Lang 2016), pp. 23-50, here 26.

8 We may extend the parallel further: just as the religious “dissenters” saw themselves as carriers
of the true faith, not merely as someone disagreeing with doctrine, Havel and other “dissidents”
objected to having their “telling truth to power” reduced to some kind of profession or person-
ality trait.

9 Falk, “The History, Paradoxes, and Utility of Dissent,” pp. 28-29. Notice the deictic “we,” and the
values Falk ascribes to the in-community of users of the term. This liberal adoration of dissent
represents an inversion of the historical valence of the term.
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Kacper Szulecki has similar reservations. In his opinion, “dissent” is, even in schol-
arly use, a term that “can take it all” - too broad and all-encompassing to be capable
of expressing “what is unique about it.”"* As an example of overstretch, Szulecki points
to Ben Dorfman’s definition of dissent as “a moment, an act. It’s a putting up of a hand
and stopping things in their tracks.”"! Indeed, Dorfman presents a host of phenomena
from Occupy to “the murdering of cartoonists and editors at Charlie Hebdo” as mani-
festations of a dissenting “no.”*? For Dorfman, however, such broadness is required to
reflect how today we are inevitably confronted with the consciousness of dissent, how
dissent at times is worn as a badge, visualized, commemorated, and how as much as
outsiders, institutions and individuals of power can pose as “dissenters.” “Dissent,” he
concludes, “hovers over us as a figure - an idea, desire, and a want many of us engage,”
which is why it must be approached from many different angles.”®

Rob Watts takes Dorfman’s multi-perspectivism an analytical step further in his
detailed discussion of the challenges of defining “dissent.” He quotes various scholarly
definitions of the concept' in order to demonstrate that any attempt to define the es-
sential features of dissent must fall short, since dissent is not a “thing” but a variety of
practices, including the practice of labelling certain activities as such. Dissent, Watts
argues, must be approached relationally, be it sociologically (he refers to Bourdieu
and others) or socio-linguistically. “Dissent” and related ideas like “disagreement”
or “dispute” are deictic words, as their meaning derives directly from the spatial and
temporal context of their utterance, from who is involved as speaker and addressee.

Unlike Falk, and with a very different focus and ambition, Watts claims that “dis-
sent” today has mostly negative connotations.”” He makes this point as part of a larger
argument against theorists of deliberative democracy, claiming that “some liberals are
scandalized by disagreement.” For Watts, the key assumption of deliberative democ-
racy that there has to be a common, rational ground between all members of society

19 Kacper Szulecki, Dissidents in Communist Central Europe: Human Rights and the Emergence
of New Transnational Actors (Cham: Springer, 2019), pp. 28-29.

1 Ben Dorfman, “Refractions: Dissent and Memory,” in Dissent Refracted, pp. 11-22, here 11.
2 Ibid., p. 13.

13 Ibid., pp. 13-16. Notice again the “many of us.” Evidently, writing about dissent often involves
an emotional engagement with the object of analysis.

4 One example: “Dissent is any practice - often verbal, but sometimes performative - that chal-
lenges the status quo (the existing structure of norms, values, customs, traditions, and especially
authorities that underwrite the present ways of doing things).” Robert Martin, Government by
Dissent: Protest, Resistance, and Radical Democratic Thought in the Early American Republic
(New York: New York University Press, 2013), p. 3. Quoted in Watts, Criminalizing Dissent, p. 18.

15 Somewhat problematically, Watts seeks to demonstrate this point with the help of a thesaurus.
Ibid., p. 34. The same, he argues, holds true for words like “whistle-blower” or “protest.”

210



Left Dissent

for democracy to function is philosophically and politically problematic.'®* According
to Watts, such socio-political expectations may explain why, despite the ubiquity and
normalcy of disagreement in everyday life, it is broadly assumed that people who chal-
lenge conventional ideas or institutions possess some special qualities. Dissenters/
dissidents are often held to stand out by their courage, by what Foucault has called
their “fearless speech” (parrhesia) as a specific modality of truth telling within the
context of unequal power relations.!” (With a related figure, Falk refers to dissent as
“speaking truth to power.”)! This raises the further question as to “why and under
what circumstances disagreement becomes "dissent” and a problem so serious that
governments deem it significant enough for it to be criminalized or repressed?”’® As
Watts’ monograph documents, this question is as relevant for liberal-democratic states
today as it was for the Communist regimes of Eastern Europe.

Returning to the history of the concept of dissent, we have seen how the term, after
its long initial association with religious disagreement, expanded its meanings in the
nineteenth and twentieth century to include political, social, or cultural disagreement
with prevailing institutions, norms, or opinions.?® The specific use of “dissent” as a
label for certain forms of “independent” or “oppositional” activity under Communist
regimes only became widespread in the late 1960s and 1970s.*! However, before we

16 Ibid., pp. 33-35, here 32. Together with Isaiah Berlin, Watts seeks to challenge core assump-
tions of deliberative democracy in Habermas, Bohmann, and others, as well as the “monism”
of US utilitarianism.

17 Ibid., p. 34. Characteristically, a Polish-Russian edited, multi-national “Dictionary of Dissidents”
refers to these as “heroes” when discussing the criteria for their selection. Vaclav Havel and
Ludvik Vaculik, who are both included in the dictionary, would surely object to such labelling.
Alexandr Daniel and Zbigniew Gluza (eds.), Slovnik disidentii: Pfedni osobnosti opozic¢nich hnuti
v komunistickych zemich v letech 1956-1989 /I (Prague: USTR, 2019), p. 18.

18 Falk, “The History, Paradoxes, and Utility of Dissent,” p. 24. Vaclav Havel’s idea of “living in
truth” as a subversive act in a post-totalitarian society, expressed most famously in the “The
Power of the Powerless,” has close affinities to this understanding of what constitutes an act of
dissent. Szulecki is sceptical of this idea, since “speaking truth to power is much more than say-
ing no to power ... [and the] definition implies that dissenters are in the right, while ‘the powers
that be’ are necessarily in the wrong,” This need not always be the case. Szulecki, Dissidents in
Communist Central Europe, p. 28.

19 Watts, Criminalizing Dissent, p. 35.

20 A search in Google Books Ngram Viewer on the use of “dissent” in digitized English texts from
1800 to 2018 shows that its frequency peaked between 1810 and 1840, reaching 0.0011 % in 1814.
It hit a low in 1927 at 0.00026 %, while from the mid-1960 to 2008 it has had a stable frequency
slightly below 0.00050 %. The term has always been far more frequently used than “dissident,”
which climbed above 0.00001 % only in 1931.

2 Szulecki, Dissidents in Communist Central Europe, p. 22, argues that this practice began in
the 1920s. There may have been scattered uses of “dissident” or “dissent” in references to Soviet
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zoom in on what exactly defines “dissent” in this sense, we must take our discussion
beyond semantic practices exclusive to English.

Despite its origin in a common Latin verb, neither French nor German have incor-
porated “dissent” into their socio-political vocabularies. French goes exclusively with
“dissidence” and “dissident,” while German has “Dissens” only as a rare and formal term
for “differences of opinion in relation to specific questions.””? The online dictionary dict.
cc translates the English verb “dissent” as “widersprechen,” “differieren,” “dissentieren,”
“anderer Meinung sein” and so on, and the noun as “Widerspruch,” “Meinungsverschie-
denheit” “Unstimmigkeit,” “Einwand,” and so on, but none of these words fully cover
the activism or political charge often present in the English “dissent.” Discussions in
French or German about the phenomena addressed above as “dissent” thus require a
different vocabulary with separate historical and contemporary connotations.

Czech has recently incorporated “disent” into its socio-political vocabulary as a
neologism, though with a different meaning from the English “dissent.” In 1893, Otto’s
Encyclopaedia, a pioneering multi-volume Czech encyclopaedia, had a short entry on
“Dissens,” defining it simply as “difference of opinion, disagreement,” and a longer en-
try on “dissenters” devoted to English religious communities that had broken with the
state Church.?® We find “dissenter” again as a specialized historical-religious concept
in an interwar dictionary,* but neither “dissenter” nor “disent” figured in the 1960 or
1989 editions of the Dictionary of Standard Czech (Slovnik spisovného jazyka ceského).
“Disent” appears in two dictionaries from the 1990s, defined as “exclusion from soci-
ety, opposition against a/the totalitarian regime,” or as “1. Opposition against a/the
totalitarian regime, often persecuted and brought to silence; a non-conformist attitude
to the ruling ideology in general ... 2. The dissidents as a whole.”?® These definitions
show that the Czech “disent” corresponds only to one, very specific usage of the En-

and East European politics prior to the mid-1960s, but my own research establishes the mid- to
late 1960s as the time when the use of dissent/dissident in the Cold War political sense became
common. Peter Bugge, “A Western Invention? The Discovery of Czech Dissidence in the 1970s,”
Bohemia 59 (2019), no. 2, pp. 273-291, in particular pp. 277-278.

22 “Meinungsverschiedenheit in Bezug auf bestimmte Fragen,” Duden Online (online at duden.
de/rechtschreibung/Dissens [accessed Aug. 4, 2021]). Duden also has an entry on “Dissenter,” but
defines it narrowly as a “member of a [Protestant] Church in Great Britain that has separated itself
from the state Church.” Online at duden.de/rechtschreibung/Dissenter [accessed Aug. 4, 2021].

23 “Dissens” and “dissenters” were the headwords used in Czech. Ottiv slovnik nauény, Sedmy dil,

Ddnsko - Drevec (Prague: J. Otto, 1893), p. 615.
24 priruéni slovnik jazyka ceského. Dil I. A-J (Prague: Statni nakladatelstvi, 1935-1937), p. 425.

2 ¥ X

25 Vytazeni ze spole¢nosti, opozice proti totalitnimu rezimu,” Slovnik spisovné cestiny pro skolu
a verejnost (Prague: Academia, 1994), p. 59. 1. opozice proti totalitnimu rezimu, ¢asto pronasle-
dovand a uml¢ovand; nekonformni postoj k vlddnouci ideologii viibec ... 2. disidenti jako celek.”
Novd slova v éestiné. Slovnik neologizmii (Prague: Academia 1998), pp. 67-68.
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glish “dissent” - to the expression of opposition to dictatorial, primarily Communist
regimes.*

The disi-vocabulary entered the Czech independent discourse in the 1970s, but at
first almost exclusively with words derived from “dissident” ("disidenstvi,” "disident,”
"disidence,” and so on).*” Havel’s famous opening lines of his 1978 essay The Power of
the Powerless: “A spectre is haunting Eastern Europe, the spectre of what in the West

m )]

is called ‘dissent,’” has “disidenstvi,” not “disent,” in the Czech original.?® Whether - as

7n

Jonathan Bolton suggests - “disidenstvi
the latter is more sonorous, or whether it was rather because “dissent” dominated in

gradually gave way to “disent” in Czech because

British and American writings about the topic, will require further analysis.

Dissidence/Dissident - Etymology and Meanings

“Dissidence” has different etymological roots from “dissent.” It is derived from the
Latin “dissidere” - a composite of “dis” + “sedere” - to sit or settle oneself apart, that is,
to take action as a consequence of differing or disagreeing. Still, it may be far-fetched
to claim that this original emphasis on doing rather than merely feeling reverberates
today in how the two terms are used.

While the OED has a relatively brief entry on “dissidence,” defining it as “Disagreement
(in opinion, character, and so on); difference, dissent,”* its close relative “dissident”
receives far more attention. Like “dissent,” “dissident” first appeared in English in the
sixteenth century as an adjective defined in the OED as “disagreeing or differing (in
opinion, character, and so on); at variance, different.” Its nominal form appeared in the
late eighteenth century, but it came to refer to disagreement in ecclesiastical matters
also only in the nineteenth century. The one exception was a specific use for Polish
affairs, first registered in 1767: “Under the kingdom of Poland, the name (Latin dissi-
déntes) given to Protestants, members of the Greek Church, and other Christians, not of
the established Roman Catholic Church.” Historically, English thus has a “West-East”
distinction between domestic “dissenters” and Polish “dissidents.” Unlike in the case

26 Consequently, Szulecki argues that it would be more accurate to translate it into English as
‘dissidence:’ “The Czech language has adopted dissent directly from English... In any case, dissent
is not a translation of dissent, but rather Czech for dissidence.” Szulecki, Dissidents in Communist
Central Europe, p. 34, note 7. We must add that not all scholars/users follow Szulecki’s distinction
between ‘dissent’ and ‘dissidence.’

27 Bugge, “A Western Invention.” Jaroslav Suk, “Slang Chartistd,” Svédectvi 17 (1981), no. 65,
pp. 32-36.

28 Bolton, Worlds of Dissent, p. 218. The English translation of Moc bezmocnych stems from Paul
Wilson.

29 Examples range from 1656 to 1891, with only one of six, from 1775, referring to religion, and none
specifically to politics. See Oxford English Dictionary (online at oed.com/view/Entry/55457?re-
directedFrom=dissidence#eid [accessed Aug. 4, 2021]).
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of “dissent,” the OED mentions the contemporary political meaning of “dissident” as
an adjective and a noun: “Disagreeing in political matters; voicing political dissent,
usually in a totalitarian state,” and “In political contexts, one who openly opposes
the policies of the government or ruling party, esp. in a totalitarian system.” The first
examples are from 1955 and 1940 respectively, and most refer to issues related to the
Soviet Union.* To conclude: Although by no means exclusively reserved for independent
or oppositional activity under Communist or authoritarian regimes, “dissident” and
“dissidence” are typically used in contemporary English in a far more specific sense
than the more common and broader “dissent.”*

The situation is once again different in French. In its entries on “dissident(e)” (as ad-
jective and noun) and on “dissidence,” the 1989 edition of Le Grand Larousse de la langue
Jrangaise, the French equivalent of the OED, defines the two words in categories similar
to those ascribed in English to “dissent.” From the eighteenth century, “dissident” referred
to those who for doctrinal reasons had separated from the religious, philosophical, or
political community to which they belonged, while since the beginning of the twenti-
eth century it has also had the meaning “who no longer obeys the political authority to
which he was until then subjected.” “Dissidence” follows the same historical-semantic
pattern.’® The contemporary online Larousse, as one of three meanings for “dissidence,”

states “critique of the existing order, in the last decades of the Soviet Union.”**

30 Oxford English Dictionary (online at oed.com/view/Entry/55459?redirected From=dissident#eid
[accessed Aug. 4, 2021]). Emphasis in original. Crowley, “‘Dissident:’ a brief note,” pp. 2-4. Crow-
ley writes: “the real shift that took place in the use of the term ‘dissident’ is evident from its use
in Cold War rhetoric, particularly from the 1960s to the 1980s.” This corresponds in time to the
growing use of ‘dissent’ in discussions of the same political issues.

31 A search on ‘dissident’ in Google Books Ngram Viewer shows that the word was very rare (a
frequency of appearance below 0.00001%) until the 1920s. Susbsequently, its frequency of use
increased steadily, culminating at 0.00014% in 1989. It dropped below 0.00010 % in 2017.

32 “Dissidence” may also function as a collective noun for a group of dissenting persons or - in
literary use - as reference to a divergence of opinion. Grand dictionnaire des lettres, 1-7. Grand
Larousse de la langue francaise, tome 2, CIR-ERY, ed. L. Guilbert et al. (Paris, 1989), p. 1330 (on-
line at gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/bpt6k12005331/f616.item.r=dissidence.zoom [accessed July 28,
2021]). The dictionary gives the following synonyms for dissident: “1 Déviationniste, hérétique,
hétérodoxe, schismatique, scissionniste; 2 partisan, rebelle, résistant, révolté, séparatiste.” The
antonyms are: “1 conformiste, orthodoxe; 2 fidéle, soumis.”

33 See online at larousse.fr/dictionnaires/francais/dissidence/25999 [accessed July 29, 2021].
Google Books Ngram Viewer searches on the frequency of “dissidence” and “dissident” in its French
corpus, 1800-2019, reveal that the former has typically been about twice as common as the latter.
“Dissidence” had relative peaks above 0.00015% in the 1840s and 1940s, and it grew quickly in
frequency from the early 1970s, peaking in 2003 at 0.00028%, after which it rapidly declined to
its 1960s levels. “Dissident” had minor peaks around 1918 and 1941, before showing the same
pattern of growth and decline as “dissidence” from the 1970s to the early 2000s, peaking at around
0.00013% in 1987 and 1992.
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Turning from semantics to contexts of usage, a search in the French encyclopaedia
Universalis has 225 entries containing the word “dissidents.” The articles covering his-
torical issues until the mid-twentieth century mention religious and artistic dissidents,
while those with a more contemporary focus primarily discuss political dissidents from
all over the world. The subset “Dissidents, URSS et Europe de I’Est” comprises thirty-one
articles. “Dissidence” appears in 167 articles, with entries on artworks, artists, or writ-
ers, on religion and psychoanalysis, on a broad variety of countries, and on numerous
individuals (Vaclav Havel, Alexander Ginzburg, Andrei Amalrik...) associated with
political dissent.** This quick survey aligns well with Robert Horvath’s argument that
in France, the concept and figure of the Soviet/East European dissident became central
to political debates in the 1970s as “a catalyst for the displacement of revolutionary so-
cialism by human rights as the dominant framework of radical activism.” Significantly,
he holds, this dissident-inspired activism had numerous advocates among “left-wing
anti-totalitarian intellectuals.”*

Like French, German did not incorporate any terms derived from “dissentire” into
its standard socio-political vocabulary of disagreement and resistance, but neither did
it opt for words derived from “dissedere” to cover the broad meanings associated with
“dissent” in English. As Martin Dehli shows in his fine account of the history of the term
“Dissident” in German, the word found its way into German in the eighteenth century
as a name for Polish Protestants. The Latin word had been in use in Poland since the
so-called Pax Dissidentium of 1573. It lost its contemporary relevance with the Polish
partitions, and so it resurfaced only around 1848 with a new meaning. It now applied to
liberal trends among German Protestants and Catholics alike. From 1860, it also became
a legal term for recognized religious communities outside the official denominations.
Towards the end of the nineteenth century, “Dissident” became a self-designation for
non-confessional freethinkers and atheists advocating secession from the Church.
Social Democrats like Karl Liebknecht used it, as did the interwar Communists in
their struggle against organized religion. In 1936, the National Socialists banned the
word from all public correspondence, and it largely disappeared from German political
language for several decades.*

The word made a major comeback in German in the 1970s, now as a fully secularized
and politicized term for representatives of the oppositional intelligentsia in the USSR,

34 Gee online at universalis.fr/recherche/q/dissidents [accessed July 29, 2021]; universalis.fr/
recherche/t/article/napp/84602/q/dissidents (for the subset “DISSIDENTS, URSS et Europe de
I’Est,” and www.universalis.fr/recherche/q/dissidence [accessed July 29, 2021]).

%5 Robert Horvath, “The Solzhenitsyn Effect: East European Dissidents and the Demise of the
Revolutionary Privilege,” Human Rights Quarterly 29 (2007), no. 4, pp. 879-907, here 880 and 900.

36 Martin Dehli, “Dissidenten: Die Geschichte eines Begriffes weltanschaulicher Pluralisierung,”
Archiv fiir Begriffsgeschichte 43 (2001), pp. 173-198.
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Eastern Europe and over the course of time also other authoritarian states. According
to Dehlj, its resurfacing expressed no continuity of conceptual development, since it
“appeared as a sudden import from the Anglo-Saxon countries and France.”*” Despite this
discontinuity and its secular use, Dehli argues, “Dissident” still preserves connotations
of deviation or heresy, as it expresses an exceptional mode of thinking and acting, as
against any down-to-earth normalcy. “Opposition” by contrast, connotes engagement
in a political space that recognizes the legitimacy of competition and pluralism.®

Czech has similarities with the German developments with regard to words derived
from “dissidere.” Otto’s Encyclopaedia had a detailed 1893 entry on “Dissidenti” as a
term for non-Catholics in pre-partition Poland.* An interwar dictionary had entries
on “disident” with accompanying adjectives, all with the strictly religious meaning of
“schismatic.”® The 1960 Dictionary of Standard Czech had entries on “disidence” and
“disident” with adjectives, still with reference to religious deviation, but now with politics
added.*! This extension of the semantics in a secular direction does not invalidate the
observation above that, as in Germany, the disi-terms entered the Czech non-official
political vocabulary in the 1970s from abroad. The pre-1970 evolution of the semantics
of “disident” in Czech may, however, suggest why words with this root were accepted
long before “disent” became common.*

Defining East European Dissidents, Dissidence, Dissent

We will now take a closer look at scholarly definitions and actors’ understandings of
the phenomena associated with “the public and deliberate manifestation of political

37 Ibid., p. 195. A crude search in Google Books Ngram Viewer tentatively supports Dehli’s find-
ings. The frequency of “Dissident” and “Dissidenz” in German texts in the Google database was
extremely low (below 0.000005%) until the 1970s, when “Dissident,” and with a certain delay also
the abstract “Dissidenz,” experienced a rapid growth, culminating at 0.000044% in 1993 for the
former, and at 0.000045% in 1997 for the latter. Both have declined steadily in frequency since
then, landing around the 1980 level in 2018.

38 Ibid., p. 198. As we will see, Dehli’s reading of the semantics of “dissidence” vs “opposition”
does not fully correspond to how the terms were understood and used in the Czech or Polish
contexts in the 1970s and 1980s.

39 Ottiw slovnik naucny, Sedmy dil, p. 615. “Dissenters” was thus historically associated with
England and “Dissidenti” with Poland.

40 piiruéni slovnik jazyka ceského. Dil I. A-J, p. 421. All entries in this paragraph appear as found
in the consulted Czech dictionaries.

4 Slovnik spisovného jazyka éeského (Prague: Nakladatelstvi Ceskoslovenské akademie véd, 1960),
p. 322. We find “politicky disident” and “disidentskd vidda.”

“21f the Czech 1998 Dictionary of Neologisms can be trusted, Czech still prefers words derived
from “dissidere.” The dictionary has five such entries: “disident,” “disidentka” (with the “most
famous female dissident of the world,” the Burmese Aung San Suu Ky, as the example) “disi-
dentsky,” “disidentsky,” and “disidentstvi,” and only “disent” itself with roots in “dissentire.” Novd
slova v cestiné, p. 68.
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disagreement” with the party states of the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe,® that is,
the sort of activism discussed as “left dissent” in this volume of Contradictions.

In her comprehensive 2011 review of the historiography on dissent in Central and
Eastern Europe, Falk seeks to clarify the relationship between “resistance” and “dissent.”
She understands the latter as a subset of the former, with “resistance” covering a huge
variety of responses to the ruling regime, ranging from absenteeism or drug abuse to
retreat into the private sphere or various “grey zone” activities. Falk locates “dissent” as
the most politically conscious endpoint of a continuum of forms of resistance, describing
it as characterized by the “production and distribution of samizdat, public protest, active
involvement in independent groups outside the control of the party-state.” In passing,
Falk introduces yet another category of resistance when mentioning “individual moral
resistance and organized opposition,” but she does not address the difference between
“dissent” and “opposition.”* Falk stresses that her categories are dynamic and sugges-
tive, but we may still characterize her approach to the definition of dissent as a search
for dissent sui generis, for an object constituted by what “dissidents” do and how they
do it.

The 2007 Dictionary of Dissidents takes the same approach. The editors point out that
the term “dissident” is used very differently across countries and contexts, reflecting
also a large variety of practices, but eventually the dictionary defines a dissident as
“a person performing dissident deeds” and as “a person, a considerable part of whose
public activity can be characterized as oppositional.”® Neither of these definitions is
particularly helpful. The former includes the definiendum in the explanation of the
term, while the latter never clarifies the relationship between “dissidence” and “op-
position.” In practical terms, the Dictionary delimits its subject with a list of selection
criteria. Only persons “whose non-conformist activity was connected with an open and
manifest, non-violent resistance to the communist system and also with the defence
of human rights or the struggle for civil rights” qualify for inclusion in the pantheon
of dissident heroes.*®

3 Robert Brier, “Entangled Protest: Dissent and the Transnational History of the 1970s and 1980s,”
in Robert Brier (ed.), Entangled Protest: Transnational Approaches to the History of Dissent in
Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union (Osnabriick: Fibre, 2013), p. 11-42, here 17.

44 Barbara J. Falk, “Resistance and Dissent in Central and Eastern Europe: An Emerging Histo-
riography,” East European Politics and Societies 25 (2011), no. 2, pp. 318-360, here 320 and 322.

45 Daniel and Gluza, Slovnik disidenti, p. 18.

46 Ibid., p. 19. Despite the centrality of non-violence and human and civil rights in this definition,
the Dictionary has included some “exceptional cases of ... particularly characteristic activities
close to dissident ones” that included armed struggle against the regime or other forms of vio-
lence (Ibid.). Falk has also discussed the relationship between dissent (as a category including,
but not exclusive to East European dissidence) and violence and warns against accepting only
non-violent forms of protest and resistance as legitimate expressions of dissent. Falk, “The History,
Paradoxes, and Utility of Dissent,” p. 28-31.
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Detlef Pollack and Jan Wielgohs strive to clarify what separates “dissidence” (or
“dissent,” since they use both synonymously) from “resistance” or “opposition.” They
define “resistance” far more narrowly than Falk, reserving the term for “individual or
collective action directed at the removal of the Communist regime.”” “Dissidence,”
they argue, should not be defined as an ideological orientation (as for example the
rejection of the socialist utopia and the orientation towards individual freedoms and
human rights), but in terms of the position of the critical discourses within the system
of social communication. They write:

We ... understand as ‘dissidence’ all discourses and activities critical of the re-
gime that constituted, or wished to constitute, an autonomous sphere of public,
political and cultural communication outside of the official institutions of the
party state and which in so doing openly denied the claim of the regime to full
control of public life.**

The conditions under which “dissidents” or “opposition groups” operated, Pollack and
Wielgohs continue, make it difficult to draw a “boundary between ‘simple’ dissidence
and political opposition.” To a considerable degree, the level of political repression
determined how far it was possible to formulate oppositional viewpoints or organize
around them, which might force people or groups with oppositional intentions to re-
main at the level of dissidence. Eventually, they reserve the term “opposition” for “the
political parties of the anti-communist resistance in the initial phase of state socialism
as well as, and in particular, the political formations that emerged from the dissident
milieu in the late 1980s to challenge the regimes and press them to give up...”*

Two points deserve elaboration. First, the authors define “dissidence” in terms of the
acts and ambitions of its performers, but their reference to positions within the broader
system of social communication, and to the impact of the level of repression on the
possible transition of “dissidence” into “opposition,” points towards a relational under-
standing of “dissidence” as constituted by an interplay of internal and external factors.
Second, while many texts use “dissent” and “opposition” interchangeably, Pollack and
Wielgohs identify a difference of gradation, with “opposition” being necessarily col-
lective, political, and programmatic, and “dissidence” not. We will return to this issue.

Taking the relational perspective on definitions further, Szulecki declares in his 2019
monograph on Dissidents in Communist Central Europe that his argument “is set on

47 Detlef Pollack and Jan Wielgohs, “Introduction,” in Detlef Pollack and Jan Wielgohs (eds.),
Dissidence and Opposition in Communist Eastern Europe: Origins of Civil Society and Democratic
Transition (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2004), pp. ix-xvii, here xii.

8 Ibid., p. xiii.
9 Ibid. The authors immediately break with their own nomenclature by mentioning “critical and
opposition groups of the 1970s and 1980s.”
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the premise that the ‘dissident’ is not a simple descriptive category, and not really an
° The author elaborates:

”5

academic concept. It is a transnationally functioning figure.
“The elements which are constitutive for dissidentism and enable the dissident figure, in
my conceptualization, are three: open, legal, and non-violent action under a repressive
sanction (dissidence), Western attention, as well as domestic recognition.” Together, the
three elements form “the dissident triangle.”* This transnational figure is rooted in a
certain reality (dissidence), while also detached from it as a concept and representation
developed in Western discourses on non-Western Others. “Dissidents” were, according
to Szulecki, created, constructed, and empowered through transnational recognition,
which inevitably affected the objects of this labelling as they criticized, remodelled,
or took advantage of the figure. One becomes a “dissident” not only through Western
labelling - and through regime naming and shaming - but also through mutual, often
transnational recognition from other “dissidents,” through inclusion in “the library of
dissidence.”*

Szulecki’s argument is not without its issues. He has a fine survey of different defi-
nitions of “dissident” within various temporal and linguistic contexts, and he presents
definitions of key terms in the “vocabulary of resistance.”*® But throughout his own
historical account from 1956 to 1989 and beyond, he uses “dissent” and “dissidence” as
analytical terms that unproblematically capture and express a social reality. Moreover,
Szulecki repeatedly refers to “oppositionists” without ever defining the term or discussing
what constituted “opposition” under the conditions of state socialism.** As argued, all

50 Szulecki, Dissidents in Communist Central Europe, p. xi.

51 Ibid., p. 3. See also pp. 79-80 and p. 208 for an elaboration on the three elements and an illus-
tration of the triangle.

52 The phrase stems from a 2007 interview with Jaroslav Sabata. Sabata claimed that even though
no longer of political relevance to him in the late 1970s, people like Robert Havemann and Mi-
lovan Dilas belonged to such a library. See Tom4$ Vilimek, “Oppositionists in the CSSR and the
GDR: Mutual Awareness, Exchanges of Ideas and Cooperation, 1968-1989,” in Brier (ed.), Entan-
gled Protest, p. 78. In a 1978 letter to Adam Michnik, sent along with the essay The Power of the
Powerless, which was to be included in a multinational anthology of Soviet and East European
“oppositional” or “dissident” texts, Havel listed a number of people he wished to see included.
See Szulecki, Dissidents in Communist Central Europe, p. 183. Although Havel talked only about
“our planned collection” and about “authors from other countries” without labelling them, his
list contributed to constituting the library or canon of “dissidents” that he objected to in his essay.
For an English translation of the letter, see Elzbieta Matynia (ed.), An Uncanny Era: Conversations
between Vdclav Havel and Adam Michnik (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2014), pp. 23-27.
53 Szulecki, Dissidents in Communist Central Europe, pp. 21-34.

% The closest we get to a definition of the difference is the distinction made between the solitary
and limited activities of “Soviet rights activists and internationally renowned dissident intellec-
tuals” and the far more extensive activities and networks established by the “Central European
opposition.” Ibid., p. 8. Still, Szulecki refers to Central European “oppositionists” even in cases
where their scope of action was as limited as that of their Soviet dissident counterparts.
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these categories can (or as Dorfman and Watts held: must) be approached relationally.
Though limited to the analysis of the “dissident,” Szulecki’s approach provides valuable
insights into the complex, transnational dynamics generated by the emergence and
propagation of this figure, including its impact on the social practices of both oppres-
sors and oppressed. For example, it enables the author to notice the highly gendered
representation of who counted as true dissidents, an imagery produced and reproduced
by Western analysts, the male “dissidents” and the Communist authorities alike.>

The huge gap between contemporary Western observers’ or later scholars’ gener-
alising understandings of “dissent” and “dissidents” and the actual experiences and
perceptions of the people identified as such is the starting point for Jonathan Bolton’s
perceptive monograph Worlds of Dissent. Arguing that research on dissent has reached
an impasse due to these generalizations, Bolton seeks to reconstruct the lifeworlds of a
number of actors involved in what has come to appear as “Czech dissent.” “We speak
of ‘the dissidents’ as if we know who they were and, indeed, as if they knew who they
were,” Bolton writes, before proceeding to demonstrate that dissent constituted many
different worlds of experience, “encompassing many characters, styles, and genres, as
well as controversies and sharp debates.” Bolton emphatically warns against “back-
shadowing,” that is, against narrating and interpreting dissent in the light of 1989,
since none of the “dissidents” operating in the late 1970s did so in anticipation of any
collapse of Communism in their lifetime.>®

Part of this “dissident” lifeworld was finding a vocabulary for one’s position and
activities. Szulecki observes that among Poles, there was a strong hostility to the term
“dissident,” since it had both the older religious (Protestant) connotations discussed
above, and suggestions of Communist “renegades” or “heretics,” with whom the oppo-
sitionists did not want to be associated. The Polish opposition, he argues, “very often
used the term ‘dissident’ as a negative benchmark,” associating it with solitary passivity
and elitist and intellectual outsiders, and contrasting it with “opposition,” which they
used in self-description, and which for them had connotations of activism and social
outreach.” The idea that Poland in the 1970s and 1980s had an “opposition,” while the

% Ibid., pp. 155-158. The role of women in dissent has finally become a more central topic in the
scholarly literature. See Robert Brier, “Gendering Dissent: Human rights, gender history and the
road to 1989,” Eurozine, Sept. 2, 2019 (online at eurozine.com/gendering-dissent [accessed Aug.
10, 2021]). For a Czech example, see Marcela Linkova and Nada Strakova (eds.), Bytovd revolta:
jak Zeny délaly disent (Prague: Academia, 2017).

56 Bolton, Worlds of Dissent, pp. 13, 13, and 45.

57 Szulecki, Dissidents in Communist Central Europe, p. 22, p. 25 (with quotation), and pp. 164-165.
Szulecki claims that despite the broad recognition of the courage and moral integrity of Soviet
dissidents, “since the late 1970s, both the Czechoslovak and Polish communities constructed their
positions in relation to the negative benchmark of [these].” His evidence is, however, exclusively Pol-
ish, and my research in Bugge, “A Western Invention?” (admittedly based only on textual evidence
until around 1980) found only few negative attitudes in Czech perceptions of Soviet dissidents.
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Soviet Union or Czechoslovakia had “dissidents” is widely present also in contemporary
scholarship on forms of resistance in Communist Eastern Europe.*

Eventually, from the mid- to late 1970s, Czech and Slovak independent activists and
their supporters in exile came to accept and use the term “disident” with derivations,
both in informal in-house use and in essays meant for samizdat or tamizdat publish-
ing.* A close reading of how the reform Communist journal Listy, published in exile,
described critics of the normalization regime in Czechoslovakia in the 1970s reveals an
interesting semantic distinction between “opposition” and “dissidence.” Listy (with the
telling subtitle Journal of the Czechoslovak Socialist Opposition) used only “opposition”
and “oppositionists” until 1975, when “dissident” made its first appearance. From around
1978, Listy contributors used the term frequently and without explanations or inverted
commas, documenting its rapid domestication. Especially in articles by Jifi Pelikan,
Zdenék Hejzlar, Zdenék Mlynai and other reform Communist leaders, we encounter
a clear hierarchy between “dissidence” and “opposition,” with parallels to the one en-
countered in Polish discourse. “Dissidence” appears as a noble, but largely individual
and ideologically diffuse phenomenon, which needs to advance organizationally and
to formulate a political programme in order to become a real “opposition.” For these
Listy authors, a dissident can be a leftist and dissidents can make leftist statements,
but for “dissidence” as a collective phenomenon to become truly leftist, it must trans-
form itself into an “opposition.” To put it pointedly: Within this logic, “left dissent” is
essentially a contradiction in terms!®°

This, of course, is not the only possible way to understand the relationship between
“dissent/dissidence” and “opposition.” We can find inspiration in an article written
within the context of international political theory. Christopher Daase and Nicole De-
itelhoff define “opposition” as a practice “which accepts the ruling order as such and
makes use of the institutional forms of political involvement to express its dissent,”
while “dissidence” is more radical, since it “rejects the rules of the order and chooses
unconventional forms of organization and articulation to exercise radical critique of
rule.”® Within the context of state socialism, we can apply this distinction to argue
that the conception of “opposition” heralded by Listy was embedded in a political logic

%8 petr Blazek, “Typologie opozice a odporu proti komunistickému rezimu. Piehled koncepci a

limity badéni,” in Petr Blazek (ed.), Opozice a odpor proti komunistickému rezimu v Ceskoslovensku
1968-1989 (Prague: Dokotén, 2005), pp. 10-24. See also Bugge, “A Western Invention?” pp. 273-274.

% Ibid., passim. The penetration of the term into informal use is documented by Jaroslav Suk’s
1981 dictionary of the slang used by Charta 77 activists. See “Slang Chartistd,” pp. 32-36. Szulecki
has a hilarious example of an ironic Slovak use of the verb “disiduju” (“I dissidentize”) in a 1981
samizdat. Szulecki, Dissidents in Communist Central Europe, p. 196.

%0 Bugge, “A Western Invention?” pp. 283-288.

61 Christopher Daase and Nicole Deitelhoff, “Opposition and dissidence: Two modes of resistance
against international rule,” Journal of International Political Theory 15 (2019), no. 1, pp. 11-30,
here 12-13.
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that constituted no deep political or ideological challenge to the normalization regime,
which - cf. the arrests and trials of left oppositionists 1969-1971 - knew how to handle
it. For many outside the Listy circle, this “oppositional” mode of activism therefore
increasingly came to look like a road to nowhere. “Dissidence” in this sense was more
radical, since its legalism and universalism of human and civil rights abandoned the
binary logic of the Leninist kto-kogo present in the Listy conceptualization of a “so-
cialist opposition,” that is, it rejected the rules of the political game. This may explain
the attraction of “dissidence” also for freethinking leftists.

Defining the Left

There is no scope here for a full conceptual history of “the Left” as a political term
since its introduction in France in 1789.°* Nor will I offer a comprehensive discussion
of what constitutes “the Left” today. For the purposes of the following brief survey of
“left dissent” in the West and under state socialism, we may start with Geoff Eley. In the
introduction to his comprehensive 2002 monograph, Forging Democracy: The History of
the Left in Europe, 1850-2000, Eley argues that “the Left” has always been larger than
socialism, but that socialism was always at the core of the Left. After 1968, a number of
new, radical agendas appeared from “outside socialism’s familiar class-political frame-
works,” but for these to remain robustly leftist, they would have to promote not only
pluralism, tolerance, and so on, but also egalitarianism and a democratic extension
of the boundaries of politics.® We notice the strongly normative element in Eley’s firm
association of the Left with the expansion of democracy, which makes it difficult to
analyse the nature of the leftism of those radical or socialist movements and parties
that embraced authoritarian means as a way to promote their agendas, including the
Communist parties in power.® Such an analysis, however, was pivotal for the left dissent
in East Central Europe in the 1970s and 1980s.%

621 develop this argument further in Bugge, “A Western Invention?” pp. 289-291.

% See the entry on “left” as noun and adjective in Oxford English Dictionary for examples of
how this association of “the left” with progressive or radical view was soon taken up in English
(online at oed.com/view/Entry/106982?rskey=2LrOps&result=4&isAdvanced=false#eid [accessed
Aug. 8, 2021]).

64 Geoff Eley, Forging Democracy: The History of the Left in Europe, 1850-2000 (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2002), pp. 8-12, here 10, emphasis in original.

% To give one example, Eley “solves” the problem of how to handle authoritarian socialism by
referring to Brezhnev, the USSR and those Communists who opposed the Prague Spring as “con-
servative.” Ibid., p. 359.

66 Marxist Hungarian dissidents/oppositionists were deeply engaged in this type of analysis. See
for example Ivan Szelényi, “Socialist Opposition in Eastern Europe: Dilemmas and Prospects,”
in Rudolf L. Tékés (ed.), Opposition in Eastern Europe (London: Macmillan, 1979), pp. 187-207.
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Left Dissent in the West

An admittedly sketchy review of contemporary literature on dissent (despite some ref-
erences to the Tea Party movement and other cases of populist, conservative dissent)
gave a strong impression that dissent in the USA, or more broadly in “the West” and
in its global manifestations today, is predominantly, if not inherently a left-wing phe-
nomenon. To give one example, the American magazine Dissent, founded in 1954 and
still appearing in 2021, remains proud of its socialist origins and committed to leftist
values. As Mitchell Cohen, co-editor emeritus of the journal and professor of political
science argued on the occasion of the magazine’s sixtieth anniversary in 2014, “dissent,
as a left-wing activity, sustains certain values, even if they are reshaped and take on
different characteristics as the world changes.” Core among these, he continued, “is
the idea that liberty and democracy are sabotaged in societies that freeload on ine-
quality.” The struggle against ideologies and political forces that do such freeloading is,
in Cohen’s understanding, the task and ethos not just of his journal, but of dissent as
such.®

From the outset, Cohen stresses, the journal was opposed to Stalinism “and styles
of thinking associated with it,” and during the Cold War the journal was a natural ally
of East European dissidents. Before and since 1989, Dissent has dissociated itself from
dictatorial and murderous regimes or movements dressed up in anti-capitalist or an-
ti-imperialist rhetoric. Instead of searching for (or proclaiming to have found) “a single,
universalizing, and homogenizing force of social transformation,” anti-authoritarian
socialism has been at its best, Cohen holds, “when in a ‘dialectical relationship’ with
‘classical liberalism’ to expand political freedom.” According to Cohen, the key task
for left dissent today is to support a pluralism that does not land in the postmodern
“ontological tantrum” of declaring the world irrevocably fragmented and celebrating
“‘differences’ to such an extent that it [falls] politically through the cracks between
them.” Instead, left dissent must consistently seek coalitions tugging countries in a
democratic and egalitarian direction.®® Eley would gladly subscribe to this.

The close association in the USA between “dissent” and “the left” has a long trajectory.
Falk has identified the “central contradiction” between the liberal republican ideology
of the American Constitution and Bill of Rights and capitalist exploitation as the main
motor of dissent in the country. She writes:

[W]aves of dissenters - from abolitionists to anarchists, from labor activists of

the Communist Party of the USA (CPUSA) and the Civil Rights Movement to the
Women’s and Lesbian Gay Bisexual Transgender Queer Rights Movements - have

67 Mitchell Cohen, “The Values of Dissent,” Dissent 61 (2014), no. 3, pp- 26-27.
%8 Ibid., pp. 27-29.
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sought the actual fulfillment of the American dream for everyone (as opposed to
for elites privileged by economic and historical advantage).*

“Dissent” also features in the subtitle of a two-volume anthology of 2018 on Contem-
porary Left-Wing Activism.” Like Eley, John Michael Roberts in his introductory discus-
sion of left-wing perspectives on democracy and participation links leftist activism to
socialism and an expansion of democracy: “for left-wing protagonists, politics should
be thought of as an entry point to encourage ordinary people to participate in their
own democratic mechanisms and institutions.” This, he stresses, includes economic
democracy, which in his opinion is a prerequisite for socialist politics and socialist
societies.” Like Watts, Roberts briefly discusses the value of “dissensus” as a tool to
highlight the real inequalities and power relations that are often glossed over in liberal
versions of deliberative democracy. The dissensus expressed by contemporary global
social movements can, the two volumes are to demonstrate, “lead to the formation of a
wide reaching progressive politics.””> Noticeably, while covering countries from Chile
to Turkey, not one of the eighteen chapters devoted to specific case studies addresses
activism in a post-Communist state.

Left Dissent/Dissidence under State Socialism

State socialism poses separate problems for the study of left dissent. First, it is difficult
to apply the traditional terminology of left and right to factions within the Communist
movement, since they all identified as leftist and socialist, and all propagated social
and economic policies traditionally associated with the left.”” Maoism is often held
to be more leftist than Soviet Communism under Khrushchev or Brezhnev, but Mao

%9 Falk, “The History, Paradoxes, and Utility of Dissent,” p. 28, emphasis in the original. The same
perspective characterizes the 2007 Columbia History of Post-World War II America, in which
Richard Lingeman devotes a full chapter to the “Downfall of Postwar Idealism and Left Dissent,
1945-1950.” Lingeman ends his account by drawing long lines from the “Old Left” movements
active from the late nineteenth century onwards until the peak of the Cold War in the early 1950s
to the “self-styled New Left” born in the 1960s. Richard Lingeman, “Domestic Containment: The
Downfall of Postwar Idealism and Left Dissent, 1945-1950,” in Mark Carnes (ed.), The Columbia
History of Post-World War IT America (New York: Columbia University Press, 2007), pp. 201-225.

" Joseph Ibrahim and John Michael Roberts (eds.), Contemporary Left-Wing Activism: Democracy,
Participation and Dissent in a Global Context, vol. 1-2 (London: Taylor & Francis, 2018). Searches
for scholarly literature on right-wing activism and dissent produced no comparable findings.

" John Michael Roberts, “Democracy and Participation: Liberal and left-wing perspectives,” in
Contemporary Left-Wing Activism, vol. 1, pp. 1-26, in particular p. 2 (with quotation) and p. 19.

2 Roberts, “Democracy and Participation,” p. 3-4.

3 One can of course argue that the “socialist” states were in reality “state capitalist,” a view that
could render calls for a democratization and socialization of the “state capitalist” economies a
leftist critique. See Petr Kuzel, “Statni kapitalismus,” Kontradikce 2 (2018), no. 1, pp. 239-259.
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broke with Khrushchev with reference to the latter’s break with Stalinism, and Eley
is not alone in referring to the neo-Stalinists resurfacing during the Prague Spring as
“conservative.” “Dissent” too causes trouble, since one can make the argument that
Communist - or more specifically Leninist - “dissent” is a contradiction in terms, given
Leninism’s core ideological doctrine of democratic centralism. Ultimately, in the Leninist
view, A. J. Polan has argued, power, truth, and right are and must be monolithic, and
in the possession of the party.” Dissent can make no sense if by definition you cannot
be right against the party. Notably, the British A Dictionary of Marxist Thought of 1983
has only a short entry on “democracy,” a much longer one on “democratic centralism”
and no entries on “dissent/dissidence” or “opposition.””

Accordingly, the scholarly literature focussing on “dissent/dissidence” in what used
to be the Soviet Union and Communist Eastern Europe mostly presents a very different
story to the one of dissent in “the West.” Authors typically find a precursor of dissent
in the Marxist revisionism that evolved from the mid-1950s as a reaction to Stalinism,
especially as it turned into open critique of the ruling regimes in the mid-1960s, be
it in the Soviet Union, Poland, Yugoslavia™ or elsewhere. By the early to mid-1970s,
however, the standard literature agrees, dissidents largely converged around a human
rights-based platform, which - to the extent that clear political positions are discernible
in dissident writings - was predominantly liberal or conservative.

Archie Brown, an eminent historian of the Soviet Union, points out that while the
Soviet dissidents most known and followed in the West

were mainly those who were concerned with issues of human rights and civil
liberties ... [tlhe most dangerous segment of the dissident movement from the point
of view of the Soviet authorities was that associated with nationalism, especially
when national and religious identity coincided.”

Robert Horvath gives more credit to Soviet liberal dissent. Although it never came
to power as in East Central Europe, this dissent played, he argues, “a crucial role in
the establishment of democratic institutions” in the Gorbachev era, and contributed
significantly to the “terminal crisis of Soviet totalitarianism.” Horvath identifies four

7 See A.J. Polan, Lenin and the End of Politics (London: Methuen, 1984), for a penetrative critical
reading, inspired by the emergence of the Polish Solidarity, of Lenin’s The State and Revolution.
Lenin’s vision, Polan argues, made politics an ontological impossibility.

5 See entries on “democracy” and “democratic centralism,” in Tom Bottomore (ed.), A Dictionary
of Marxist Thought (Oxford: Blackwell, 1991), pp. 133-137.

" The Yugoslav Praxis group with its international summer school is an interesting case of leftist
critical thinking from this period bordering on dissent. See the article by Milivoj Beslin, Gazela
Pudar Drasko, and Bal$a Delibasic¢ in this issue.

7 Archie Brown, The Rise and Fall of Communism (London: Vintage Books, 2010), p. 407.
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“dissident ‘vectors:’ the repudiation of revolutionary violence; the theory and prac-
tice of glasnost; the defence of law and rights; and Russophobia,” and argues that a
“common feature of these vectors was their fundament divergence from the agendas of
party reformers” who still operated within Marxist/socialist paradigms.” By contrast,
back in 1981 Marshall S. Shotz identified three broad trends among Soviet dissidents:
Marxist purifiers, religious humanists/Orthodox conservatives, and “those who wish
the introduction of Western-style liberal and pluralistic practices, usually combined
with significant elements of socialism.”” Two of these trends can be called leftist, but
as the quote from Horvath suggests, their ideas have largely disappeared from sight
in post-1989 scholarship, except as precursors to human-rights based dissidence. The
work of Ilya Budraitskis,®® presented in the interview with him in this issue, represents
an important correction of this line of interpretation.

The dominant narrative with regard to East Central Europe is similar, except that the
literature stresses that dissent here could take on far more substantial organizational
forms, in particular in Poland, and that it was therefore more politically articulate. In
his already mentioned monograph on Dissidents in Communist Central Europe, Szulecki
begins his historical survey with “Marxist neophytes and democratic heretics.” After
the crushing of the Prague Spring and the March events in Poland in 1968, however,
the dissenters broke with Communism and eventually developed a “much looser re-
lationship to Marxism combined with the search for a new opposition identity.”® This
identity soon crystallized around ideas of human rights and “democratic opposition,”
and from around 1976-77, Szulecki holds, Marxist or left-wing dissent became marginal
phenomena in the region. Szulecki refers to a 1976 letter from Jacek Kuron to the Italian
Eurocommunist leader Enrico Berlinguer as “perhaps the last clearly leftist symbolic
communiqué,”
as Jaroslav Sabata in post-1977 contexts, left dissent is largely invisible in the core parts

and although we find sporadic references to left-wing dissidents such

of Szulecki’s account.®?

8 Robert Horvath, The Legacy of Soviet Dissent: Dissidents, Democratisation and Radical Nation-
alism in Russia (London: Routledge, 2005) pp. 12, 21-22. See also Philip Boobbyer, Conscience,
Dissent and Reform in Soviet Russia (London: Routledge 2005), in particular Chapter 7, “Dialogue
and division in the dissident movement,” pp. 114-131.

™ Marshall S. Shotz, Soviet Dissent in Historical Perspective (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1981), p. 158.

80 [lya Budraitskis, Dissidents among Dissidents: Ideology, Politics and the Left in Post-Soviet Russia
(London: Verso forthcoming).

81 Szulecki, Dissidents in Communist Central Europe, p. 87.

82 Ibid., p. 122. See p. 184 on Sabata’s leftist visions for Charter 77. Szulecki has several references
to Petr Uhl’s activities in Charter 77 and VONS without mentioning that he never abandoned the
leftist convictions of his youth. See the article in this issue by Matya$ Ktizkovsky, Michael Polak
and Ondfej Slacdlek on Petr Uhl and the Movement of Revolutionary Youth.
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Barbara J. Falk’s important 2003 monograph, The Dilemmas of Dissidence in East-Cent-
ral Europe, had equally little room for left dissent in the 1970s and 1980s, except for her
detailed analysis of Adam Michnik’s essay The Church and the Left of 1975-76.%° Falk
goes on to argue that the strong post-1989 embrace of the market among

morally influential voices of the opposition ... was consistent with the political
liberalism of the dissidents ... [d]espite their sociological genesis on the Left and
past support for egalitarianism, socialist ownership, or at least self-management.

Some scholars have noticed one exception to this developmental trajectory in East
Central Europe: the GDR. Here, Marxist and reform Communist ideas long remained
dominant. Generally, however, this trend is analysed in terms of “delay” or “backward-
ness,” as in Szulecki’s remark that “the East German intellectuals were not yet tuned
to the same frequencies as their Czechoslovak and Polish counterparts.”® Similarly,
Robert Brier claims that among “many future GDR dissidents, the experience of 1968
needed quite some time ‘to sink in,”” which made the abandoning of socialism as a
viable framework for dissent a protracted process in the GDR.?® In his valuable study
of mutual exchanges between “oppositionists” in Czechoslovakia and the GDR in the
1970s and 1980s, Tom4ds Vilimek gives several examples of how East German activists
who followed events in Poland, Czechoslovakia, or Hungary came to subscribe to this
idea of a need to “catch up.” He mentions Gerd Poppe, a civil rights activist, who had
learned from travelling in the neighbouring countries “that many oppositionists had
freed themselves from reformist visions of a socialist alternative, even though some of
them had formerly been Marxists. He had been astonished that in the GDR, people still
believed in such reformist concepts.”®” Essentially, all three accounts thus translate a

8 Barbara J. Falk, The Dilemmas of Dissidence in East-Central Europe: Citizen Intellectuals and
Philosopher Kings (Budapest: CEU Press, 2003), pp. 165-177. Falk discusses the “Budapest School”
of Marxist philosophers inspired by Gyorgy Lukdcs as contributing to dissidence in Hungary,
but again primarily as precursors to the main, non-Marxist Hungarian dissident contributions.
See pp. 122-125 and 257-261.

84 Ibid., pp. 328-329. Emphasis in original.

85 Szulecki, Dissidents in Communist Central Europe, p. 136 (emphasis added). Alexander Am-
berger’s article in this issue on the alternative eco-socialism of Wolfgang Harich, Rudolf Bahro,
and Robert Havemann presents a radically different approach to East German dissent.

% Brier, “Entangled Protest,” p. 18 (emphasis added).

87 vilimek, “Oppositionists in the CSSR and the GDR,” pp. 55-85, here 66 (emphasis added).
Vilimek does not discuss how the fact that Poppe presented his recollection of his mid-1970s
views in a 2007 interview - that is, with a knowledge of the eventual collapse of Communism
in Eastern Europe that was unthinkable thirty years before - may have influenced his interpre-
tative framework. The “delay/backwardness” framework is less dominant in Jan Pauer, “Disent
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difference in space into a difference in time, a procedure typical of the linear, teleolog-
ical view long dominant in Western social thought of a historical development logically
culminating in liberal democracy and a market economy.

Alternative perspectives
The history of left dissent must be emancipated from the dominant bipolar reading of its
global history, and from the liberal teleology and its close companion, the backshadowing,
that have determined modes of interpretation and priorities of focus, inclusion in, or
exclusion from the historical narrative, as shown above in the analysis of the post-1989
neglect of left dissent in the Soviet Union and East Central Europe.?® The articles by
Alexander Amberger, Dirk Mathias Dalberg, and Kristof Nagy and Szarvas Mérton in
this issue of Contradictions give fine examples of the vitality of left dissent in a number
of countries under Communist rule even after the breakthrough of the human rights
paradigm. In conclusion, I will outline some further possible approaches that may
contribute to a fuller understanding of left dissent in what used to be Eastern Europe.
Conditions for protest may have been very different, but East and West were nev-
er fully separate, and nor was their dissent. Inevitably, most dissident activities had
domestic agendas and local or national resonance only, but as Robert Brier, Padraig
Kenney, and others have shown, East European dissent also had its transnational di-
mensions.* The Kor¢ula Summer School organized 1963-1974 by the Yugoslav Praxis
group is an influential example of this.”

v troji perspektivé: Diskursy o politice, spole¢nosti a déjindch v ¢eském, slovenském a vycho-
donémeckém disentu v 70. a 80. letech,” Soudobé déjiny 19 (2012) no. 1, pp. 71-81. See in particular
pp. 77-78.

8 For an example of how the dominant logic works, see the online Antologie textii z disentu a exilu
(1969-1989) [Anthology of texts from the dissident and exile (1969-1989)], edited by the Institute
for Contemporary History in Prague. The anthology comprises 272 texts, divided into seventeen
thematic areas, one of which is “Perspektivy levice a socialismu” [Perspectives of the left and
socialism]. Nearly half of the eighteen texts included here are critiques of Marxism and socialism,
including from militant Catholics. Petr Uhl is not represented, although his substantial 1979 text
Program spolecenské samosprdvy [Programme of societal self-government] was translated into
French and German, and we find only two contributions from the 1980s by authors identifying
with Marxism or socialism (Jaroslav Sabata and Miroslav Kusy; Kusy is represented with the 1984
article “To Be a Marxist in Czechoslovakia,” published in English translation in this issue). In stark
contrast to this, the thematic areas devoted to Konzervativni mysleni [Conservative thinking]
or Ktestanstvi jako vychodisko z krize ceskoslovenské spole¢nosti [Christianity as a way out of
the crisis of Czechoslovak society] contain only texts written from within these perspectives,
except for a single text “merely” sympathetic to Christian ethics. See online at disent.usd.cas.
cz/o-projektu [accessed Sept. 7, 2021]).

89 Brier, “Entangled Protest,” pp. 18-19; Padraic Kenney, “Electromagnetic Forces and Radio Waves
or Does Transmnational History Actually Happen?” in Brier (ed.), Entangled Protest, pp. 43-52.

90 Gee the article by Milivoj Beslin, Gazela Pudar Drasko, and Bal$a Delibasic¢ in this issue.
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Numerous contacts across borders took place among dissidents and their sympathizers,
be it between people or texts. Hungarian students travelled to Poland, East Germans
to Czechoslovakia and so on in search of inspiration and exchanges of ideas. West-
ern friends of the cause frequently crossed the Iron Curtain, and on a few occasions,
Eastern “dissidents/oppositionists” could go West - and return home!* Tamizdat was
as important as samizdat for the dissemination of dissident ideas, and its production
and distribution required extensive transnational cooperation.?” Many of those en-
gaged in the smuggling were leftists, and as Bent Boel has demonstrated, Trotskyists
were particularly active in this regard.”® Many activists, moreover, had transnationality
embedded in their life stories as émigrés or descendants of them.

Images and projections also travelled. Szulecki’s stimulating analysis of the evolution
of the figure of the “dissident” has been mentioned, as has the “looping effect” that this
figure generated in authorities and “oppositionists” alike. Inevitably, this “Western”
figure had mixed effects. It offered a platform and some protection for the “dissidents,”
but Western observers tended to find what they were looking for, that is, to interpret
dissent and dissidents as confirmation of their own agendas or ideas about life under
Communist rule.”* The fascination of the French Left in the mid-1970s with Solzhenit-
syn had as much to do with domestic intellectual repositioning and agenda setting as
with the actual views of Solzhenitsyn, while the dedication of the 1977 Venice Biennale
to East European dissent also served Italian agendas.®® Moreover, the Western liberal
focus on human rights agendas tended to overlook the leftist and socialist ideas present
among many dissidents.

Projections - whether glorifying, reticent, or dismissive - went both ways,*® and they
could hamper cross-border, left-wing solidarity. One could write a transnational history

9 Perhaps most famously Adam Michnik, who in 1976 toured France, Italy, and Western Germany.
See Szulecki, Dissidents in Communist Central Europe, pp. 123-125

92 Friederike Kind-Kovécs, Written Here, Published There: How Underground Literature Crossed
the Iron Curtain (Budapest: CEU Press, 2014).

93 Bent Boel, “Western Trotskyists and Subversive Travelling in Soviet Bloc Countries, 1956-1989,”
Journal of Contemporary Central and Eastern Europe 25 (2017), no. 2, pp. 237-254.

9 Julia Metzger, “Writing the Papers: How Western Correspondents Reported the First Dissident
Trials in Moscow, 1965-1972,” in Brier (ed.), Entangled Protest, pp. 87-108. Metzger’s article con-
vincingly supports her conclusion (p. 108) that “the contingency of information on dissent and
opposition becomes part of the story.”

9 Horvath, “The Solzhenitsyn Effect,” pp. 895-902; Furio Colombo, “Italy: The Politics of Culture,”
The New York Review of Books, July 14, 1977 (online at nybooks.com/articles/1977/07/14/italy-the-
politics-of-culture/ [accessed Oct. 15, 2021]); Carlo Ripa de Meana, “News from the Biennale,”
The New York Review of Books, Sept. 15, 1977 (online at nybooks.com/articles/1977/09/15/news-
from-the-biennale/ [accessed Oct. 15, 2021]). The Biennale made a substantial impact on Czech
understandings of dissent and its international scope. Bugge, “A Western invention?” p. 287.

96 Barbara Walker, “Moscow Human Rights Defenders Look West: Attitudes toward U.S. Journalists
in the 1960s and 1970s,” Kritika 9 (2008), no. 4, pp. 905-927.
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of Cold War dissent as a history of misunderstandings,’” be it of contexts, intentions,
or words. Examples are numerous, ranging from the encounters of West German and
Czechoslovak students in 1968,%® through attitudes to peace movements and détente
(where misperceptions very much went both ways),* to understandings of words such
as “totalitarianism” or “feminism.”""!

This necessary precaution should not make us forget another crucial dimension of
this history, that of transnational solidarity. Unlike aid, and more radically charity,
which operate on hierarchical principles and keep the recipient in the position of an
object, solidarity is horizontal, mutual, egalitarian. It is no coincidence that Trotskyist
and other leftist groups in Western Europe framed their actions of support for dissi-
dents, whether imprisoned or not, as acts of solidarity.'®® For the Trotskyists and the
new Left - including the emerging Green Party in West Germany - East European
leftist dissidents were a source of inspiration as like-minded partners in a dialogue
about how to reconcile socialism and liberty, reconceptualize politics, develop new
forms of societal self-organization, and secure peace without accepting the Cold War
logic of bloc politics.'*

97 The term is used programmatically in Jiirgen Danyel, Jennifer Schevardo, and Stephan Kruhl
(eds.), Misunderstanding 1968/89: Fremde Zeitgenossen und umstrittene Deutungen/Cizi soucasni-
ci a sporné vyklady (Berlin: Metropol, 2009). In their article in this issue, Matyas Ktizkovsky,
Michael Polék, and Ondtej Slacalek also refer to participants noticing a “misunderstanding” at
this meeting. See, “The Anti-authoritarianism of the Movement of Revolutionary Youth? Three

Contextualisations,” Contradictions 5 (2021), no. 2. pp. 31-55.

98 paulina Bren, “1968 East and West: Visions of Political Change and Student Protest from across
the Iron Curtain,” in Gerd-Rainer Horn and Padraic Kenney (eds.), Transnational Moments of
Change: Europe 1945, 1968, 1989 (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2004), pp. 119-135.

9 Bent Boel, “Western European Social Democrats and Dissidence in the Soviet Bloc during the
Cold War,” in Brier (ed.), Entangled Protest, pp. 151-169; Kacper Szulecki, “Hijacked Ideas: Hu-
man Rights, Peace, and Environmentalism in Czechoslovak and Polish Dissident Discourses,”
East European Politics and Societies 25 (2011), no. 2, pp. 272-295; Véclav Havel, “Anatomie jedné
zdrzenlivosti” [Anatomy of a reticence], in Spisy 4 (Prague: Torst, 1999), pp. 523-561. The essay
was written in April 1985.

190 Robert Brier, “Adam Michnik’s Understanding of Totalitarianism and the West European Left:
A Historical and Transnational Approach to Dissident Political Thought,” East European Politics
and Societies 25 (2011), no. 2, pp. 197-218; Piotr Wcislik, “Totalitarianism’ and the Limits of
Polish Dissident Thought: Late Socialism and After,” in Michal Kopeéek and Piotr Wciélik (eds.),
Thinking Through Transition: Liberal Democracy, Authoritarian Pasts, and Intellectual History in
East Central Europe After 1989 (Budapest: CEU Press, 2015), pp. 73-107.

191 y4clav Havel’s condescending remarks about two Italian feminists visiting Prague and his
conclusion that feminism “in our environment ... simply appears as ‘dada’” is emblematic of this
issue. Havel, “Anatomie jedné zdrzenlivosti,” pp. 541-543, here 543.

102 Bpel, “Western Trotskyists,” p. 244.

193 Ibid., pp. 246-247; Robert Brier, “Beyond the ‘Helsinki Effect:” East European Dissent and
the Western Left in the ‘Long 1970s,”” in Poul Villaume, Rasmus Mariager and Helle Porsdam
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Significantly, East European leftist “oppositionists” did not shy away from expressing
their solidarity with people persecuted in the West or the Third World. As French and
Belgian solidarity campaigns with the Polish Solidarnos¢ gathered momentum, the
Solidarnos¢ Coordinating Office Abroad, established in Brussels by Polish trade union
activists stranded in the West after the imposition of martial law, linked the Polish
crisis with the ones in Chile and South Africa, and sent messages of solidarity to both
countries.’ From Czechoslovakia, we may point to a 1974 letter signed by thirty po-
litical prisoners expressing solidarity with all the victims of persecution in Pinochet’s
Chile,'® or a 1977 letter signed by seven left-wing dissidents in support of the victims
of Berufsverbot'*® in West Germany.'"”

I hope that these tentative reflections have underlined the continued need to in-
vestigate the history and intellectual contributions of left dissent under Communist
regimes, and that the preceding longer discussion of the conceptual history of “dissent”
and “dissidence” can sharpen our attention to how all actors - whether objects of our
studies or producers of them - define and use key terms. It genuinely does matter as
to whether we see left dissent only as an embryonic precursor to real “opposition” or
as its radical alternative!

(eds.), The ‘Long 1970s:" Human Rights, East-West Détente and Transnational Relations (London:
Routledge, 2016), pp. 71-86.

104 Kim Christiaens and Idesbald Goddeeris, “The East Versus the South: Belgian Solidarity
Movements with Poland and Nicaragua during the Early 1980s,” in Brier (ed.), Entangled Pro-
test, pp. 173-197, here 182-183 and 192-193. The authors show how perceptions of the Sandinista
government in Nicaragua as “Communist” kept Solidarnos¢ from expressing solidarity with the
Nicaraguan struggle against foreign (U.S.) intervention.

195 Eor a translation into English with introduction, see Karel Kovanda, “A Document of Our
Time,” The New York Review of Books, Oct. 31, 1974 (online at nybooks.com/articles/1974/10/31/a-
document-of-our-time/ [accessed Oct. 15, 2021]).

106 1 1972, the West German authorities issued an “Anti-Radical Decree,” which banned people
who were members or aligned to organizations considered extremist and in radical opposition
to the Constitution from work as civil servants. Opponents of the ban, which hit also public sec-
tor employees who were members of the legal West German Communist Party, used the term
Berufsverbot (“occupational ban”) to describe the consequences of the Decree.

197 The two examples stem from a pamphlet, published in Danish in 1980 by the Socialist Workers’
Party (section of the 4" International) and translated from English. The pamphlet also contains a
1979 interview with Petr Uhl, a 1977 letter from Uhl to “the revolutionary Left in Western Europe”
and a November 1977 open letter to Heinrich Bo6ll signed by sixteen ‘dissidents.” See Vi er med
jer. Er I med os? Petr Uhl og feengslede Charter 77 medlemmer i Tjekkoslovakiet [We are with you.
Are you with us? Petr Uhl and imprisoned Charter 77 members in Czechoslovakia] (Copenhagen:
Prinkipo, 1980). The pamphlet’s genesis and content testify to the transnational character of left
dissent and solidarity in the 1980s. In Scandinavia and elsewhere, active solidarity work with
Charta 77 and other East European “dissidents” and “oppositionists” was predominantly (though
by no means exclusively) performed by leftist individuals, movements, and parties situated
‘between’ the Social Democrats and the pro-Moscow Communists.
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